
From: hamfish@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 6:17:34 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Craig Heaton 



From: olhurl@aol.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Statements from an Oregon Taxpayer.
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 6:27:52 AM

Statements for explaining to Oregon Voters the Pros and Cons of voting for and passing Initiative Petition
17 in the 2022 General Election.

PROS:

     Oregon, as a state, can truthfully say that it has the most restrictive and tightest gun control law or
laws in the United States of America.  Selling point to get people to travel or move to Oregon.

     It may be a revenue raiser like the State of Illinois Firearm Owners Identification Card requirement that
was passed by Illinois in 1968.

     Reduces the sales and/or transfers of firearms to any and all people regardless of their physical,
mental and spiritual condition.

     Controls who is able to purchase,  when they can get delivery of a firearm, and location and presence
of such firearm(s).

     Through understaffing and funding at the State of Oregon State Police, county, and local law
enforcement departments, the sales and/or transfers of firearms could easily be delayed for months at a
time.  A powerful way to stop, slow and delay sales and transfers of firearms.

CONS:

     THE BILL OF RIGHTS OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE STATE OF OREGON, ARTICLE 1,
SECTION 27
STATES AS FOLLOWS:

 THE PEOPLE SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT TO BEAR ARMS FOR THE 
 DEFENCE [sic] OF THEMSELVES...

     Places an OVER BURDENSOME requirement for qualified citizens to defend themselves in a timely
manner, THUS DENYING THEM OF THEIR CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS.

     Places enormous burdens on already strained and underfunded law enforcement entities at all levels
in the state of Oregon.

     Vague and Overly Broad Statute giving too much discretion to too many people and state entities as to
who can obtain and when they can obtain a permit to purchase and/or transfer a firearm.

I ENCOURAGE THE SECRETARY OF STATE AND THEIR DELEGATES THEREUNDER TO
TRUTHFULLY EXPLAIN TO THE VOTERS EXACTLY WHAT THEY WILL NEED TO DO -STEP BY
STEP- TO OBTAIN, SELL, PURCHASE, TRANSFER, ETC., A FIREARM IF THIS IP 17 IS PASSED.

PLEASE FULLY DISCLOSE ALL CONSEQUENCES BOTH PRO AND CON, INTENDED AND
UNINTENDED, TO THE BEST OF YOUR CAPABILTY IF IP 17 IS PASSED BY THE OREGON
VOTERS.

Very truly yours,
Dennis Hurley
An Oregon Voter
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From: Brandi Stone
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Gun ban!
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 7:00:08 AM

I am outraged that we the good guys keep getting punished for things we have nothing to do with?! Im tired of it, it
angers me..seriously.
You just keep giving more power to the evil guys that will ALWAYS find a way to kill with guns. You are tying our
hands and our freedoms. Please stop this! Guns also save many lives but there won’t be any good guys with guns to
save lives if you continue this moronic move to control us.

Brandi Stone
Born and raised Oregonian

Sent from my iPhone
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From: tkmf3@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 7:12:38 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Thomas Freeman 



From: outlook_90A43E7186332743@outlook.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 8:27:02 AM

The two year aggregate cost to potential and current gun owners for Oregon citizens is $43 million
dollars when the $23.5 million for the State and $19.5 million in additional revenue for local
governments are added together!  The estimate gives no future projections for State costs/revenue
beyond the 2023-25 biennium. 
 
Let the proponents of gun control self-fund these proposals themselves.  No where do the cost
estimates address how to get criminal compliance, which is one of the root causes of gun violence,
itself  a worthy goal.
 
I believe the wording of IP 17 fails to tell Oregon citizens what they will pay in the future for
compliance if this measure passes.  It is yet another example of unintended consequences for
something believed to be in the best interest of the public.
 
 
 

mailto:halsmith97317@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: howardmike953@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:13:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Mike Howard 



From: jd4720spra@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:13:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Thomas Wells 



From: wandj_e@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:13:37 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Wayne Eppenbach 



From: cbailey1536@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:13:38 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Chris Bailey 



From: afkouns@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:13:38 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Arthur Kouns 



From: kapman44@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:13:52 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Kapreilian 



From: dan@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:24:35 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dan Vigil 



From: Steve.slauson@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:24:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Steve Slauson 



From: bocline1950@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:24:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Chester Cline 



From: gschain@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:24:39 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Glenn Schainblatt 



From: toddson7@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:24:40 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Todd Anderson 



From: Deltau257@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:24:45 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Matthew Hamilton 



From: mrrendon@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:24:46 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, John Rendon 



From: noahj@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:24:47 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and

mailto:noahj@me.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Noah Johnson 



From: hornman6901@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:24:50 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Richard Moore 



From: benema@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:24:56 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, James Lung 



From: Irishglenn@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:31 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Russell Glenn 



From: ronaldpost@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:32 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Ron Post 



From: davidnnelson@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:32 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and

mailto:davidnnelson@yahoo.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, David Nelson 



From: rwrisley67@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:33 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Randy Wrisley 



From: mitchjorgy@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:33 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Mitchell Jorgensen 



From: jaysimpkins@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:33 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, John Simpkins III 



From: michaeldenbo@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:34 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Denbo 



From: stearnsgermar@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:34 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Gerry Stearns 



From: dennischamberlin41@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:38 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dennis Chamberlin 



From: anderson8430@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:42 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, James Anderson 



From: gordongreenley@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:52 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Gordon Greenley 



From: danstiltz@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:53 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Daniel Stiltz 



From: jimkomro@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:35:54 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, James Komro 



From: Richard Waldo
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure 114
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:36:20 AM

Again the lack of understanding of our elected officials and their willingness to allow criminals to thrive is
unbelievable! Criminals don’t follow gun laws, ethical people do. Criminals don’t register guns…ethical, moral and
law abiding people do! Your attempts to curb gun violence or any violence to a flying leap out the window when
you defunded the police! November you will be on the voters list to replace if you force this Measure 114 into law!
This will not protect the people!! Stop now or be replaced!

Richard Waldo

Sent from my iPhone
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From: randy wrisley
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Bad bill
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:42:20 AM

Good morning, as i read and understand this bill as written, will only punish those who follow
the law. As i see it there is Zero accountability from Anyone to punish or hold accountable the
criminal element who laughs at this and does not care. Understanding how things work you
and the folks who vote yes on this needs to realize the soft targets you are creating and that
crime rates will only climb.look at the existing laws and ENFORCE those prior to limiting my
abity to protect and fight back against thosr who just dont care.  Please punish the criminal

                             Thank you

                                           Randy wrisley 
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From: lbgoatley@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:46:34 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Loren Goatley 



From: lyonalberryman@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:46:35 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Jo Ann Baughman 



From: woodcraftingco@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:46:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Roger Kirkpatrick 



From: davidnnelson@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:46:37 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, David Nelson 



From: dan_olp@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:46:42 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Daniel Olp 



From: geneallen54@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:46:42 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Gene Allen 



From: Crazyfishfinder@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:46:43 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, David Bowman 



From: mrtnnow@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:46:58 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Martin Now 



From: alpacasontheweb@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:47:01 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Richard Gyuro 



From: BillBash@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:47:08 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Bill Bash 



From: Osodrew@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:47:12 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Drew Kirkpatrick 



From: stuomiko@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:57:39 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Seppo Tuomikoski 



From: virgo151961@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:57:40 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Denice Adams 



From: dekucera@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:57:40 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dale Kucera 



From: dehughes@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:57:41 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, David Hughes 



From: davidgonzales82@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:57:41 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, David Gonzales 



From: calsop24@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:57:41 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Chris Alsop 



From: reightdrs@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:57:42 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Bill Sweet 



From: wallywalls60@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:57:42 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Wally Walls 



From: jsbry63@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:57:45 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, James Bryant 



From: c95la@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:57:48 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Patricia Schieber 



This measure changes Oregon law relating to firearms by (1)
requiring safety training and completed background checks to
obtain a permit to purchase firearms; and (2) limiting the use,
manufacture, sale and purchase of large capacity ammunition
magazines.  
 
Currently:  
■ No permit required to obtain firearms.
■ License required to carry concealed handgun.
■ State Police tracks background checks; no requirement for

searchable database of gun purchases/ownership; may
retain records for five years.

■ No required safety training, except for concealed handgun
license or hunting license for youth.

■ Firearms cannot be possessed or purchased by prohibited
persons.

■ Sheriff can deny concealed handgun license based on failed
background check or evidence that applicant poses danger
to themselves or others.

■ Firearms can be sold/transferred without completed
background check after three days.

■ No restrictions on firearm magazines.    
■ Violations of existing firearm regulations are Class A

misdemeanors; repeat violations may be felonies.
 

Under Measure:
■ Buyers must have permit in order to purchase firearm from

gun dealer, private seller or at gun show.
■ To obtain permit, buyer must:

o Complete approved firearm safety course that
includes review of relevant laws, safe firearm storage,
prevention of abuse and misuse of firearms, and
hands-on demonstration of basic firearms handling;
instructor certified by law enforcement agency.

o Submit fingerprints and application, pay fee of no
more than $65 for first permit (valid for five years)
and $50 for renewal.

o Application may include other information
determined necessary by department rule.

o Pass criminal background check through State Police,
be cleared to possess firearm.

■ Permits may be denied if applicant poses danger to
themselves or others.

■ Establishes appeals process for denied, revoked or non-

L.K. Reinmiller
So law-abiding citizens must pay the state for permission to exercise their guaranteed Constitutional right?
Violates Constitution 2A

L.K. Reinmiller
What information? This leaves it wide open for Oregon to become the next New York. Unconstitutional as ruled by SCOTUS.

L.K. Reinmiller
Who determines this? What are the criteria? Does the denier have to provide proof? 



renewed permits.
■ Requires State Police to maintain electronically searchable

database of permits, information is exempt from public
disclosure.  

■ State Police annually reports permit data; may gather and
report other information to ensure permit process is
administered in a “consistent and equitable manner.”

■ Sale/transfer of firearm to person without a permit is Class
A misdemeanor; repeat violations may be felonies.

■ Possessing a firearm without a permit is not itself a crime.  
■ Regulates “large-capacity magazines”:  

o “Large-capacity magazines” include fixed/detachable
magazines (or functional equivalent) that can accept
“more than 10 rounds of ammunition and allows a
shooter to keep firing without having to pause to
reload.”

o Particular application to certain firearms set forth in
measure.

o 180 days after passage, the manufacture, sale, use or
possession of large-capacity magazines is a Class A
misdemeanor, except by:
▪ law enforcement agencies and armed services in

performance of their duties;
▪ individuals who then own or later inherit large-

capacity magazines, when only used on owner’s
property, at shooting ranges/competitions, while
hunting consistent with applicable regulations,
and during transport to permissible location (if
secured separately from firearm).    

o At any time, individuals may avoid criminal liability
by turning-in large-capacity magazines through a law
enforcement-approved buyback or turn-in program
provided no charges are pending.

 
 

L.K. Reinmiller
This is a thinly disguised state registry. Searchable by whom?

L.K. Reinmiller
What other information? Is this consistent across the state or can a police department arbitrarily determine what they want to know? Vague and gives individuals too much power over citizens without just cause.

L.K. Reinmiller
The majority of magazines in the most popular defensive weapons are over 10 rounds. This is not "large capacity". It is small capacity and is a ridiculously arbitrary number. Where is the evidence the magic number is 10 rounds or less?

L.K. Reinmiller
What does "particular application" even mean. Vague language easy to twist to mean whatever you want.

L.K. Reinmiller
How will this even be enforced without violating illegal seizure of private property rights?

L.K. Reinmiller
So you are going to spend my tax money to pay law-abiding citizens for their standard capacity magazines?

L.K. Reinmiller
There is not a single provision in here that has anything to do with gun violence and everything to do with oppressing law-abiding citizens.

In case it escaped your notice, gun violence is perpetrated by criminals, who are not going to obey these ridiculously restrictive laws. Or any laws. That is why they are called criminals.

If this passes, the state will then have to turn around and spend more tax payer money to defend itself against the numerous lawsuits that will arise because these same provisions have already been struck down in other states by SCOTUS. 



From: Bill Brooks
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballet measure 114
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:03:56 AM

Measure 114 does nothing to stop gun violence by criminals and only violates the rights of
law-abiding citizens. This also violates the 2nd Amendment. 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From: jeisner67@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:08:35 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Jimmy Eisner 



From: sndbrice69@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:08:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Darwin Brice 



From: officerdrummond@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:08:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Colin Drummond 



From: lindareinmiller@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:08:44 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Linda Reinmiller 



From: awenydd1122@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:32 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Peter Turner 



From: rthigpen123@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:33 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Richard Thigpen 



From: cwalling4474@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:35 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Charles Walling 



From: clint223@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Clint Smith 



From: mykokopelli@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Jerald Boyd 



From: trog448@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:37 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Nelson Schmedth 



From: donk50pdx@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:40 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Don Kangas 



From: solomonthegrey@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:41 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Mark Faulkner 



From: Dwelorri@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:43 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dana Elorriaga 



From: richardmasters35@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:43 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Richard Masters 



From: azrabain@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:19:45 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Jeromy Cochran 



From: Bruce Dignan
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Dear, in my opinion, corrupt democrat party communist gun banners.....
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:24:23 AM

The explanatory statement is seriously flawed.

The statement refused to acknowledge that most modern
shotguns will be banned under this measure. That is NOT
speculation.

The statement falsely claims that the database of gun
permit applicants is exempt from public disclosure. That
must not be allowed to remain in the statement.

The statement ignores the lack of training facilities or
people qualified to provide the training. This is a
critical element of the measure.

The statement misleads voters about the live fire
requirements.

The statement ignores the complete lack of funding for
this expensive measure.

The statement fails to clarify many mandates that will
be created later by the Oregon State Police without
public input.

Bruce B. Dignan
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From: durfee0192@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:30:44 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Jess Durfee 



From: mrcam42y@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:30:47 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Donald Camarata 



From: ellis@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:30:50 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Jeff Ellis 



From: Rondedmon@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:30:58 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Ron Edmondson 



From: NICHOLLE MOODY
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: 2A protected by constitution / no permission from you necessary
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:38:52 AM

The second amendment is protected by the Constitution and was just confirmed by the US Supreme Court. There is
nothing congress or ratchet governors can do to infringe on our second amendment rights. Please go to f yourselves
you gross, vile, “representatives”, who sold your souls to George Soros, the Nazi who participated in  murdering
millions, in Nazi Germany, World War II. Where they certainly did not needs guns to murder anyone. No one is
looking for morality lessons or guidance from you lying assholes! I do not need your permission to protect my
home. If you need a reference, I suggest you look up the sons of liberty and the history of how the British got their
asses handed to them. Keep pushing us Oregon! The midterms are coming and your time in office, stealing from
people who work for a living, is about to end.
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From: binderman@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:41:31 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Mark Dayton 



From: spicerm42@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:41:35 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Mike Spicer 



From: iflyfastr@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:41:42 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and

mailto:iflyfastr@yahoo.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, John Foster 



From: Gerald.Stackhouse@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:41:52 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Gerald Stackhouse 



From: nova chesebro
To: SOS Elections * SOS; nova chesebro
Subject: IP 17
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:46:16 AM

Hello,

IP 17 does not outline necessary information for the public to make a
informed decision.  Please include the following in the published voters
guide.

The measure outright bans the new purchase of most
sporting shotguns because of the magazine capacity
limit. Most shotguns which have tubular magazines can
hold more than 10 “mini shells” making them illegal to
purchase. This will have a profound effect on youth trap
and skeet shooting in Oregon. 

The measure requires live fire training before a person
can apply for a permit to purchase a firearm. There are
virtually no facilities that will be available for this
training. For first time gun buyers this could well require
that you have a gun before you can get a permit to buy a
gun.

There are no exceptions for the permit to purchase
requirement for police of Federally licensed gun dealers.

The “permitting agent” can demand “any additional
information” to issue the permit opening up endless
opportunities for abuses.

The measure only allows those approved by police to
provide the required “training” to apply for a permit.
Police in Oregon are underfunded and understaffed. There
is no plan in place to actually provide any training and
virtually no rural police have the facilities or manpower to
provide classes. Police in urban areas are already not
responding to most violent crimes.

The Oregon State Sheriff’s Association has estimated that
if a person somehow could complete the required
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training, the permitting process would cost sheriffs
almost $40,000,000.00 annually. There is nothing in the
measure that provides any funding and the fees included
would not come close to covering the costs. There is no
estimate on the cost or impact on small local police
departments.

While the measure caps the cost for a permit, there are
no caps on the costs for the required training, which is
unlikely to be available anyway. This will mostly affect
low income communities.

The measure requires that the required class (taught only
by “law enforcement approved” trainers) include training
on state and federal law, transfers and storage, and the
“impact of suicide on the country as a whole.”  There is
no indication of who would be qualified to instruct on
these issues or how they become approved.

The measure requires that a sheriff or local police
department issue a permit within 30 days after a
background check has been completed by the State
Police. But there is NO limit on how long the State Police
can take to complete the background check and NO
penalties if they do not complete it. There are no
estimates of the cost of these checks to the State Police.

The measure requires a public list of persons who
attempt to purchase firearms. Victims of domestic
violence will be at risk for all their private information
being made public along with their efforts to purchase a
firearm for self defense.

The measure creates a whole new category of victimless
crimes at time when the police are grossly underfunded
and real criminals are being released onto our streets.

The measure requires a permit from local police (which
may be impossible to get) just to apply for permission
from the Oregon State Police simply to buy a firearm. But



it also removes the one safeguard that protects gun
buyers if the State Police do not complete their
background check.

State and Federal law allow the transfer of a firearm if the
state police don’t complete a background check in 3
business days.  This measure removes that safeguard. So
a single mom with threats against her and her children
could literally wait forever to get permission to get a
home defense firearm.

Thank you,
Nova Chesebro
503.551.7643



From: pops2698@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:52:35 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Scott Wofford 



From: lyonhd@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:52:35 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Mike Lyon 



From: Garychandler60@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:52:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Gary Chandler 



From: EHARPER@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:52:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Earl Harper 



From: budloregon@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:52:41 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Forest LeDoux 



From: rjmurphy22@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:52:43 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Ronald Murphy 



From: gslinger@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:52:45 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, George Walton 



From: dave97128@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:52:47 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, David Johnson 



From: mikeames99@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:03:31 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Ames 



From: Michaeldiamond17@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:03:31 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Declercque 



From: mygunschool@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Has Untrue Statements
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:03:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, David Cunningham 



From: SwanyM16@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:03:38 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, John Day 



From: George D Walton
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Comments regarding IP 17 Draft Explanatory Statement
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:04:18 AM

The draft IP 17 explanatory statement is misleading and inaccurate.  It fails to note that there is no evidence that any
of the proposed changes have been shown to reduce gun violence though they have been implemented in various
places before.  It fails to note that some provisions of IP 17 are actually in violation of federal law and have been
ruled so by the Supreme Court.  This fact should be made clear.

The explanatory statement fails to mention that no instance of gun violence would actually be prevented by
implementation of IP 17.  It creates additional cost and complexity for our state government and law enforcement in
an attempt to address a problem that does not exist in a manner that will be completely ineffective but expensive and
prone to abuse.

George D Walton
gslinger@att.net
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From: alecmartin01@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:14:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Alec Slagle 



From: alecmartin01@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:14:38 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Alec Slagle 



From: oldzmann@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:14:38 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Zane Stabley 



From: stephenmblum@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:14:39 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Stephen M Blum 



From: copple.joe@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:14:42 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Joseph Copple 



From: gmanaug4@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:14:49 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Gerard Mangan 



From: Secrent1@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:25:36 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Stephen Bianco 



From: Caharpo@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:25:37 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Charles Harper 



From: greggabelman@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:25:42 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Greg Gabelman 



From: marlene@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:25:43 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Marlene Acker 



From: Charles Harper
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:30:13 AM

All this would do is punish law abiding gun owner. It will do nothing to control the illegal guns and those who
actually need mental help, and those who have been arrested and released over and over by DA’s who will not do
their job. Guns do not create crimes, man does. This measure only serves the WOKE and misinformed. It also is one
step closer to a Police State.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: matwombly@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:36:37 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Matt Twombly 



From: mcgyvver53@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:36:38 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and

mailto:mcgyvver53@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Eric Munson 



From: rhowardtrembly@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:36:39 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Ron Trembly 



From: 3kids10grans@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:36:42 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Robert Hohensee 



From: Dalek1945@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:36:45 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dale Kennedy 



From: brad.benson@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:36:46 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Juel Bradford Benson 



From: JLVerbeek@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:36:47 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Jan Verbeek 



From: jresney@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:36:47 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, James Resney 



From: Flojohunter@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:36:53 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Floyd Harrington 



From: Flsi98@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:47:32 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Jeremy Hill 



From: cnikolai@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:47:34 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Peter Nikolai 



From: Myerssmi@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:47:41 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Myers 



From: thefurnituredoctor@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:47:41 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: CRIMINALS
WILL ALWAYS HAVE GUNS! Please don't disarm law abiding citizens! I do not support
the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The bullet
point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
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enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Char Pennie 



From: flytie63@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:58:34 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Gary Schaible 



From: dhutch@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:58:38 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dennis Hutchison 



From: Cernuda@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:58:41 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Herminio Cernuda 



From: dan.fleming3@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:58:49 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dan Fleming 



From: qmcdugan@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:58:49 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael W R Dugan 



From: mlloyd682@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 11:59:00 AM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Lloyd 



From: zbigham@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:09:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Zachary Bigham 



From: a_arango88@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:20:32 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Abel Arango 



From: Brittwthomas@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:20:32 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Britt Thomas 



From: marknorman58@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:20:33 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and

mailto:marknorman58@icloud.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Mark Norman 



From: Pschmitt747@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:20:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Pat Schmitt 



From: hudsflywater@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:20:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Brian Hudspeth 



From: stan121048@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:20:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Stanley Allen 



From: westmorjp@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:20:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Jason Westmoreland 



From: Dschling@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:20:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and

mailto:Dschling@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dyrk Schlingman 



From: scjcarminati@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:20:42 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and

mailto:scjcarminati@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Stephen Carminati 



From: dobiggins@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:31:31 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dennis Biggins 



From: cptmed@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:31:33 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Kevin Nygren 



From: bobbrody45@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:31:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Robert Brody 



From: taylortech95@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:31:39 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Todd Taylor 



From: scderieux@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:31:39 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Scott DeRieux 



From: mvdolce123@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:42:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Marc Dolce 



From: blazebault@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:42:41 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Blaze Bault 



From: bearcat74@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 12:53:31 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Kevin Hunting 



From: sheddtycoon@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:04:38 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, William Percell 



From: Michael@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:04:44 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Brittell 



From: cliff.fox.automotive@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:04:46 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Clifford Sullivan 



From: Vargasma07@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:15:33 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Mathew Vargas 



From: mickeyduff@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:15:41 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Roderic Duff 



From: Mariposa10@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:15:49 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Bridget Kiger 



From: MJMADDEN878@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:26:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Madden 



From: kzbikeman@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:26:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. In addition, 10
rounds is in excess of the standard capacity of most modern firearms. This limit renders many
currently available firearms as not in compliance with this proposed law and effectively bans
these weapons. This is clearly a violation of what is a commonly held firearm as identified by
recent United States Supreme court decision. Finally, the Explanatory Statement fails to
mention that a permit would not be available to anyone prohibited from possessing a firearm
under federal law, including those who lawfully use marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law
preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1 controlled substance according to federal
law. Controlled substance users and addicts are prohibited from owning firearms. The measure
would require federal law enforcement to be notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire
a permit. For these reasons, the draft statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of
the effects of IP 17 in an impartial, simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Matthew
Warren 



From: nedyah214@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:37:41 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Hayden Allen 



From: Rhinodoc@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:37:41 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dan Miller 



From: williamwihr@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:37:43 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, William Wihr 



From: spacesmith1@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:37:44 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Joshua Smith 



From: MYSLIPKNOT1@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:37:49 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Patrick Delgado 



From: Teampantera@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:48:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dennis Antenucci 



From: Dcarrillo77@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:48:37 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, David Carrillo 



From: rhowardtrembly@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:48:44 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Ron Trembly 



From: mldobney@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:59:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Arthur Dobney 



From: smaoliver@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 1:59:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, James Oliver 



From: reedkoyano@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:10:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Reed Koyano 



From: codeymaan@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:21:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and

mailto:codeymaan@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Brent Martell 



From: opensightz@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:21:38 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Rugg 



From: opensightz@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:21:38 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and

mailto:opensightz@yahoo.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Rugg 



From: petebarlow@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:21:40 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Peter Barlow 



From: rlsibert@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:32:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Randy Sibert 



From: rlsibert@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:32:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Randy Sibert 



From: policespeeder@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:32:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Rod Whitney 



From: gilbo6205@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:32:44 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Theodore Gilbo 



From: shawn.smith@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:32:45 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Shawn Smith 



From: cwood@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:43:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Carl Wood 



From: dagray@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: What part of "Shall Not Be Infringed" do you not understand? The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed &

Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:43:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: As an Oregon
resident for 52 years I am ashamed of you. The reasons are your willingness to restrict or
remove the Law-Abiding Citizen's inalienable rights under the 1st, 2nd, 4th, and 9th
Amendments. Restricting firearms and firearms parts will do nothing to stop crime, but it will
make criminals out of law-abiding citizens. Your socialist/communist leanings are showing by
even letting a bill be voted on that directly conflicts the US Constitution and is thus invalid per
Marbury v Madison (US Supreme Court decision which is still valid). I do not support the
draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The bullet point
list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement explaining the
effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that; a statement in
sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft statement released
for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear arms shall not be
infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States Constitution and
Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be included in the
statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed rights. The
statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17. Whether a
“pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the capacity to
accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever action”
exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action” firearms. A
searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a government
registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable database should
be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should also include what
information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the registry: applicant’s
legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth, physical
description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints, and any
additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory Statement
needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for ANYTHING
they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may determine
what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal department
rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry information
may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of each year,
beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for each county
the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-purchase
issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
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applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, David Gray A combat veteran Oregon voter. 



From: dstuart@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:43:46 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Robert Stuart 



From: Spencer Maffit
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:53:06 PM

Guns don t kill people, people kill people, drunk cars don,t klll people, drunk drivers kill
people, forks dont make people fat, people make people fat. whens guns are outlawed, only
outlaws will have them. these are the facts, i am among many who are getting sick and tired of
all of you politicians who salaries are paid by the people wasting money trying to take away
our rights, you are very ignorant in thinking that taking away gun rights from law abiding
citizens is going to reduce crime, has making many drugs illegal reduced drug crimes and
addiction
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From: lphull@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 2:54:32 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Larry Hull 



From: cturn.oo@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 3:27:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Clifford Turner 



From: lkp@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 3:27:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Laird Preble 



From: William E. Stevenson Jr.
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure #114
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 3:31:44 PM

I just read the NRA’s synopsis of this bill, and just how deceptive you people are being with
your description of what it contains, & what it will do if voted into acceptance. It’s not only
unconstitutional in it’s entirety, but but you find it necessary to lie to the voters about it in
your description of it? What the hell is wrong with you people anyway? And to think, one of
the biggest proponents of this bill in a Lutheran  Minister, which, if he is aware of how you
people are misinterpreting it’s content, & agrees with what you’re trying to pull, doesn’t say
very damn much for the principles of this supposed man of god. With your actions, you have
reached an all time low in principles. You ought to be ashamed of yourselves, but I doubt it
very much.

Sincerely, 
William E. Stevenson Jr. 
Tigard m, Oregon
NRA member #251571022
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From: ialnikolai@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 3:38:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and

mailto:ialnikolai@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Lucille Nikolai 



From: tjames51@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 3:38:37 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Timothy Jondrow 



From: phaudbine@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 3:38:44 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Pat Haudbine 



From: Saghannicon@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 3:49:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Don Smith 



From: Mvasquez007@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 4:11:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Miguel Vasquez 



From: mdavis1863@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 4:22:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Mike Davis 



From: Echo.stickland@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 4:22:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Echo Stickland 



From: chuck.slaney@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 4:22:37 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Charles Slaney 



From: rbaskins@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 4:22:38 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Bob Baskins 



From: rlt196455@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 4:22:39 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Rocky Taylor 



From: Coufal@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 4:22:46 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Richard Coufal 



From: John.eyman@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 4:44:38 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, John Eyman 



From: Roy.dunivin@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 4:44:42 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Roy Dunivin 



From: Grizzly962@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 5:06:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Michaelson 



From: suehblue@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 5:06:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Susan Haskins-Bulgin 



From: thomasmrupinski@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 5:17:37 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Thomas Rupinski 



From: villenbob@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 5:28:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: this is outright
illegal and uncostitutional! the unconstatutionality obviously makes it outright illegal. I'm
going to ask for the names of everybody involved in this scheme so i can file a lawsuit! I do
not support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters.
The bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
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application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Robert Villeneuv 



From: bob villeneuve
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: ballot measure 114
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 5:35:13 PM

This is boldly unconstitutional! and outright illegal. The 2nd amendment guarantees an
individual, an American citizen the right to keep and bear arms! So  what the hell is this? an
usurpation of the law,removal of the peoples god given rights? I will not stand for this! I will
file a lawsuit against all those who are involved in pushing this ahead. This is utterly
unconstitutional, illegal!  Criminals will criminal, evil people will do evil things, you are
throwing out the baby with the bathwater!
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From: cbell5585@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 5:50:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Chris Bell 



From: hjweiss@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 6:01:40 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Hanns Weiss 



From: lolonui@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 6:12:31 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Tim Collins 



From: rcdickman2@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 6:23:33 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Russell Dickman 



From: cwreb@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 6:34:32 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Charles Parker 



From: aebe
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 6:44:50 PM

Hello
 This measure is in violation of every American's 2nd and 4th Amendment Rights and should
not go forward for that reason. In addition, it will do nothing to stop violent crime.

                                                                                                          Aebe mac Gill, in Wallowa
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From: gbforge@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 6:45:31 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, George Bulgin 



From: emastrich@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 6:45:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Everett Mastrich 



From: pvfsr1@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 6:45:37 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Paul Ferrigno 



From: stclairservices@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 7:07:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Stan St.Clair 



From: tommybaker2013@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 7:18:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Thomas Baker 



From: tsnider8802@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 7:29:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Thomas Snider 



From: earthmover@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 7:40:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Duane Meadows 



From: briantphillips@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 8:02:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Brian Phillips 



From: mwade315@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 8:02:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Mike Wade 



From: Bearblacktail232@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 8:13:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Benjamin Pihl 



From: RTCCJC@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 8:24:32 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Rodney Thrower 



From: dhonae@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 8:24:32 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Roy Nunn 



From: bjgrimmer1@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 8:24:33 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Bj Grimmer 



From: RTCCJC@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 8:35:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Christie Cameron 



From: enageeb@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 8:35:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Ben Agee 



From: Godivisiongo@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 8:46:36 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Jake Simonis 



From: melam1295@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:19:33 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Michael Elam 



From: drcole49@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:19:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Donald Cole 



From: jeepdakine@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:19:35 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Nicholas Martin 



From: kelsand@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 9:30:32 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Kelley Dorst 



From: Lawreb@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:14:40 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Lawrence Harmon 



From: daleott3@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:25:41 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Dale Ott 



From: bonniebob1966@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:25:42 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Robert Brainard 



From: rongingerl@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:36:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Ron lichty 



From: tylerbniles@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:47:33 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do NOT
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Tyler Niles 



From: kendarby651@grassrootsmessages.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The Explanatory Statement for IP 17 is Flawed & Misleading
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:58:34 PM

Dear Secretary of State, Shemia Fagan and Explanatory Statement Committee: I do not
support the draft Explanatory Statement; it is factually flawed and misleading to voters. The
bullet point list is confusing and does not provide voters with an understandable statement
explaining the effects of IP 17 to voters. The explanatory statement should instead be just that;
a statement in sentence form, like the form that Legislative Counsel drafted. In the draft
statement released for public comment, current law fails to mention the right to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed, as protected by the Second Amendment to the United States
Constitution and Article 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution. This needs to be
included in the statement because IP 17 is in clear violation of these fundamental guaranteed
rights. The statement fails to mention that most modern shotguns will be banned under IP 17.
Whether a “pump action” or a “semiautomatic”, shotguns with barrels over 21 inches have the
capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. These are not exempted by the fixed magazine “lever
action” exemption because “pump action” and “semiautomatic” are NOT “lever action”
firearms. A searchable database is not sufficient to notify voters that IP 17 will create a
government registry of firearm owners’ personal information and firearms. The searchable
database should be called what it is under IP 17, a government registry. The statement should
also include what information IP 17 requires law enforcement to collect and store in the
registry: applicant’s legal name, current address and telephone number, date and place of birth,
physical description, applicant’s signature, applicant’s photograph, applicant’s fingerprints,
and any additional information determined necessary by department rules. The Explanatory
Statement needs to tell voters that law enforcement has the unfettered discretion to ask for
ANYTHING they may determine “necessary” for issuance of a permit. Law enforcement may
determine what is necessary without any input from the public through their own internal
department rules. The Explanatory Statement needs to inform voters that government registry
information may be released to the public, because IP 17 requires "on or before January 31 of
each year, beginning in 2024, the department shall annually publish a report indicating for
each county the number of applications made to any permit agent, the number of permits-to-
purchase issued and the number of permits-to-purchase denied and the reasons for denial. The
department may, by rule, include any additional information that it determines would be
helpful to ensuring the permit-to-purchase process is being administered in a consistent and
equitable manner." This gives the departments discretion to release ANY information
contained in the application that may be “helpful” to ensure consistency and equitableness.
The Explanatory Statement fails to inform the voters that, while a permit is required to acquire
a firearm, nothing in IP 17 requires law enforcement to administer the training programs. Law
enforcement is already under-staffed and underfunded in Oregon and the Explanatory
Statement fails to inform voters that there is no funding for law enforcement to conduct these
trainings. From January 1, to May 31, 2022, 166,251 NICS background checks have been
performed. In 2021, 454,133 NICS firearm background checks were performed. Law
enforcement does not have the funding or staffing capacity to handle this volume of permit
applications for review and training. The Explanatory statement fails to inform voters that
Concealed Handgun Licenses and hunter safety certifications are not acceptable as permits
under IP 17. The Explanatory Statement fails to inform voters that the training requirements
include live-fire and classroom training. It also fails to inform voters that while the permit
application cost is capped to $65 to apply and $50 to renew, there is no cap on how much law
enforcement may charge for the training. It also fails to disclose that applicants must pay and
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re-take this training every 5 years. Public shooting ranges are already scarce in Oregon and the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that there is a lack of training facilities in the state to
conduct the required training for permit issuance and that there is no guideline or required
timeline for law enforcement to develop the training program or locate adequate facilities for
the required permit training. The introductory statement of the Explanatory Statement is
misleading by stating IP 17 requires safety training, as mentioned above, it does not tell voters
that safety training requires classroom and live-fire training. The introductory statement is
misleading because background checks are already required by law to purchase a firearm,
instead what IP 17 does is create a possibility for an indefinite delay of firearm transfers and
voters should be informed of this. The Explanatory Statement does not notify current owners
of magazines over 10 rounds that they are not grandfathered-in for possession; instead, they
are limited to use on private property, at shooting ranges and while hunting. Finally, the
Explanatory Statement fails to mention that a permit would not be available to anyone
prohibited from possessing a firearm under federal law, including those who lawfully use
marijuana under Oregon law. Federal law preempts state law and marijuana is a Schedule 1
controlled substance according to federal law. Controlled substance users and addicts are
prohibited from owning firearms. The measure would require federal law enforcement to be
notified of marijuana users attempting to acquire a permit. For these reasons, the draft
statement needs to be revised to properly inform voters of the effects of IP 17 in an impartial,
simple and understandable statement. Sincerely, Kenneth Darby 


	Comments Received to measure 114 (IP 17) Sunday July 31 2022
	sunday



