
Comments Received to IP 17, Wednesday, July 27, 2022 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Orange <Orange@22owls.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:16 AM 
To: SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov> 
Subject: Measure 114 
 
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. 
 
 
In liberty,  
 
Bryen 
2A2DAY.com  
 
Let’s pay our children the debt we owe our parents —— Liberty.  
 
"They who can give up essential liberty to obtain a little temporary safety deserve neither liberty nor safety." - Ben 
Franklin 
 
Whenever you find yourself on the side of the majority it is time to pause and reflect Mark Twain 
 
From: Ron Vrooman <ronvrooman38@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 9:02 AM 
To: MYERS Cheryl L * SOS <Cheryl.L.MYERS@sos.oregon.gov>; SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov>; 
SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov>; SOS Oregon * SOS <Oregon.SOS@sos.oregon.gov>; LIVNY Yael 
<yael.a.livny@doj.state.or.us>; ellen.rosenblum@doj.state.or.us; Lippold Steve M <steve.lippold@doj.state.or.us> 
Cc: Charlie White <art@charliewhitestudio.com>; Brandon Wingerter <brandon.wingerter@gmail.com>; Cynthia 
Palmatier <cynthiapalmatier@gmail.com>; Tonja Swift <redhead2842@ymail.com>; William Appel 
<willappel@ymail.com> 
Subject: https://www.northwestobserver.com/index.php?ArticleId=2325 This is unconstitutional. Constitutions circa 
1859. 
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Hello, As we are moving from the de facto color of law with 112 years of 
organized crime by the de facto State of Oregon a subdivision of the 
United States inc. In some form since 1861. Moving to the de jure this 
year 2022. 

This initiative violates the 2nd Amendment and ARTICLE IV. 

Whomever authorized this initiative is risking treason. You will receive 
our court order soon. 

ron 
 

--  

Returning Oregon to a Constitutional republican form of 
government this year 2022 

There really is an active conspiracy, the industrial/military/judicial/legislative/executive/banker/ 
BAR/royalist/nazi/communist/muslim/catholic/Khazarian/UN/conspiracy complex.  

Sincerely good ole, laughable, lovable, sweet, easy going, 
everybody loves him, charismatic.  ron.. 

They Lost when they murdered LaVoy.  
Seek your Constitutional republican form of government. this year 2022 

By: ron vrooman writing for the Beaverton Oversight Committee , Oregon Statewide Jural Assembly and it's Civilian 
Court of Record, Grand Jury, 2nd Amendment Militia. 

General Delivery Beaverton, Oregon [97005] 

ronvrooman38@gmail.com 503 641 8375  

I do lawful not legal and put forth my best effort!!! 

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Ramon Marion <cuttingedgeproduction@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 9:27 AM 
To: SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov> 
Subject: statement for IP 17  
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Hello 
 
I’m an African American man living in Albany Oregon now. But born and raised in Portland Oregon. I’ve been an law 
bidding citizen all my life especially extra careful with firearms because of my children. I don’t believe this new proposal 
will help me in my situation. I’m in the bracket of low income scraping by to take care of my family the best way I know 
how. This bill will hurt a lot minorities that I’m aware of that are low income bracket. 
 
I didn’t believe  classes in my area are available are  for minorities or low income people. This extra expense and time 
that I don’t have. Because I’m work 2 job and taking care of my family the best I can. Please feel free to reach out to me 
to discuss this issue more if needed thank you for your time to look at my concerns.  
 
Ramon M 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Israel Wytcherley <israelwytcherley@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 6:18 AM 
To: SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov> 
Subject:  
 
Our 2nd amendment rights shall not be infringed.  You have nothing to stand on. Any ban you put on guns goes directly 
against our constitution.  You have no right.  
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Aaron Jacksonwilde <aaronjacksonwilde@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:08 AM 
To: SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov> 
Subject: IP17 comments 
 
By having a required permit to procure firearms, you're causing disparate treatment against protected classes by putting 
a barrier of money in place simply to own a firearm. 
 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
Aaron JacksonWilde 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Jenna Wehrer <jennawehrer@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:02 AM 
To: SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov> 
Subject: concerns about IP17 minority impact 
 
The measure requires a “class” before a person can apply for a “permit” to purchase a firearm. Since this class requires 
live fire, low income, urban residents will have the hardest time finding an approved class. 
 
The required “class” must be taught by police or those approved by police. If the police in minority areas choose to 
simply not provide the class, minority residents will be required to find a class far from their home at unlimited expense. 
 
The measure gives police unlimited ability to require any information they want when approving a person for a “permit.” 
This discretion has enormous potential for abuse and can be applied selectively. 
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There are no time limits on the multiple background checks required for a permit and there are no limits on the cost for 
the “class” that is required. At this time even the sponsors of the measure have admitted they have no answers for 
these concerns. These issues are certain to impact low income communities disproportionately 
 
The existing racial statement covers none of these issues. 
 
Jenna 
 

From: terry martin <terry@dccllc.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:54 AM 
To: SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov> 
Subject: IP 17 

 

To legislature on proposed gun control issues. 

 

I am Hispanic and have been using fire arms for over 50 years. I believe in safe operation and management of fire 
arms.   I am a volunteer hunters education instructor for ODFW and provide instruction to adults and children 
throughout the spring summer and fall.   

 

The proposed measure requires a “class” before a person can apply for a “permit” to purchase a firearm. Since this class 
requires live fire.  The measure also indicates that this will be done by the Oregon State Police which makes it difficult 
for Low income, urban and rural residents to find an approved class. Right now you are only looking at the state police to 
offer the classes 

 

The classes provided by ODFW are live fire classes with shotguns and gets students comfortable with guns and managing 
the guns safely.  We always have a certified Range Safety Officer at all the live fire training to ensure instructors and 
students obey all safety rules. 

 

I would suggest you open the training to other State run hunter education facilities.  I believe they can provide as 
through training as the State Police.   

 

The measure also gives police unlimited ability to require any information they want when approving a person for a 
“permit.” This has enormous potential to collect personal information not related to firearm safety or possible 
abuses.  This could be considered an abuse and can be applied selectively.  I would suggested this be clearly defined so 
to not be considered racially biased.   

 

The measure has no time limits on the multiple background checks required for a permit and there are no limits on the 
cost for the “class” that is required. This could make it difficult for low income and people of color to obtain a 
permit.  This is unfair and biased.  These issues are certain to impact low income communities disproportionally. 
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Please take these into consideration when amending this bill 

Thank you 

Terry Martin 

From: DakodaC4621 <DakodaC4621@protonmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:36 AM 
To: SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov> 
Subject: Initiative Petition 17 

 

Thank you all for your time and service. I am a law abiding 
citizen, and of minority ethnicity.  

 

The measure requires a “class” before a person can apply for a 
“permit” to purchase a firearm. Since this class requires live 
fire, low income, urban residents will have the hardest time 
finding an approved class. 

 

The required “class” must be taught by police or those approved by 
police. If the police in minority areas choose to simply not 
provide the class, minority residents will be required to find a 
class far from their home at unlimited expense. 

 

The measure gives police unlimited ability to require any 
information they want when approving a person for a “permit.” This 
discretion has enormous potential for abuse and can be applied 
selectively. 

 

There are no time limits on the multiple background checks 
required for a permit and there are no limits on the cost for the 
“class” that is required. At this time even the sponsors of the 
measure have admitted they have no answers for these concerns. 
These issues are certain to impact low income communities 
disproportionally. 

 

-DC 

Sent from Proton Mail for iOS 

From: Adam Fox <foxadamt@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:14 AM 
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To: SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov> 
Subject: IP17 ballot measure 

 

Please notice my comments for this measure below: 

 

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 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. 

From: Rachel Hulse <rachelhulse2014@icloud.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:57 AM 
To: SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov> 
Subject: IP17 

Dear Committee Members, 

As an Oregonian, veteran, mom, survivor of domestic violence and concerned voter, I have some 
major concerns about IP17. As voters, we have a right to be fully informed of what measures we 
are presented with.  

 

There are many things with IP17 that voters need to be made aware of in the summary you will 
write. This 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 
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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 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 and rural 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 
do not 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. 

Please, I ask that as you committee members write the summary for all 
voters in Oregon, that you write a summary that gives a fair and honest 
assessment of the ballot measure IP17. So that voters in Oregon will be 
able to make an informed opinion with all the facts of this ballot 
measure.  
Thank you, 

Concerned Voter 

Rachel Hulse 



From: Graham Parks <gcparks@lclark.edu>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:20 AM 
To: SOS Elections * SOS <Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov> 
Subject: Comment to CJC regarding IP 17's Racial and Ethnic Impact Statement 

To the Commission: 

 

Having reviewed your draft Statement of Racial and Ethnic Impact for Measure Related to Crime concerning Initiative 
Petition 17, I can't help but notice that "CJC lacks data" and "CJC is unable to provide predictions" appear to be the 
document's dominant themes.  

 

It is a truism that there will be little historical data from Oregon, on the effect upon Oregonians, of laws the likes of 
which Oregon has never enacted.   

 

But there is nevertheless plenty of data with which the Commission can make the reasonable inferences required by its 
statutory mandate to provide voters with: (1) estimates of how passage of IP 17 would change the racial and ethnic 
composition of those likely to be convicted of the criminal offenses created or modified by the measure; (2) an estimate 
of the average length of incarceration that each racial and ethnic composition group receives as a sentence; and (3) an 
estimate of the racial and ethnic composition of the crime victims who may be affected.  ORS 137.683(3). 

 

Several states have laws on their books analogous to the ones IP 17 would add to ours, and we may get a glimpse of our 
possible futures through the window of their experience.  For example, Massachusetts has a long-standing ban on what 
they call "large capacity" magazines, defined at M.G.L. c.140 s.121.  The general sweep is the same as IP 17 §11(d)'s 
proposed delineation of what it calls "high capacity" magazines, right down to the arbitrary limit-number of 10 
rounds.  We might then be rightly curious to know how things have panned out in the Bay State.  So let's have a look. 

 

On p. 53 of the Criminal Justice Policy Program at Harvard Law School's report to the state's Chief Justice, Racial 
Disparities in the Massachusetts Criminal System (2020) (attached), available at 
https://www.worcestercountybar.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/MassachusettsRacialDisparityReport.pdf,  we find 
the following table: 

 

Those are some pretty stark numbers for Black defendants in particular, given that the state's population is only 12.4% 
Black.  The report doesn't mince words about what's going on out there: 
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Even after accounting for case severity and a host of other factors, Black and Latinx defendants charged with drug and 
weapons crimes are more likely to be convicted and sentenced to incarceration and they also receive substantially 
longer incarceration sentences than similarly situated White defendants. Taken together, these results indicate that 
disparities in cases that involve serious drug and weapons crimes drive the overall disparities in incarceration in the 
Massachusetts criminal system. [p.43] 

 

The people of Oregon are going to be asked this fall to impose the horror and suffering of imprisonment upon a 
potentially large number of our fellow Oregonians, in order to achieve a social goal the proponents of IP 17 assure us will 
be worth the price.  We are within our rights to ask, "How much, and how many?"  And this Commission is duty-bound 
to give us a ballpark answer, at the very least. So start here [p. 42]: 

 

 

 

You have a desperately important job to do, and not much time left to do it. 

 

American governments have long used prophylactic measures to guard against unwanted effects of governmental 
decisions. To protect the public purse, legislatures in many states require that legislative proposals be accompanied by 
or trigger fiscal impact statements. Federal and state laws routinely require the preparation of environmental impact 
statements before building and other permits may be issued. It is a small step to require that proposals for policy and 
statutory changes relating to drug and crime control policies carry with them or trigger race and ethnicity impact 
statements. Projected new laws or policies likely disproportionately to affect members of minority groups adversely 
should be made subject to strong presumptions against their adoption.  

 

Michael Tonry and Matthew Melewski, The Malign Effects of Drug and Crime Control Policies on Black Americans, 
37 Crime & Just. 1 (2008), available at https://scholarship.law.umn.edu/faculty_articles/499.  

 

An annotated bibliography of useful material for fleshing out this inquiry follows as a postscript. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

--Graham C. Parks 
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Democratic Party of Oregon 

State Central Committee (for Multnomah County) 

Rules Committee (for the Third Congressional District) 
Multnomah County Democratic Central Committee (District Leader Emeritus —House District 43) 

 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~  

Some useful sources, with abstracts/excerpts: 

David E. Patton, Criminal Justice Reform and Guns: the irresistible movement meets the immovable object, 69 Emory L. 
J. 1011 (2020): 

 

The number of people incarcerated for federal firearm convictions has increased ten-fold in the past 30 years. One of 
the biggest sources of the increase is a Department of Justice initiative known as “Operation Triggerlock” in which 
people who are arrested by state and local police for gun possession are prosecuted in federal court for the express 
purpose of imposing more severe prison sentences. The people prosecuted are overwhelmingly people of color. Both 
Republican and Democratic politicians have supported the prosecutions: the former as part of an overall law and order 
agenda and as a way to forestall broader gun control legislation, and the latter as part of a larger effort to regulate guns 
and to protect against criticism from the right about lack of enforcement of the laws already on the books. This Article 
examines the history of the prosecutions, including the policy reasons for them and the research on their impact on 
crime which shows that the prosecutions have little to no impact. The Article then reviews the various criticisms of the 
prosecutions, including stark racial disparity, contribution to mass incarceration, harm to principles of federalism, 
diminished civil liberties, and lack of effectiveness. It argues that the uncertain benefits to public safety do not outweigh 
the known damage to fairness and equality in the criminal justice system. 

https://scholarlycommons.law.emory.edu/elj/vol69/iss5/3  

 

Benjamin Levin, Guns and Drugs, 84 Fordham L. Rev. 2173 (2016): 

This Article argues that the increasingly prevalent critiques of the War on Drugs apply to other areas of criminal law. To 
highlight the broader relevance of these critiques, this Article uses as its test case the criminal regulation of gun 
possession. This Article identifies and distills three lines of drug war criticism and argues that they apply to possessory 
gun crimes in much the same way that they apply to drug crimes. Specifically, this Article focuses on: (1) race- and class-
based critiques; (2) concerns about police and prosecutorial power; and (3) worries about the social and economic costs 
of mass incarceration. Scholars have identified structural flaws in policing, prosecuting, and sentencing in the drug 
context; in this Article, I highlight the ways that the same issues persist in an area--possessory gun crime--that receives 
much less criticism. Appreciating the broader applicability of the drug war's critiques should lead to an examination of 
flaws in the criminal justice system that lessen its capacity for solving social problems.  

https://scholar.law.colorado.edu/articles/209  

Jeffrey W. Swanson, The Color of Risk Protection Orders: gun violence, gun laws, and racial justice, 7 Inj. Epidemiol. 42 (2020): 
This commentary reflects upon an innovative and promising legal tool for gun violence prevention through the lens of 
racial justice concerns. Emerging research, guided by a public health paradigm, asks whether ERPOs save lives. But now 
is the time to pose other important questions as well. Preventing gun violence and mitigating the disproportionate 
impact of arrests and incarceration in communities of color are two important goals that may collide. The origin story of 
many U.S. firearm restrictions, and the continuing disparities in their enforcement and implementation, are intertwined 
with the legacy of systemic racial discrimination in policing and criminal justice in the United States. The public policy 
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challenge of balancing risk and rights is increasingly fraught, especially as constituencies with a different interest in one 
or the other concern find themselves standing on opposite sides of a privilege chasm.  

https://injepijournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s40621-020-00272-z 

 

Jennifer Carlson, Legally Armed But Presumed Dangerous: an intersectional analysis of gun carry licensing as a racial/gender 
degradation ceremony, 32 Gender and Society 204 (2018):  

 
 
This article analyzes gun carry licensing as a disciplinary mechanism that places African American men in a liminal zone 
where they are legally armed but presumed dangerous, even as African Americans now experience broadened access 
to concealed pistol licenses amid contemporary U.S. gun laws. Using observational data from now-defunct public gun 
boards in Metropolitan Detroit, this article systematically explores how CPLs are mobilized by administrators to reflect 
and reinforce racial/gender hierarchies. This article broadens scholarly understandings of how tropes of criminality 
shape racialized men’s encounters with the state beyond nonvoluntary, coercive settings and unpacks how race and 
gender interlock to shape these encounters. I extend insights from intersectionality scholarship to examine gun board 
meetings as degradation ceremonies whereby African American men are held accountable to controlling images of 
Black masculinity in exchange for a CPL. This article sharpens the conceptual apparatus that accounts for marginalized 
men’s subordination vis-à-vis the state by focusing on the provision of legitimate violence and revealing the persistent, 
if paradoxical, mobilization of legitimate violence in the reproduction of racial/gender hierarchies.  
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26597061 

Shytierra Gaston, Producing Race Disparities: a study of drug arrests across place and race, 57 Criminology 424 (2019): 
In studies of race disparities in policing, scholars generally employ quantitative methodologies with the goal of 
determining whether race disparities exist or, in fewer instances, of ruling out correlates. Yet, lacking from theoretical 
and empirical efforts is an elucidation of how and why on-the-ground policing produces race disparities that are justified 
in legal, race-neutral terms. To address this knowledge gap, I analyze officers’ self-reported accounts of their 
enforcement activities, justifications, and decision-making in a representative sample of 300 official reports of drug 
arrests made in St. Louis from 2009 to 2013. These accounts are analyzed across neighborhood racial contexts and 
arrestee race, revealing important differences that help illuminate the race disparity problem. Unlike drug arrests in 
White neighborhoods or of White citizens that primarily stem from reactive policing, drug arrests in Black and racially 
mixed neighborhoods and of Black citizens result from officers’ greater use of discretionary stops based on 
neighborhood conditions, suspicion of ambiguous demeanor, or minor infractions. During such stops, officers’ discovery 
of drug possession often results from discretionary Terry frisks or searches incident to arrests for outstanding bench 
warrants. These findings fill important theoretical and empirical gaps and have implications for reforms toward racially 
just policing.  

https://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?handle=hein.journals/crim57&div=25&id=&page= 

 

Emma Luttrell Shreefter, Federal Felon-In-Possession Gun Laws: criminalizing a status, disparately affecting black 
defendants, and continuing the nation's centuries-old methods to disarm Black communities, 21 CUNY L. Rev. 143 
(2017):   

Essentially, the “War on Drugs” shaped today’s reality of the disparate enforcement of federal firearm offenses by 
significantly increasing the number of Black people with felony convictions. As such, more Blacks can now be prosecuted 
under “felon in possession” laws. These felony convictions were not only for drug offenses, which were the target of the 
war on drugs, but for other offenses as well. As reported in FBI nation-wide crime reports in 1995, the weapons arrest 
rate was five times greater for blacks than whites. Indeed, given the holding in Terry v. Ohio, an officer’s fear of a 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finjepijournal.biomedcentral.com%2Farticles%2F10.1186%2Fs40621-020-00272-z&data=05%7C01%7CWebTeam.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7Ca728b6c7fd07468896ca08da6fe70602%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945335418204635%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZHl%2F48ijlwuI1ULjbeVXq4XJWKHSCgKR6IdqzDZVKSQ%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.jstor.org%2Fstable%2F26597061&data=05%7C01%7CWebTeam.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7Ca728b6c7fd07468896ca08da6fe70602%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945335418204635%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=4RsUZHLKj0NTs03TQGDeO39yI1QnKLhXEL46vLFtcaI%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fheinonline.org%2FHOL%2FLandingPage%3Fhandle%3Dhein.journals%2Fcrim57%26div%3D25%26id%3D%26page%3D&data=05%7C01%7CWebTeam.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7Ca728b6c7fd07468896ca08da6fe70602%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945335418204635%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BSHNNKPan7V1wMGfCRrFuTZ3G1%2FC1duYT3%2BueSG%2B%2FcQ%3D&reserved=0


weapon may justify a search. This search thus can be a pretext to a search for other contraband and/or evidence of a 
crime. These tactics continue today and Blacks continue to be disparately targeted by law enforcement. 

https://academicworks.cuny.edu/clr/vol21/iss2/3/ 

Maya Itah, How the Gun Control Act Disarms Black Firearm Owners,  96 Wash. L. Rev. 1191 (2021): 

Through 18 U.S.C. § 924(c), the Gun Control Act (GCA) outlaws the possession of a firearm “in furtherance of” a drug 
trafficking crime. The statute’s language is broad, and federal courts have interpreted it expansively. By giving 
prosecutors wide discretion in charging individuals with § 924(c) violations, the language enables the 
disproportionate incarceration of Black firearm owners.  This Comment addresses this issue in three parts. Part I 
discusses the ways early gun control laws overtly disarmed Black firearm owners. Additionally, Part I provides context 
for the passage of the Gun Control Act of 1968, which coincided with the backlash to the Civil Rights Movement. Next, 
Part II outlines the ways different circuits have interpreted § 924(c), demonstrating how those interpretations 
disadvantage Black defendants. Finally, Part III puts forth two proposals for reform: interpreting § 924(c) more narrowly, 
or simply removing the language at issue from the GCA. These reforms would reduce racial disparities in the 
enforcement of § 924(c). They would also reaffirm the right of Black Americans to keep and bear arms for self-defense. 
https://digitalcommons.law.uw.edu/wlr/vol96/iss3/11/ 

Attachment: https://hls.harvard.edu/content/uploads/2020/11/Massachusetts-Racial-Disparity-Report-FINAL.pdf 

 

 

 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Facademicworks.cuny.edu%2Fclr%2Fvol21%2Fiss2%2F3%2F&data=05%7C01%7CWebTeam.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7Ca728b6c7fd07468896ca08da6fe70602%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945335418204635%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=yqZvP%2FyiYCS4cUHiEzYGjuqgXLCz44RS9Jf6WdTRG9M%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdigitalcommons.law.uw.edu%2Fwlr%2Fvol96%2Fiss3%2F11%2F&data=05%7C01%7CWebTeam.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7Ca728b6c7fd07468896ca08da6fe70602%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945335418204635%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6W80UnucowHdskQch%2BtwmCrE7ASWeuALUo6Ulq9DcK8%3D&reserved=0


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:56:24 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that this 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’s 30 high school teams featuring over
600 student athletes.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:57:04 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that this 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.

Many areas in Oregon, including my own, have limited or no facilities available to pursue effective live fire training.
When available, high expense is yet another limiting factor.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:57:51 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that this 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.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:58:32 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that this measure does not provide exceptions for the required permit for Federally licensed dealers or
law enforcement.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:59:25 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that the Oregon State Sheriff’s Association has estimated that if a person somehow could complete the
required training, the permitting process would cost Oregon 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.

I urge you to consider and include these facts in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:59:58 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that though this measure caps the cost for a permit, there are no caps on the costs for the required
training.

This type of training is unlikely to be available.

This burden will mostly affect low income communities.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:01:49 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that this measure requires that the required class—taught only by “law enforcement approved” trainers
—includes 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.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:02:13 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that this measure requires that a sheriff or local police department issue a permit within 30 days after an
approved 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.

And there are NO estimates of the cost of these checks to the State Police.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:02:42 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that this measure requires a public list of persons who attempt to purchase firearms.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:04:26 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that this measure creates a whole new category of victimless crimes at a time when the police are
grossly underfunded and real criminals are being released onto our streets without accountability.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:04:45 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that this 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.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dean Larson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:05:53 AM

I am writing today as a responsible Oregon gun owner, to express my concerns over IP17.

I understand that current State and Federal law allows 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.

I urge you to consider and include this fact in your description of IP17 for the Voter’s Guide in Committee.

Dean Larson

503.312.1774

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Andrew Hall
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Flawed explanatory statement for Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:17:32 PM

To Whom it may concern:

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.

This measure will start the expensive and arduous court
battle that directly defies the most current supreme
rulings in regards to firearms and will ultimately cost
Oregon and its taxpayers hundreds of thousands of
dollars and then be deemed unconstitutional by the
supreme court. This expense is unnecessary.

Andrew Hall
503-884-5054

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


From: Audra Harley
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:21:03 AM

If passed, IP 17 will have an impact on the most vulnerable Oregonians. Those who are low
income, and perhaps live in areas with high crime rates, will be the populations who won't
have the means to defend themselves if they aren't already gun owners. During the time of the
most dramatic rise of cost of living we have seen, it will be virtually unaffordable and
unachievable for those looking for a means of self defense against criminals due to the costs of
the getting a permit, and by relying on understaffed police to process their permits. With the
lack of police officers and funding, wait times for 911 calls have increased, and so have
shootings. Oregon is NOT set up for this measure and its complications.

Lift Every Voice Oregon DOES NOT offer enough detail on the implications of IP 17 when
the average google searcher reads the summary. It may sound good on paper to a gun control
activist, but how is it fair if they are uninformed of the list of cons, or restrictions it puts on
those who want to lawfully own? They are told these are common sense laws. "Common
sense" is too subjective when we are talking about a matter that has this big of an impact on
Oregonians. We must not overwhelm our police at their most difficult time, and we must keep
it achieveable for law abiding citizens to own firearms to protect themselves when the police
cannot. 

Best regards,

A law abiding gun owner 

mailto:smeek444@yahoo.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Bill Kimmer
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 / Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:02:57 PM

The proposed “Explanatory Statement” if full of Falsehoods and does not outline the true
nature of this Bill.
 
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
 
 
Bill Kimmer
Metro Mortgage Consulting, LLC
13044 SW Broadmoor Pl
Tigard, OR 97223
Phone (503) 524-5951
Fax     (503) 590-5562
Email   Billkimmer@kimmer.org
WWW.METROSOS.com
 
 
Metro Mortgage Consulting LLC  (MMC) is Registered and bonded with the State of Oregon as a
Debt Management Service Provider Reg. # DM - 80067
In accordance with Federal requirements we are disclosing:

Metro Mortgage Consulting is a for-profit organization and is not associated with the Government
and our services have not been approved by the government or your lenders. Even if you accept this
offer and use our services, your lender may not agree to modify your loan. If you stop making
payments on your mortgage, you could lose your home and damage your credit rating.
 

mailto:billkimmer@kimmer.org
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
mailto:Billkimmer@kimmer.org


From: Bryan Munson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Explanatory Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:41:41 AM

Good morning,
Given the nature of IP17 and the effects it could have if passed by the citizens of Oregon, the
explanatory statement is seriously inaccurate and misleading.  The statement claims that the
records of gun permit applicants will not be disclosed which is not true and should be removed
from the statement. Modern shotguns will be banned, training facilities and qualified trainers
are lacking, live fire requirements are not accurately identified, funding is not even mentioned
and the door for the Oregon State Police to create any number of mandates without public
input is left wide open.  .

A militant government agency without any public oversight and little accountability, what
could possibly go wrong?

A few years ago I sued the State of Oregon over a similar ballot initiative and won.  We the
people tire of the lies, propaganda and gas lighting while cities burn with no consequences for
the violent, including one staffer for Tina Kotek.  This is but another tool to put the citizens of
Oregon at the mercy of the government and its thugs.  

Both the US Constitution and Oregon Constitution protect the right to keep and bear arms. 
You can't look at a painting in the Rotunda of the Capital without seeing a firearm in
someone's hands.  

Sincerely,
Bryan Munson.

mailto:bmunson0@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Orange
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:16:44 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.

In liberty,

Bryen
2A2DAY.com

Let’s pay our children the debt we owe our parents —— Liberty. 

"They who can give up essential liberty to obtain a little temporary safety deserve neither
liberty nor safety." - Ben Franklin

Whenever you find yourself on the side of the majority it is time to pause and reflect
Mark Twain

mailto:Orange@22owls.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2F2a2day.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CElections.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7C24a9d291c5aa4548bd9708da6ff3c5a2%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945390034719989%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gvP37ZWXONxrc8QYDYTBmhuKuXxivS1KFrRHtevuFSU%3D&reserved=0


From: Charles Costanzo
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Bad gun law
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:16:52 AM

The most truthful cliche I know is " When seconds count, the police are minutes away, Do
NOT eliminate law abiding citizens their ability ti protect themselves by owning a firearm.  If
this bill passes, law abiding citizens will be disarmed but criminals will not.

As far as the ballot measure is concerned, 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.

mailto:ccostanz26@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: CHRIS CHYTKA
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:27:27 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.

mailto:cchytka@msn.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Colleen Roberts
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: objections on explanatory statement for ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:15:16 PM
Attachments: image001.png

BoC_Proclamation_FirearmBkgrndChck_AmendOrder.pdf

First of all, this is my personal comment, and does not necessarily reflect that of my Board.
The explanation statement is very misleading as to what this measure will actually do. Although I
disagree that restricting firearms with more than 10 rounds will promote public health and safety.
Personally, I will take the stand that public safety is found when criminals are convicted of the crimes

they commit, not when law abiding citizens are punished for utilizing their 2nd amendment rights.
But, unlike the explanation statement says, this measure will virtually end the sale of firearms in
Oregon. Under this measure, it becomes your responsibility to prove your innocence, otherwise be
charged with a crime if you cannot prove you owned them before the ban.
There is much more to object to in this bill and so much more within the bill that the explanatory
statement does not reveal.
In closing, our Board has a resolution in opposition to measures like 114… it is attached.
Thank you for accepting my personal comments and objection.
 

Colleen Roberts
Jackson County Commissioner
10 S. Oakdale, Room 214
Medford, OR  97501
541-774-6117
robertcl@jacksoncounty.org
 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO
WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL, AND EXEMPT FROM
DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW.  IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT OR THE
EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THE MESSAGE TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY
NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY
PROHIBITED.  IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY THE SENDING PARTY
IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE.
 

 

mailto:RobertCL@jacksoncounty.org
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
mailto:robertcl@jacksoncounty.org
















From: bookercm@gmail.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: MEASURE 114 “Explanatory Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:11:15 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.

Be honest 

CORNELIUS M BOOKER 

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


From: dhklaus@reagan.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 Explanatory Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:46:18 AM

As usual, when non gun people attempt to explain firearms concepts, there is bound to be confusion. In
an effort to strengthen the explanatory statement, I sincerely hope you will address the following issues:
 
The statement refusesto 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 does not list a complete dollar figure for compliance, nor does it provide adequate remedy
for delays in processing when there is no legal reason to deny a permit.
 
The statement fails to clarify many mandates that will be created later by the Oregon State Police without
public input.
 
 

mailto:dhklaus@reagan.com
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From: David & Charlotte Kosokowsky
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Issues with proposed Explanatory Statement for Ballot Measure 114...
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:10:59 AM

Hello,

We would like to reiterate the following issues with the proposed Explanatory Statement for
Ballot Measure 114:

The statement refuses 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.

Thank you for your time and attention to this very serious issue.

David & Charlotte Kosokowsky

mailto:capdek@comcast.net
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From: David Lewin
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP7 proposed statement is intentionally misleading.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:23:47 AM

Dear Secretary of State,

The proposed statement for IP7 is intentionally misleading and contains outright falsehoods
for an obvious attempt to mislead voters.

The statement refused to acknowledge that most modern shotguns will be banned under this
measure. A tubular fed shotgun or lever action rifle have built in magazine, this is not a matter
of simply pressing a magazine release and requires an involved disassembly of the firearm.

The measure allows you to keep magazines you already own, if they don’t leave your property,
but you can be charged with a crime if you cannot prove you owned them before the ban.
Under the measure, it becomes your responsibility to prove your innocence. And, of course,
nothing prevents you from being charged again and again for the same magazines since
conventional magazines contain no identifying marks.

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 proponents also
included a clearly false description of the database police will keep on anyone applying for a
“permit to purchase” a gun. Their statement says: “Requires State Police to maintain
electronically searchable database of permits, information is exempt from public disclosure.”
But the plain language of the measure says the State Police shall annually publish, the
required report. There is nothing in the measure that exempts the report from public
disclosure.

The statement also misleads voters by suggesting that the live fire requirement in the
mandated classes for the “permit to purchase” can be completed with “hands on
demonstration of basic firearms handling” by the instructor, when in fact, the student will
need to be firing the gun. And of course, since you would need a gun to demonstrate that you
could load, unload, and fire it, and you can’t buy a gun without the required permit, first time
buyers will have an almost impossible hurdle to overcome.

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.

mailto:david@lewindesigns.com
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The statement fails to clarify many mandates that will be created later by the Oregon State
Police without public input.

Thank you,
David Lewin
Portland, OR



From: David Lewin
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP7 racial and ethnic impact statement pursuant to ORS 137.685
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:31:58 AM

Dear Secretary of State,

I wanted to offer my view for the racial and ethnic impact statement pursuant to ORS 137.685
for Initiative Petition 17 that is related to crime and likely to have an effect on the criminal
justice system.

National African American Gun Association president Philip T. Smith spoke recently before the
Senate Judiciary Committee Wednesday and told them that 21st century gun control is a
throwback to 19th century “black codes.”

Smith recalled “black codes” that were used throughout the post-Civil War South to prevent
black Americans from owning guns and being able to defend themselves. He said, “The goal of
these laws was to keep the black community under control and defenseless.” Today, in 2022,
restricting American citizens from purchasing firearms has the same effect as the black codes
of 1865. The end result is people, especially BIPOC, are unable to secure a gun, which leaves
them vulnerable. To me, that is unacceptable and un-American.

The measure requires a “class” before a person can apply for a “permit” to purchase a firearm.
Since this class requires live fire, low income, urban residents will have the hardest time
finding an approved class.

The required “class” must be taught by police or those approved by police. If the police in
minority areas choose to simply not provide the class, minority residents will be required to
find a class far from their home at unlimited expense.

The measure gives police unlimited ability to require any information they want when
approving a person for a “permit.” This discretion has enormous potential for abuse and can
be applied selectively.

There are no time limits on the multiple background checks required for a permit and there
are no limits on the cost for the “class” that is required. At this time even the sponsors of the
measure have admitted they have no answers for these concerns. These issues are certain to
impact low-income communities disproportionally.

Thank you,

David Lewin

mailto:david@lewindesigns.com
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From: David Lowery
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Bogus "Explanatory Statement"
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:51:13 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.
 

mailto:daviddlowery@hotmail.com
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From: dennis christensen
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:20:43 AM

Please focus on what this ban will do to effect the current firearms market and sales pattern in Oregon.

No doubt the proponents feel this law will have an effect on violence though this is not the results we see in states
“cracking down” on law abiding.

However the voters need to understand what this will do to their ability to buy and CHOOSE a firearm as the future
legal ramifications in Salem will be the greater change. Not crime or violence.

Kind regards;

D. Christensen
Sent from my iPad
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From: Dennis Patterson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Cc: gary
Subject: Explanatory voters statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:50:09 AM

This is so unacceptable and misleading. Our explanation and objections, to this language, must be
challenged.
Dennis Patterson
 
Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Eli Dumitru
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:54:03 AM

Ms. Fagan,
 
Of course, you already know that the explanatory statement for IP 17 is deceptive, to put
it mildly. It claims that the database of gun permit applicants is exempt from public
disclosure. It doesn’t address the fact that current lack of trainers and training facilities
will impeded law-abiding citizens from getting permits. It doesn’t disclose how many
currently legal guns would be banned, and so on. You know this, so, what is one to say to
someone who is already being intentionally deceitful? I know that the people who rig the
elections here in Oregon have your back, so you’re not worried about the fact that a
majority of Oregonians will vote against you if you pull this off.  However, in addition to
the fraud of this gun bill, you are also complicit in the election fraud.  So, I just want to
let you know that I will support anyone who is able to charge, prosecute and convict
you.  Of course, I’m not the only one.
 
Sincerely,
Eli Dumitru
3522 1/2   Alley Lane
Medford,  Oregon   97501 
541-535-1935
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From: Erik Colville
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Flawed “explanatory statement” for the voter’s guide for IP 17, now ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:28:36 AM

The “explanatory statement” for the voter’s guide for IP 17, now ballot measure 114, is
seriously flawed, as described below.

-  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.

I urge the explanatory statement be rewritten to accurately describe the contents and impacts
of the measure.

Erik Colville
Salem, OR

mailto:colvillee@gmail.com
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From: Erik Wright
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Objection to explanatory statement of IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:00:42 PM

To whom it may concern,

The explanatory statement is seriously flawed.

The statement refused to acknowledge that most modern shotguns will be banned under this
measure. This is NOT speculation on my part, but absolute fact.

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. In reality it DOES allow for
disclosure, and this will allow potential criminals to know where to steal guns. 

The statement ignores the lack of training facilities or people qualified to provide the training.
This is a critical element of the measure. If anything, a "phasing in" of this should be
considered. 

The statement misleads voters about the live fire requirements.

The statement ignores the complete lack of funding for this expensive measure. In already
tight budgets, there is not going to be much motivation to provide these classes,  and i
anticipate excuses to not provide these classes. 

The statement fails to clarify many mandates that will be created later by the Oregon State
Police without public input. And in my opinion that would be in direct violation of the
preemption law.

Thanks for your consideration,

Erik Wright
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From: Frank Drew
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: SB 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:26:32 PM

I just read your deliberately MISLEADING explanatory statement for SB 114.

If this law is such a good idea, why not just print a truthful statement?  

I'm SO tired of government lying at every turn for the greater good.  How about just telling the
truth if nothing more for shock value?

Just tell the truth.

Frank Drew
Yamhill, Oregon

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From: Mgab
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114 STOP MISLEADING OREGONIANS
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:57:03 AM

The proposed statement to vote on is SERIOUSLY FLAWED.  IN FACT IT IS NEARLY LYING. 
The hurdles to having a shot gun are infringing on Constitutional rights.  Also the opposition voted
against the statement and their opinion should also be included. 

NOBODY WHO IS ON A REGISTRY HELD BY THE STATE POLICE SHOULD HAVE THEIR
INFORMATION PUBLISHED EVER.  That is dangerous and pretty much evil as well. 

the reality is that this Ballot Measure will ban most modern shot guns and it does not say
that????  why make it so misleading except that iis what you are trying to do. 

How can people who do not have the funds to do so comply with the LIVE FIRE
REQUIREMENTS??  That is discriminarory. 

STOP NOW BEFORE YOU MOVE FORWARD WITH THIS ERRONEOUS STATEMENT.  

mailto:drgabriele@protonmail.com
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From: Gary Weis
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17/ measure 114 explanation flawed
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:35:45 AM

My objection to voter explanation:
1. Measure 114 explanation fails to explain to voter that sale and transport of all semi automatic and pump shotguns
will be banned due to inability to remove tubular magazine for separate lock up and transport requirements, since
they all are able to accept more than 10 rounds.

2. Explanation fails to state: that Measure 114 provides no duty for law enforcement to hire/provide a permit agent
to take applications.

3. Measure 114 explanation fails to state: that no criteria for trainers is required, theoretically law enforcement could
approve each permitee as their own trainer.

4. Measure 114 explanation fails to state: that no funding for permit agent is provided.

Gary Weis
Dallas, Oregon

mailto:gary298@charter.net
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From: Gordon Greenley
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: RE: IP 17/Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:17:22 AM

The measure will almost certainly be enforced unequally, as has been the case in our nation’s
history.  It is likely the measure will overwhelmingly discriminate against Black men.  (Schwartz
2021)  
 
The measure will tend to target African American communities directly.  The history of the
United States if full of such examples.  (Nichols 2022)  
 
The purpose of the measure: reduction in violence, homicides, and suicides, will likely be
minimal. (Castillo-Carniglia et. al. 2019) 
 
The measure requires a “class” before a person can apply for a “permit” to purchase a firearm.
Since this class requires live fire, low income, urban residents will have the hardest time
finding an approved class. 
 
The required “class” must be taught by police or those approved by police. If the police in
minority areas choose to simply not provide the class, minority residents will be required to
find a class far from their home at unlimited expense. 
 
The measure gives police unlimited ability to require any information they want when
approving a person for a “permit.” This discretion has enormous potential for abuse and can
be applied selectively. 
 
There are no time limits on the multiple background checks required for a permit and there
are no limits on the cost for the “class” that is required. At this time even the sponsors of the
measure have admitted they have no answers for these concerns. These issues are certain to
impact low income communities disproportionally. 
 
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. 

mailto:gordongreenley@hotmail.com
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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. 
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Best regards,

Gordon Greenley



From: hugh simpson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Statement In Voter"s Guide
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:08:42 PM

Dear Secretary Of State,

Having just read the statement for IP 17 that the committee wrote for
inclusion in the Voter's Guide, I am taking this opportunity to point
out that it is just plain not clear enough as to what the measure will do.

According to the language of the measure, pretty much ALL pump action
shotguns, including those widely used for trap and skeet competition,
will be BANNED because their tubular magazines can hold more ammunition
than is permitted by the measure! And yet, even though this fact is
incredibly important information for voters to know, it is not made
clear in the statement.

Another thing not mentioned in the statement, (and it certainly NEEDS to
be,) is the fact that there are no training facilities set up or
earmarked for the live-fire testing that an applicant for a permit must
go through! And without the live-fire training, a person cannot purchase
a firearm.

Still another omission is also a big problem. The statement neglects to
inform voters that there is no pool of law enforcement certified
instructors to do all of the teaching and testing! Without the
instructors to teach and certify, no one will be able to qualify to
purchase a firearm!

In my opinion, the people who wrote this statement DELIBERATELY DID SO
IN A WAY THAT WOULD OBFUSCATE FACTS AND CONFUSE THE VOTERS!

Please do your duty to Oregon's voters and see that the statement on IP
17 is changed to include the above important facts, and let's have no
more under-dealing!

Sincerely,

Hugh F. Simpson

mailto:hughsimpson@centurylink.net
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From: Eytzen
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 Explanatory Statement Issues
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:20:22 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.

Respectfully,
Ian Eytzen
Oregon Resident

mailto:ianeytzen@gmail.com
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From: jpurvine@comcast.net
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Opposition to Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:41:13 PM

The explanatory statement is seriously flawed.
 
The statement refused to acknowledge that most modern shotguns would 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.

mailto:jpurvine@comcast.net
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From: sidejack
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Proposed "explanation" of Measure 114 (IP 17) is flawed
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:44:14 AM

With regard to the proposed explanation for measure 114 (formerly IP 17),
it should be stated that:

1.  The opening paragraph is misleading -- and you know it.
2.  To require a permit to purchase a firearm is unconstitutional (as recently established by the
U.S. Supreme Court), and you know that too.
3.  To limit "Large capacity magazines" does nothing to stop crime (if you were gun owners, you'd
know that)
4.  The entire explanation was created with NO input from the opposition -- and therefore slanted
to the uneducated voter -- which I'm sure is your intention.

And finally, this doesn't surprise me -- selective wording (a.k.a.lying) is the norm now in the U.S.A.
and Oregon

Jack Fassel
Oregon City

Sent with Proton Mail secure email.
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From: copper 4413
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Objection to "IP-17 Explanatory statement"
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:30:16 AM

Sure,
 As a retired law enforcement officer, firearms owner, and firearms instructor, I
VEHEMENTLY object to the recently adopted "explanatory statement" to be attached to
ballot initiative IP-17, due to its confusing, vague, wording, and some outright falsehoods it
contains.
Namely:
1.The explanatory statement is seriously flawed.

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

3.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.

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

5.The statement misleads voters about the live fire
requirements.

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

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

Please take measures to address and/or reject this
statement as written, and direct the committee to
correct and clarify the numerous vague wordings,
erroneous portions, and outright falsehoods it contains.
James D Faulkner
P.O.Box 2164
Newport Oregon
97365
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From: james@legend21.net
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Objections to Explanatory Statement for Ballot Measure 144
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:24:06 AM

Good afternoon,
 
I wanted to raise my concerns over the newly adopted explanatory statement for IP 17, or what will
be Ballot Measure 144 come November. 
 
I am greatly troubled by the statement, as it is very flawed and does not adequately explain the full
impact of the measure if passed.   I have several grave concerns about this measure.  They are the
following,
 

1. The statement misleads voters about the live fire requirements.
2. The statement ignores the complete lack of funding for measure.
3. The statement ignores the lack of training facilities or people qualified to provide the training.

This is a critical element of the measure.
4. The statement fails to clarify many mandates that will be created later by the Oregon State

Police without public input.
5. 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.
6. The statement does not address that most modern shotguns will be banned under this

measure.
 
The whole statement will confuse and mislead voters and is unacceptable in my opinion.  It needs to
be readdressed as soon as possible please.  Thank you for your time and service.
 
Sincerely,
James Homolka
Keizer, OR
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From: James Walz
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:02:43 PM

Ballot measure has so many errors in it that the courts will throw it out. It is a fraud. It should never see the light of
day

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:walzacker@earthlink.net
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Jan Verbeek
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17/ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:07:01 AM

It is not clear to me why Oregon’s Secretary should accept this proposal clearly in violation of
our state’s constitution.

Hiding behind confusing and misleading information in the proposal suggests to me the
proponents of the measure agree.

Please disprove the proposal accordingly.

Disarmament of Oregonians is not in the long term interest of freedom anyway.

Thank you for deciding rightly.

Jan Verbeek
11046 NW District Ct
Portland, OR 97229
Ph 503-641-2212

J.L. Verbeek

mailto:jlverbeek@comcast.net
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Firkinbailey
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Regarding the explanatory statement for voters guide for IP 17.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:29:03 AM

The whole statement is designed to confuse & mislead voters. It is
seriously flawed and totally unacceptable.

Their statement refuses to acknowledge that most modern shotguns will
be banned under this measure. That is NOT speculation. The statement
was clearly written by someone ignorant of firearms.

The plain language of the measure says the State Police shall annually
publish a required report on a database of anyone applying for a
permit. 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. Quite the opposite, it should be clearly
disclosed that the state will make this information public.

The statement ignores the lack of training facilities or people
qualified to provide the training. This is a critical element of the
measure. Those pushing this oppressive measure prefer this situation
to stay the same, so that no one can obtain a weapon, or  the training
to defend themselves.

The statement misleads voters about the live fire requirements.

The statement ignores the complete lack of funding for this expensive
measure. The statement also ignores the failures of similar laws
passed in California, In Illinois, in NY. The statement ignores the
cost of litigation as the state will have to spend a rather large
amount of tax payer funds defending the law in court.

The statement fails to clarify many mandates that will be created
later by the Oregon State Police without public input. The statement
clearly ignores the fact that anyone with a standard capacity magazine
will instantly be made a criminal at risk of being separated from
family, because of the ridiculous magazine limitations.

Jeff
Bend,OR

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


From: Jwblaser
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:19:51 AM

Regarding IP 17,

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.

Jeffrey Blaser
Damascus Oregon

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


From: J M LARSEN
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP-17 (Measure 44)
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:26:52 PM

Come on folks!  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.

This measure (if passed) will be in direct conflict with
the state and federal constitution.  Which I guess
nobody cares about?

-Jens Larsen (a very concerned citizen)

mailto:J_M_Larsen@msn.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Jim Southwick
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:32:32 AM

Flawed language, misleads voters-most modern shotguns will be banned under this measure;
lack of training facilities and qualified people; live fire requirements and the database of gun
permit applicants are exempt from public disclosure must not be allowed to remain in the
statement.

Jim Southwick
Gresham, Oregon

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


From: Jim Welsh
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17, now ballot measure 114, the "Reduction of Gun Violence Act"
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:19:09 PM

I believe that IP 17, now ballot measure 114, the 'Reduction of Gun Violence Act' violates the Single-subject rule of
the initiative process in Oregon as there are several different items on this ballot measure.
I believe that ballot measure violates the 2nd, 4th, 5th, and 14th amendments of the Constitution as well as 18 U.S.
Code § 241 - Conspiracy against rights and 18 U.S. Code § 242 – Deprivation of rights under color of law.
I feel that ballot measure 114 violates Section 1, Section 27 of the Oregon State Constitution that says ‘Right to bear
arms; military subordinate to civil power. The people shall have the right to bear arms for the defence [sic] of
themselves, and the State, but the Military shall be kept in strict subordination to the civil power’
Ballot measure 114 will now require a 'permit to buy' a firearm, which is akin to a Firearm Owners Identification
Card which was ruled as being unconstitutional under the second amendment of the United States Constitution in
one state.  This ‘permit to buy' scheme, a kind of poll tax (which is both illegal and unconstitutional), reduces an
unalienable right, which in this case, is the exercising of the 2nd Amendment right to that of a government granted
privilege.  This ‘permit to buy’ scheme will put an undue burden on some people who wish to exercise their 2nd
Amendment rights due to the impossibility of being able to meet some of the requirements put forth in this ballot
measure.
I also believe that ballot measure 114, the 'Reduction of Gun Violence Act' violates some aspects of the recent
United States Supreme Court ruling regarding the New York State Rifle & Pistol Association, Inc. v. Bruen case.
The explanatory statement for ballot measure 114 is seriously flawed and is designed to confuse, mislead, and hide
the real facts from the voters.

Ballot measure 114, the 'Reduction of Gun Violence Act' should struck from the 2022 ballot as being more than a
single subject, as well as being confusing in nature and terminology.

Thank you,
Jim Welsh
jimwelsh69@yahoo.com

mailto:jimwelsh69@yahoo.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: john kaufman
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114 (Initiative Petition 17)
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:21:24 AM

 

The explanatory statement for this measure 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 measure requires a “class” before a person can apply for a “permit” to
purchase a firearm. Since this class requires live fire, low income, urban
residents will have the hardest time finding an approved class.
The required “class” must be taught by police or those approved by police. If
the police in minority areas choose to simply not provide the class, minority
residents will be required to find a class far from their home at unlimited
expense.
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.
 The measure gives police unlimited ability to require any information they
want when approving a person for a “permit.” This discretion has enormous
potential for abuse and can be applied selectively.
There are no time limits on the multiple background checks required for a
permit and there are no limits on the cost for the “class” that is required. At this
time even the sponsors of the measure have admitted they have no answers for
these concerns. These issues are certain to impact low income communities
disproportionally.
 
Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: John Nieder Sr
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Objection to the proposed “explanatory statement” for the voter’s guide for ballot measure 114.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:38:09 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.

John Nieder
Estacada, Oregon

mailto:pluto46jn@aol.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: jsedwards25@hotmail.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Cc: Jon Edwards
Subject: Subject: IP17/Measure 114 – Submitting Public Record Comments Post Ballot Statement (Supplemental

feedback)
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:55:40 AM

To whom it may concern, 

After observing the committee assembling the ballot measure text on 26-Jul-2022, I am submitting
the following comments for the public record as an objection to the verbiage and the ballot itself,
for consideration as the committee reviews these objections.  This is a supplemental to my
submissions for public record on 19-Jul-2022 and 26-Jul-2022. 

 I will break my objections down into three categories:  Racial disparity, State preparedness, and
national legal considerations. 

 

Racial Disparity:  I submitted a lengthy evaluation in response to the Oregon Criminal Justice
Commission’s inquiry as to racial impact which was submitted for the record and available to this
committee.  I will summarize with additional context.  Historically, inserting higher barriers to access
of self-defense tools have historically been rooted in racist practices against African Americans.  This
discrimination takes root in two primary forms: ethnic and financial.  Oregon’s continued blight is
that communities of color significantly skew lower on income and financial support; the myth that
the costs rooted in the license charge are only related to that charge.  Training (access to
physically/affordability) are unknown and unregulated costs, for which there are capacity and
certification challenges (see State Preparedness later.)   

Further, we need to acknowledge Oregon’s history of disparate treatment of people of color
regarding law enforcement/policing.  In a post-George Floyd era, this initiative puts more control of
citizen data into the hands of law enforcement.  With magazine restrictions impacting people
owning/carrying common-use magazines of the time, this also puts law enforcement well beyond
equal footing with those communities.  The message being sent by this initiative and the supporting
committee seems to say that the loud and passionate concerns expressed by our marginalized
communities is less important than restricting them from equal access to defensive tools under the
law.   

I respectfully disagree with this mindset, and object to any set of restrictions that further drives a
wedge in marginalized communities from having the same access and ability to self-protect as
majority communities. 

 

State Preparedness: The current state within Oregon is this: consistently over the past two years,
firearm purchases within the state have maintained a backlog to be processed by Oregon State
Patrol measures in the thousands.  Contrary to the implication of the committee that firearms can
be transferred after three days if no response from OSP is received, actual practice across Oregon by
FFLs is to hold until a response is received.  This frequently exceeds three and seven days,
sometimes well beyond.  To imply that this is a critical risk/gap to close is a myth.  This is an
important topic because it highlights a significant resource challenge for OSP to manage.  This also

mailto:jsedwards25@hotmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
mailto:jsedwards25@hotmail.com


underscores the key questions not answered by this IP/measure are how will OSP and other LEO
organizations (also, as everyone is aware, significantly understaffed to do basic public safety
activities and not demonstrating their ability to staff up) will be able to provide staffing and support
to meet the requirements of the initiative.  The most specific example around this staffing concern is
ensuring proper support of FFL and citizen applications; this initiative provides no assurances of
timelines or access, and what the escalation of complaint process is if timely support of citizens isn’t
being provided.   

Further, access to ranges for citizens to demonstrate competency (a requirement written into the
description of the initiative) is a significant barrier.  Currently most available are privately held, and
sparse in terms of access/availability.  Many of these are also not easily accessible to the
marginalized communities (see Racial Disparity above, specifically access and costs.)  For private
ranges, this will drive costs up as they will need to staff up and manage their operations (additional
insurance, facility investment, etc.)  What commitments is the state able to make and deliver on to
provide facilities and access for citizens, especially communities of color?  Without a commitment
and timelines to deliver service, the question of undue burden becomes very (legally) important.   

 

National Legal Considerations: When this initiative was originated, individual states were being
sued for their restrictive equipment laws and firearm carry and in a holding pattern for consideration
by SCOTUS.  Cases pertinent to this initiative are:   

Bianchi v. Frosh – a firearm and magazine ban in Maryland, which was originally upheld that the
specifically defined weapons and magazines could be restricted. 

Duncan v. Bonta – a ban of magazines of 10 rounds or more in California.  After originally being

found unconstitutional by the three-judge panel of the 9th Circuit, an En Banc decision (7-4) reversed
that decision, claiming the two-step approach to testing constitutionality used by the Courts allowed
the restriction. 

Young v. Hawaii – A case where restrictions on accessing permitting (in this case for carry) was
argued as arbitrary and lacking a clear measurable test for approval/denial.  The major focus is
around subjectiveness to approving/denying.  This case has the most parallels to the NY v. Bruen
ruling, which I’ll get to. 

NY v. Bruen – the case regarding subjective permitting in New York state.  This is the case that, since
June, changes the discussion.  I have included the link to the SCOTUS ruling by hyperlinking it to the
title.

Outside determining that the state of New York was creating significant barriers to an identified
constitutional right, the Supreme Court reaffirmed a core component of the Heller decision (2008)
and clarified some support of Heller which they believed was being misinterpreted by the lower
courts.  Particularly around weapons and accessories “in common use” and providing historical
context as weapons systems and ammunition storage have evolved over time.  Where lower court
rulings such as Bianchi and Duncan were utilizing an intermediate scrutiny approach to restrict
weapons and magazines that have availability numbers that are prolific, the Supreme Court clarified
that strict scrutiny must be applied. 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.supremecourt.gov%2Fopinions%2F21pdf%2F20-843_7j80.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CElections.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7C075957d26cc943d5244508da700197c9%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945449401280367%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=9dd2dl2d503Ifn2iXZyOpfUsP6SIz07RY8kUz7oj2%2Fs%3D&reserved=0


 

As of 30-Jun-2022, the Supreme Court has vacated the rulings in Bianchi, Duncan, and Young,
remanding those cases back to the lower courts and expecting that the cases be re-evaluated using
strict scrutiny along with the historical guidance in Bruen, reinforcing the opinion of Heller.   

The short is this: the restrictions built into this initiative which restrict and ban common use firearms
and their feeding devices is highly unlikely to hold after those vacated/remanded cases are re-
evaluated using the tests mandated by SCOTUS.  As this committee is made up primarily of
attorneys, as is SecState (Oregon), you know the message that SCOTUS has sent, and what will
happen if the lower courts continue to ignore the guidance.  The speed in which it happens is
unknown, but the constitutional protection of extremely common use items (magazines in excess of
10 rounds, semi-automatic rifles with cosmetic features, shotguns with capacity, etc.) is inevitable.   

Citizen rights are oft politicized but should not be.  For all the reasons above I strongly object to this
initiative/measure.  It is racially biased, the state is not ready to handle the load, and the majority – if
not all – of this initiative/measure are highly likely to be overturned based on constitutionality.   

As a native Oregonian, I’ve watched our state go from a welcoming moderate/liberal state that finds
way to work to take care of one another to a state that is actively aspiring to mimic
California/Washington state.  That’s embarrassing to me, as those states aren’t states we should
aspire to be.   

We should continue to aspire to be Oregonians.   

Respectfully,
Jonathan Edwards
Tigard



From: Jonathan Vega
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 POC impact
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:13:43 AM

As a POC, IP17 would pose an undo financial burden on myself and other people of color in
my neighborhood. It adds extra costs and extra financial responsibility to attend the proposed
classes. I'm also afraid that the systemic racism built into our police department would allow
the local police to deny my and my neighbors rights to defend ourselves by not processing
background checks or making classes hard to attend. Firearms are not allowed on public
transportation, so attending any sort of mandatory class or range training means having to pay
more for ride sharing or driving.

Jonathan Vega

mailto:jonathanvega11@gmail.com
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From: Kelly Steele
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 (ballot measure 144)
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:20:58 PM

Hello,
Concerning IP17 (ballot measure 144). 
I would like to state some things that I believe are very important. 

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.

Sincerely,
Kelly Steele

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:kjjjranch2005@frontier.com
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PO. BOX 556 Canby, OR 97013
503-263-5830

oregonfirearms.org

07.27.2022

To the Explanatory Statement Committee,

The explanatory statement draft adopted on 07.26.2022 is seriously flawed 
and misleading.

The statute requires that the explanatory statement provide a clear and 
understandable explanation about what the measure does. But this 
statement uses a considerable amount of the allotted word count 
describing what current law does, taking up valuable space that could be 
better used describing the effects of the measure.

I will point out the most obvious issues that need to be addressed in the 
language adopted.

First, this measure will ban the future sales, and severely restrict the use of, 
the most common and popular sporting shotguns of the type used for both 
hunting and trap and skeet events.

While the opponents of the measure made repeated efforts to point this 
out, the proponents dodged, obfuscated, and flat out denied that this was 
an issue. It was apparent that their total lack of firearms technology was 
preventing them from understanding some basic facts about firearm 
construction.

Many popular shotguns are fed by tubular magazines. These are common 



to shotguns of different action types such as “pump action” and “semi-
automatic.”

These magazines are not the type that are easily detachable like the “box” 
magazines found on many rifles and pistols which can be removed from the 
firearm with the press of a button. Instead these magazines require 
somewhat complex disassembly of the firearm with tools.

Because shotgun shells, unlike rifle and pistol cartridges, can come in 
different lengths within a gauge, tubular magazines on shotguns can hold 
different quantities of different kinds of shotgun shells.  

On most tubular fed shotguns, the magazines can hold more than ten 
rounds of certain shells.

Because the magazines are “capable” of holding more than ten rounds, 
they will be banned from future sale under this measure. Because they are 
an integral part of the firearm, the entire gun becomes contraband.

Arguments made by the proponents of the measure that the magazines 
could be “plugged” or somehow altered demonstrated a total lack of 
understanding of the mechanics of these devices.

Furthermore, the arguments that the language exempting “lever action” 
firearms applied to shotguns was completely without merit or grounding in 
reality.  The simple, unassailable fact is that a “pump action” or “semi-
automatic” shotgun is not in any way a “lever action” firearm.

“Pump action shotgun means a shotgun which is, or has been at any time, 
constructed with an action which includes a moveable forearm or fore-end 
which is manually activated by a motion parallel to the barrel by the person 
using the gun”

https://www.lawinsider.com/dictionary/pump-action-shotgun

Lever action is a type of action for repeating firearms that uses a manually 
operated cocking handle located around the trigger guard area (often 
incorporating it) that pivots forward to move the bolt via internal linkages, 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Action_(firearms)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Action_(firearms)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Repeating_firearm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Repeating_firearm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cocking_handle
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cocking_handle
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trigger_guard
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trigger_guard
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bolt_(firearm)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bolt_(firearm)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Linkage_(mechanics)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Linkage_(mechanics)


which will feed and extract cartridges into and out of the chamber, and cock 
the firing pin mechanism. This contrasts to other type of repeating actions 
such as the bolt-action, pump-action, semi-automatic, or automatic/
selective-fire actions.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lever_action

Because the vast number of modern sporting shotguns are either pump 
action or semi-automatic, this measure will effectively ban their future 
sales. Since these firearms are among the most common used for sporting 
and home defense, it is essential that voters are aware of this element of 
the measure.

A second and critical flaw in the adopted draft explanatory statement is the 
mischaracterization of the database of gun permit applicants mandated by 
the measure.  The draft statement says:

“Requires State Police to maintain electronically searchable database of 
permits, information is exempt from public disclosure.”

However, this is simply false. There is nothing in the measure that exempts 
this information from public disclosure. In fact, the clear language of the 
measure states the State police “shall annually publish”, the required 
report. 

Section 4(2) (c) “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.”

While the explanatory statement painstakingly avoids many serious issues 
that the voters should be made aware of, it painfully obfuscates others.  For 
example, in referring to the required “training” to obtain a permit to 
purchase it says the following:
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“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.”

 The wording in this sections badly needs clarification. A “safety course that 
includes...hands-on demonstration of basic firearms handling; instructor 
certified by law enforcement agency”  could easily be misconstrued to 
mean that the “hands on demonstration of basic firearms handling” could 
be performed by the instructor.

The measure actually requires live fire by the student. This is a completely 
different thing than “hands-on basic firearms handling” and misrepresents 
the reality that, not only will the student need a firearm, (which they cannot 
get without the permit they are seeking) but also that the class will need to 
be provided in a rare location where live fire is a possibility. 

The statement does not touch on any of the issues that the proponents 
wanted to avoid, such as who will provide the training, who will be qualified 
to provide it, where it will be available, what it will cost if it is available, what 
the costs to the issuing agencies are or what oversight will be provided 
when the as-of-yet unwritten “rules” are created. That is unfortunate and 
dangerous.

But the glaring and clearly misleading statements listed above must be 
addressed.

Kevin Starrett
Executive Director
Oregon Firearms Federation



From: Kevin Watkins
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 Impact on Cost Challenged Members of Society
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:12:25 AM

Dear Sir,
 
I would like to voice an opinion on the impact that IP17 will most likely have on a legal law abiding
citizen to purchase or own a weapon impacted by this measure.
 

1. Low to moderate income people will not be able to afford the specified training just to attain
a permit to purchase a weapon.  My first firearm I saved for 3 years to be able to purchase it. 
If I had to save for another year just to apply for a permit to purchase that weapon that would
have been unjust taxes imposed on me.

2. The required class is at the discretion of the police for acceptable class and locations. The
location and distance to gain this training can impact both low income minorities as well as
rural low income persons such as farmers and farm laborers.

3. This measure gives Police the sole discretion of what info is necessary when applying for this
permit. The police sole discretion… that is not a free state.

 
These are just a few reasons that I believe this to be bad legislation for law abiding citizens of this
great state.  I agree we must do something to curtail the gun crimes by non law abiding citizens
using non legal guns.  We have laws that control who can and can’t purchase firearms already.  Just
enforce those laws already on the books and put violators in jail or make them accountable for those
violations.
 
Making it harder for law abiding people who have a constitutional protection to keep and bear arms
for security is not in my opinion the answer.  This is especially true as our economy is getting more
strained and people are having a harder time keeping food on the table.  All while the federal
government grants $10,000 dollars to congressmen and senators for personal security.  This is
$10,000 over the base salary.  I could have a fairly descent security scenario with that kind of cash
taken from you to pay for it.
 
This proposed law is not a law of equity or equality.  It is going to have the largest impact on low to
moderate income people who don’t need another tax.  It would be basically a tax on them to be able
to defend themselves against the violence that they are at risk of encountering.  Please be sensible
and reasonable in your contemplation of this and do not pass such a law that imposes more burden
on people of less fortunate means.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kevin Watkins
988 Ventura St. N.
Keizer, Oregon 97303
 
Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Kitty Carty
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Gun measure
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:44:49 AM

I object to this measure 114/ IP 17.  You have your head in the sand and no reality-based
information.   If you don't know about guns, maybe you should go take a hunter safety course
to find out what you're talking about.  Your wording is wrong and this is just another
communists ploy to take away our guns and hunting rights. 

Kitty 

mailto:bvcartyverizon@gmail.com
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From: Kyle
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 \ Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:42:57 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.

mailto:kylehshroy@gmail.com
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From: Leland Arce
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: I demand the right to protect myself.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:21:01 AM

Punish criminals.

Punish people that us guns in a crime.

Expand police protection, don’t shut it down.

mailto:l777land@peak.org
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Chandra Griffith
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:40:04 PM

Call it what it is it's an illegal attempt to disarm all oregonians and make them crimminals.
Stop misleading the public. The violence we see is mostly gang related and they never obey
laws period, the petition which I disagree with should flat out say ban modern firearms from
all oregonians and make it as difficult for oregonians to legally purchase a firearm they are
entitled to purchase under the constitution. This will only hurt law abiding while arming
crimminals and gangs just like gun free zones arm crimminals and gangs.
Matt

mailto:mcgriffith445@gmail.com
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From: Matt Creighton
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114 Explanatory Statement Objections
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:53:41 AM

To Whom It May Concern:

The proposed explanatory statement for ballot measure 114 is seriously flawed and as drafted
grossly misleads Oregonians. This gross misdirection may influence voters to vote away their
rights without a full understanding of the consequences, which is wholly unacceptable. Here
are some points of the explanatory statement which are flawed:

The explanatory statement does not disclose that tubular-fed shotguns, which are most
modern shotguns, would be banned from future sale, from retail or privately, due to so-
called "large capacity magazines." This will affect all Oregonians desiring to purchase a
shotgun in the future and must be disclosed. This de-facto ban of an entire category of
weapon is critical information for voters. 
The explanatory statement states that the electronically searchable database of permits is
exempt from public disclosure; however, this is not true per the text of the measure.
This blatant falsehood must be corrected.
The explanatory statement states that an approved firearm safety course must be
completed but fails to disclose that there are insufficient training facilities and
insufficient personnel to conduct these courses throughout Oregon. This bottleneck of
facilities and personnel will extremely affect the abilities of new Oregonian shooters to
obtain these permits. 
The explanatory statement lists the cost of the permit application, but not an
approximation of the cost of the required firearm safety course. This is critical
information for low-income Oregonians, which are the demographic most likely to
require a firearm for self defense and therefore would be most in need of these new
proposed permits. 
The explanatory statement fails to mention or clarify mandates that may be created later
by the Oregon State Police without public input. The statement must include this
information so voters know what the future would hold. 
The explanatory statement does not adequately identify that nearly all modern,
commonly carried personal defense firearms would be unable to be carried in public
with a CHL, as most utilize magazines of greater than 10 rounds. This omission does
not adequately inform voters who would then be unable to carry their current concealed
handgun, which may be their only one as well. 
The explanatory statement's "Currently" section list mentions unnecessary items and
wastes valuable text space which could be utilized for the requested clarifications above.
These line items can simply be removed, and should be, without altering the truthfulness
of the statement:

"No permit required to obtain firearms"
"...no requirement for searchable database of gun purchases/ownership;..."
"No restrictions on firearms magazines"

Thank you for considering my input and I hope that corrections are made.

Regards,

Matthew Creighton

mailto:creighton.m.s@gmail.com
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From: Nate Slater
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:25:25 PM

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.

This measure is a clear violation of the second amendment and the rights of the free people of
Oregon

mailto:nathanielwesley49@gmail.com
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From: Niall Waters
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Proposed State Gun Laws
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:06:42 AM

Hi, I don't want to be disrespectful but as Oregon Firearm Federation has stated the bill is
extremely deceptive and I think it's a shame that people will go to those measures in order to
destroy the Constitution with their opinion using deception.  It's a crying shame for me to
think the State I love so much and have experienced so much freedom in could possibly be
changing for the worse - it's a bad sign to me personally and I would hate for this to cause me
to move to Montana and leave this great place of Oregon.  So many people will be left
defenseless if this goes through and that's just reality.  The timing couldn't be any worse.  Are
people accepting money from Russia or China in order to disarm us before an invasion? 
Might as well if there is a high capacity magazine ban.  So many negatives to it with really no
positive at all, in reality.  It is what it is, I love them all, but this is a sad time for constitution
lovers in Oregon and way more bad will become of it if it passes... and it wouldn't if the reality
of the situation was truthfully explained.  What a crying shame Oregon.

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

mailto:waters2021c@yahoo.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.onelink.me%2F107872968%3Fpid%3DInProduct%26c%3DGlobal_Internal_YGrowth_AndroidEmailSig__AndroidUsers%26af_wl%3Dym%26af_sub1%3DInternal%26af_sub2%3DGlobal_YGrowth%26af_sub3%3DEmailSignature&data=05%7C01%7CElections.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7Cf21e5ffef07f43aed38808da6ffac000%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945420014900032%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Pdwva5S3l99ikOs5BacoILPx0jcpwRVkzAxtKqpLJPE%3D&reserved=0


From: Nicholas Baker
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:08:18 PM

This statement from the measure doesn’t make any sense, it seems misleading and lacks
substance.  

mailto:nick074baker@gmail.com
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From: Pam W
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: New Gun laws
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:53:55 AM

Why are you wanting to punish lawful gun owners? This is NOT acceptable, and our 2nd
amendment rights tell you this, you CAN NOT INFRINGE on our gun rights. The US Constitution
overrides ANY law. PERIOD!!

This will be taken to the highest court in the land if need be. 

Pam Wadsworth

mailto:pjw01@hotmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Pat Cassidy
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:27:42 PM

What kind of lying, nonsense action are you trying to pass?
Tell us, how will this measure make anyone safer? You cannot.
Legislating by agenda rather than need is merely dictating and will
certainly be dismissed on constitutional grounds.
You don't care, do you?
Pat Cassidy

-- 
If you forward this, Please remove all email addresses before you send it on.

Don't share others' email addresses!

mailto:patcassidy08@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Pat Plett
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:39:08 AM

I object to ballot measure 114 as it is unconstitutional and miss leads and lies to the public as
follows

 First, no matter how much the proponents tried to hide it, the
measure outright bans most modern shotguns. Period. Tubular magazines
on most shotguns are capable of holding more than 10 rounds of certain
ammunition. Therefore they will be banned. 

The proponents attempted, lamely, to argue that shotguns were exempted
because of the exception for “lever action firearms.” And no matter how
much the opponents attempted to clarify that “lever action” is not the same
as “pump action” the proponents insisted that was simply “argument” or
“speculation.” And clearly it is not. 

Tubular fed, semi-automatic shotguns were not even discussed. The
language they did insert in the statement only confuses the issue
more. Under the section “Regulates Large Capacity Magazines” they state: “
Particular application to certain firearms set forth in measure.” Whatever
that means.

The measure requires that if you already own a “large” capacity magazine,
you may only remove it from your property to go to a range or hunting trip.
But it must be unloaded and removed from the firearm and locked
separately from the gun. As anyone with a tubular fed shotgun knows, this is
not a matter of simply pressing a magazine release and requires disassembly
of the firearm.

The measure allows you to keep magazines you already own, if they don’t
leave your property, but you can be charged with a crime if you cannot prove
you owned them before the ban. Under the measure, it
becomes your responsibility to prove your innocence. And, of course,
nothing prevents you from being charged again and again for the same
magazines since conventional magazines contain no identifying marks.

The proponents also included a clearly false description of the database
police will keep on anyone applying for a “permit to purchase” a gun. Their
statement says: “Requires State Police to maintain electronically searchable
database of permits, information is exempt from public disclosure.” 

mailto:maddcatt1@gmail.com
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But the plain language of the measure says the State Police shall annually
publish, the required report. There is nothing in the measure that exempts
the report from public disclosure.

The statement also misleads voters by suggesting that the live fire
requirement in the mandated classes for the “permit to purchase” can be
completed with “hands on demonstration of basic firearms handling” by the
instructor, when in fact, the student will need to be firing the gun. And of
course, since you would need a gun to demonstrate that you could load,
unload, and fire it, and you can’t buy a gun without the required permit, first
time buyers will have an almost impossible hurdle to overcome.

The whole statement was designed to confuse and mislead voters and is
totally unacceptable .

Pat Plett



From: phil Moffitt
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:37:24 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.

Sent from my iPad
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From: Rich Gurbisz
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:54:39 AM

I object to the misleading information in the "Explanatory Statement". This measure has
nothing to do with public safety, all it will do is infringe on legal gun ownership of the law
abiding citizens of Oregon. This measure is just a smokescreen for total gun confiscation. This
measure will not stop the criminals who will always manage to acquire a firearm.
   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.

-- 
Sincerely

Richard Gurbisz
Central Point, OR

mailto:gurbca29@gmail.com
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From: 2hann@reagan.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: re: Ip17 measure 114 objection to this sad writing
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:59:29 AM

This is a very wrongfully put together Measure. Here are some of the reasons why:
 
1. compared to what will this accomplish?
 
2. At what costs ?
 
3. What evidence do you have to show that this is even possible ?
 
4. violates the latest supreme court rulings.
 
5. violates the U.S. constitution as well as Oregon's
 
6.bans almost all modern shotguns.
 
7.under this measure you need to get a" permit to purchase" but, yet you can't demonstrate your
  ability to basic firearms since you don't have the gun.
 
8. changes burden of proof from the state to the person on when a magazine was purchased.
 
9. lack of funding for this as well as facilities, personnel qualified to train .
 
10. The increase in violent crime due to lack of enforcement ,
 
11. defunding law enforcement . Causing higher rate of all crime.
 
12. evil people do not obey " gun free zones " As proven in the latest mall shooting. Stopped by
      a chl person
 
13. opens the door to OSP adding mandates at a whim of the department,without input from the
     state legislature or the people .
 
14. does not show any criminal punishment for OSP or other bureaucrats for overreach.
 
15. With violence on the rise from criminals like Antifa and BLM etc. It is foolish to believe any
     of this measure can accomplish anything except harm the average law abiding citizen .
 
It is obvious that this is an attempt to bring us closer to the jack booted control of tyrants and
communist dictators.
 
Respectfully
Ritch Hanneman
Salem Oregong
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From: RON REID
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Flawed BM 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:17:19 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.

Thank you,

Ron Reid

mailto:ronsdiving@msn.com
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From: Ryan McCracken
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Objection
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:24:44 AM

I wish to object to the explanatory statement in the firearms bill set to be voted on. It is misleading and confusing. 
And does not address issues of responsible gun owners. Or lack of training facilities.

Please allow those who object to this bill have input in explaining exactly what this bill will do. Voters should know
and understand what they are voting for and not be misled. If you cannot put your own political bias aside and do
the job you are required by law to do, please resign.

Regards,
Ryan

Sent from my iPhone
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From: S W
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:51:24 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.

As a former law enforcement officer, this radical left
“trick” will not stand.

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone
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From: SCOTT MCHARNESS
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 proposed explanatory statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:53:29 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.

Sincerely,
Scott McHarness
1116 Risden Pl
Eugene OR  97404

mailto:scottmch23@comcast.net
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From: Shawn Drew
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Misleading explanatory statement ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:49:05 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.

A much better job needs to be done explaining the impact
of this rediculous bill. 

Shawn Drew

Sent from Shawn’s IPhone
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From: Research Armory
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: I oppose IP 17 and the flawed explanatory statement.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:18:04 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.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Steve Christensen DMD
 
 
 

mailto:info@researcharmory.com
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From: steve culley
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:29:15 AM

Mmmmm. Doesnt seem to be any exemtionsfor veterans. As a marine vietnam combat vet
who prbably had more hostile bullets near me than the whole oregon police force has had and i
am only one of thousands. I object, not the best way to way to unite the country.

Sent from my U.S.Cellular© Smartphone
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From: Steve Daiker
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Racial and Ethnic Impact Statement Hearing
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:17:23 PM

To Whom it may concern:

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.

You overlooked the fact that you need a gun for training before
you can get a permit, but you can't get a gun until you have a
permit.
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From: Ted Martino
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Statement for IP17 / Measure114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:22:08 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.

Please fix these huge errors.

Cordially,
          -ted
-- 
Ted Martino Jr.
tmartinojr@hotmail.com 
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From: Tony Gomes
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Objection to explanatory statement of IP 17 / ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:30:13 AM

Hi good morning,

The explanatory statement of IP17/ Measure 114 is not clear and will mislead voters. Similar
to how other oregonians have felt about the decriminalization of drugs. Just talk to anyone on
the street and they will agree they did not understand what they were voting for with that one.

IP17/measure 114:

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.--

Tony Gomes
BALANCE REAL ESTATE
Real Estate Broker
Phone - 503-312-2430
Tony@BalanceRE.com
Licensed in the State of Oregon
IMPORTANT CONSUMER INFORMATION:
Please go to the following link to obtain information on agency relationships along with the duties and responsibilities of REAL
ESTATE LICENSEES in Oregon, please read it carefully and contact me if you have any questions.
http://webhost.flexmls.com/~sales/oregondisclosure.html

mailto:tony@balancere.com
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https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwebhost.flexmls.com%2F~sales%2Foregondisclosure.html&data=05%7C01%7CElections.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7Cc50297ff682041f0d75a08da6ff5a83b%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945398125565062%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=wo%2BCdtpeO5gliFPYemWMlVJ4zfkjTGDbKz4YXC%2BatD0%3D&reserved=0


From: Travis James
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: not the answer
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:22:32 PM

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.

Travis 
stomper454ci@yahoo.com

mailto:stomper454ci@yahoo.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Troy Olivadoti
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114 - Flawed Explanatory Statement.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:48:21 AM

To Whom It May Concern;

The explanatory statement for Ballot Measure 114 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.

The public rightfully expects explanatory statements to be accurate and fully explain
what the measure is proposing to become law.  
Sincerely,
Troy Olivadoti
Medford, Oregon

mailto:troyolivadoti@msn.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Wade Mckee
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Your license for guns
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:18:44 AM

I read the voters statement on this number 17.  It is 100 % misleading.  

Supreme court just ruled on this stuff.  You guys are out of line.  

Be certain to expect this being contested.

Background checks 7 years back were supposed to stop bad people.  That is enough.
Now your just trying to truck your way around 

Pure lies in description. Anyone living in Oregon has the legal right to challenge this.  We are
all harmed. 

Good thing it's 6 to 3 in our supreme court.
It goes there you loose

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

mailto:wade.mckee@ymail.com
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From: Wayne Thackery
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17/ Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:38:42 AM

To whom it may concern,
 
 
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.
 
I,m opposed to all the language in this Ballot Measure!
 
Wayne A Thackery
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows
 

mailto:wayne@lorenssanitation.com
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From: Steve Sagi
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 comment
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:50:28 PM

It is my understanding that you are accepting comments regarding IP17 potential racial and ethnic impact.

Permit to Purchase
Potential discrimination can happen by not offering training classes in certain low income or minority areas. This
could have a major impact for anyone in those areas wanting to purchase a firearm for defense, but not having the
ability to take a class in order to gain access to a permit.
This could also affect people in low income areas in which the costs of getting to the class and/or taking the class
makes it prohibitive due to financial reasons.

Thanks,

Steve Sagi
Oregon City, OR

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


From: Paul Buckle
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The explanatory statement is seriously flawed.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:57:46 PM

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.

mailto:phbuckle@netscape.net
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Warner Meek
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure. 114.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:58:28 PM

There are not any provisions in this bill.To help the honest and law abiding citizens. Please see fit to change this. 
Thanks.   Warner Meek
Sent from my iPad

mailto:driver305@icloud.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Verne Herz
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17, now ballot measure 114.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:02:59 PM

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.

And that totally ignores the fact that the measure
infringes on the second amendment.

Be honest.

Verne Herz
Coos Bay

mailto:parts@chokes.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Gabriel Schmoe
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17/ ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:07:32 PM

Scrap this bill! Its unconstitutional in so many ways, does nothing for public safety and will
only make good,  law abiding citizens criminals.

Get Outlook for Android

mailto:Gabrielschmoe@hotmail.com
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From: TERRY
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:09:24 PM

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.
               Terry Kane
                7530 SE Salmon St.
                  Portland, Oregon 97215

mailto:HOMER1991@msn.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Roseann Crum
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Please listen to the citizens of Oregon
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:16:14 PM

Stop letting the minority haters of guns get their way against us who live here and want our guns and ammo left
alone!
This agenda goes against decent law abiding citizens of Oregon.
Give police authority again and hire more of them to take the killing criminals off our streets!
Concerned Oregonian,
Rachel Crum
503-522-6135

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:roseann@canby.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: John H Jonesburg III
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: ballot measure 114 explanatory Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:21:45 PM

I agree with the statement below from Oregon's main 2nd
amendment protection agency. There needs to be a clear
explanatory statement. If the law is so bad you cannot
use a truth based Explanatory statement to pass. then it
should not be on the ballot.
 
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.
 
 
 
 
John H Jonesburg III
Operations
Marketing / Convention Services
Diamond Lake Resort
Diamond Lake RV Park
Cat Ski Mt. Bailey
350 Resort Drive
Diamond Lake, Oregon 97731
541-793-3333 x 4
cell 541-430-9253

mailto:dlfoodservice@juno.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Gary Tindall
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17, Now Ballot Measure 144
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:24:10 PM

All of you responsible for this latest absurd legislation must at least be aware of how
you have, now even more than ever before, flagrantly demonstrated your chosen
ignorance of any and all firearms facts....this time shaming your entire profession by:

....intentionally untruthfully stating in the intentionally misleading Explanatory
Statement that the database of gun permit applicants will not me made public when
the text clearly states that list will be regularly published

....introducing a dysfunctional and untruthful Explanatory Statement that intentionally
fails to mention most modern shotguns WILL be banned by this measure

....the intentional omission of any means or funding for prospective permit holders to
achieve mandated training by not stipulating any personnel or facilities with which to
achieve this training requirement while even confusing voters regarding the live fire
requirements.  In fact, funding for the requirements of this measure is not addressed
at all.

Having consistently and desperately neglected professional ethics in legislating
previous firearms issues, everyone can clearly see that you are practicing your ends
justify your means, both lacking any moral compass.  And like voting for lesser of
evils, that is precisely what you end up with....evil.  Criminals do not obey your
ludicrous mandates.  And THAT makes good people who obey the law into their
victims.  Ask any Sheriff and he will tell you concealed carry prevents most crime from
even happening just as gun free zones invite these psych-medicated shooters.

I require that you all apply what remains of your critical thinking to the established
facts regarding firearms and firearm violence.  I'm sure that will reverse your
opinionated thinking and indeed make this a better world which I am sure is why most
of you pursued your careers in legislature in the first place.

gt

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


From: Bob Pellegrino
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Public Comments
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:25:47 PM
Importance: High

Below please find my input for items that need to be included in the IP 17  ballot explanatory
statement.

1. The measure requires a permit from local police to apply for permission to buy a
firearm.

2. The measure requires live fire training before a person can apply for a permit to
purchase a firearm.

3. The measure only allows those approved by police to provide the required “training” to
apply for a permit.

4. While the measure caps the cost for a permit, there are no caps on the costs for the
required training. 

5. The measure requires a public list of persons who attempt to purchase firearms.

6. The measure requires that a sheriff or local police department issue a permit within 30
days after an approved 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. 

7. The measure does not provide funding for to support the additional requirements placed
on law enforcement.

Robert Pellegrino
3660 SE 29th Ave 
Apt 2403
Portland, OR 97202
206-321-9596

mailto:bobp63@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Martin Stewart
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:29:10 PM

   I know there is no low liberal politicians won't sink to to destroy America, The 2nd isn't
about Hunting it's and the people being able to defend themselves from a Tyrannical Govt
witch liberals are now comunist maxist traitors, The whole liberal party will be up on treason
charges soon as they do not represent the people they represent Greed and Evil ( Soros and
China) pretty sad this is what Dems have become ....wars have been started over much
less....Deception and lies are all libs have, The truth is fatal to them, Time to stop the
insanity.... You are not going to want to live in the country you are creating....
 Stewart. M.D.

mailto:ch3no2x@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Jim Gallant
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Please do not support IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:34:01 PM

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.

Jim Gallant
Corvallis, OR

mailto:james.gallant@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: LawrenceC
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:39:10 PM

I believe that the explanatory statement is seriously flawed.

The statement does not clarify tubular shotgun magazines, which will make them
illegal because they are not easily removed.  Also, rifle tubular magazines are
also not excluded.

The measure does not exempt the report or database from public exposure. This
should be deleted as misleading.

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.

Needs discussion of how this measure will be funded.

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

Regards,
Lawrence Cirotski

mailto:larry.cirotski@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Mike Poe
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Racial and ethnic impact statement for IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:41:59 PM

Dear Madam Secretary, Oregon CJC, et al,

Regarding the racial and ethnic impact statement for IP 17.

   This initiative petition, if passed, would have a very chilling and
disproportionate effect on low income people/families, especially those
in low-income urban areas that already suffer from high crime rates and
a high cost of living.  Many of these area also have a high populations
of minorities, so the net effect would be that only the privileged
middle and upper class could afford to defend themselves and their
families from crime, and at a time when policing is seemingly less and
less effective, not to mention low prosecution rates.  The 2nd Amendment
is a right for all of "We The People," not just those at the top of the
societal ladder.  My parents often don't feel safe where they live
anymore, and they've had a hard time putting money away for a small
pistol they were considering for home defense, as they're on a fixed income.

   Adding all these extra costs and hoops to jump through to simply
purchase something to protect yourself will push the cost of exercising
your right to defense of self and loved ones over the top for many
people, and obviously/especially those with a low/fixed income.

   -Mike Poe
Yamhill County, OR

mailto:gov@ngd.myftp.org
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Robert Vinnacombe
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Explanatory Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:54:11 PM

I have some concerns regarding the wording of the IP17 Explanatory Statement listed on the
Elections website. It is critically important for the Statement to be clear to the voters. Most voters do
not know the legal structure of a law written by professionals and rely on the Explanatory Statement
to make very clear what they are voting for or against. The State should not require that voters obtain
assistance from legal or other professional counsel to understand a law. This is of Paramount
importance when the voters are the body voting to pass or reject a new law. We are not all lawyers
and it is incumbent upon the State, who is sending this to the voters, to make it extremely clear what
is in the law. Please note my concerns listed below.
 

1. The items listed to obtain a permit to purchase a firearm include some unexplained protections
that need to be clarified in the statement so it is accurate and not misleading.

a. There are currently no Certified firearms training facilities or programs in Oregon. This
should be made clear or a further explanation of how this will be created added.

b. It is unclear whether the Initial Fee and renewal Fee are able to be used to purchase
more than one firearm at a time or more than one Firearm over a period of time. Can an
approved applicant purchase one firearm after receiving their permit and another 4
years or is a separate fee and application process required.

c. It is not stated what type of “other information” might be required by department rule,
and which department exactly would be gathering this information. Is there ANY limit
to the information the Department can require. Is this an unlimited power being given
to an particular Department. This should be clarified in the Explanatory Statement so
voters understand what this will entail.

d. This Explanatory Statement suggests no requirement for the State Police to have any
limits on how long they are allowed to take to provide a background check on an
applicant, in fact is removes any current limit. It also does not make clear that the State
Police are required to ever provide a background check. This needs to be clarified so
voters understand the limits, if any, of the State Police to perform background checks in
a timely manner and whether they can simply ignore applications.

2. It does not offer any clarity on how the determination of who is a danger to themselves or
others will be decided it also does not state who will have this powerful ability. This statement
suggests that anyone in the government can make this decision. It should be clear in the
Explanatory Statement who can perform this delicate and significant task.

3. Who will establish the appeals process for denied, revoked or non-renewal permits. This
statement does not suggest any requirement for who the authority for this process will be, or a
time limit on how long that authority can take to establish such procedures. The Explanatory
Statement should make this clear.

4. It is not clear what information will be included in the searchable database that the public is
excluded from seeing. Information the government keeps on individuals is a very sensitive
point to most Oregonians and it will much clearer to them if further explanation is provided in

mailto:rtvinnacombe@wavecable.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


the Explanatory Statement.

5. It does not offer any specific information that must be reported annually. What the definition
of “consistent and equitable manner” is. This is vague for such an important point of the
proposed law. It should be included in the Explanatory Statement

6. Regarding transfer of firearms; it is already illegal to transfer a firearm without State
Approval. Why is this statement included in the explanation since is very premise is
redundant. It should be clarified that a similar law already exists and how this proposed law
will change or affect that existing law in the Explanatory Statement.

7. Regarding the statement regarding large capacity magazines capacities and the requirement to
separate them from firearms to comply with legal transit. There are several clarifications that
should be included in the Explanatory Statement.

a. Is does not state how this provision will affect firearms with internal ammunition
storage, of which there are many including antique style firearms and modern shotguns.
Are these type of firearms required to be fully disassembled for transit and the parts
locked in separate containers as would electable magazines. His should be clear in the
Explanatory Statement what this requirement will require.

b. It does not explain why a 10 round limit on magazines is important. It seems arbitrary
in the current statement and needs to be clarified in the Explanatory Statement so it can
be understood.

c. What, “Particular firearms”, are suggested for the, “specific requirements”, in the
Explanatory Statement. It is unclear what this means. This all needs to be clearer in the
Explanatory Statement to voters.

d. It states that 180 days after the measure passes it will become illegal to own any
magazine the measure outlaws, making it a Class A misdemeanor. Does this mean that
owners of magazines that do not meet the new law must be surrendered. Does it mean
that those, now legal, owners will face prosecution if they keep those magazines.  The
exceptions list still states that to avoid Criminal Liability individuals should turn in
their existing magazines. Clarity on this important point needs to be included in the
Explanatory Statement.

 
 
Robert Vinnacombe
Sandy, OR
 



From: Rob
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:07:46 PM

This 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.

There is no common sense in this measure and looks like a
typical Gun Control Measure,  You need to move to another state
and leave the law abiding gun owners alone.  California will
welcome you!!!

Rob 
retcntryboy@aol.com

mailto:retcntryboy@aol.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Some One
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The unconstitutional and illegal - IP 17, now ballot measure 114.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:18:16 PM

The proposed statement is a total fraud, as it was intended to be. It is
intentionally misleading and contains outright falsehoods.
This will not stand! You have no regard for our constitutional rights. We the
people see a tyrannical government when it shows its head. You show
absolute disdain and disregards for Oregon citizens.

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.

Signed, 
A registered voter and Native American.
Mr. Guzman

mailto:nasm00@hotmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Greg Morris
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 Explanatory Statement issues
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:24:42 PM

  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.

mailto:grgmorris2@gmail.com
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From: Robert Flowerday
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:27:37 PM

This ballot measure is designed to deny Oregonians the right to lawful purchase of firearms. In other words to
infringe our second amendment rights under the constitution. Please don’t support Ballot measure 114.
                              Thanks, from a native Oregonian and voting tax payer Robert Flowerday

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:rsflowerday@outlook.com
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From: Karl & Karen Skou
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:30:16 PM

Sec. of State,
This measure is UNCONSTITUTIONAL and does nothing to stop crime! Crime is a social
issue.
Guns don't shoot people,People shoot people. People commit crimes if they are not properly 
punished for their crimes they commit more crimes. We see this in politics, We see this in the
riots
in Portland. We see this in shoplifting. People commit serious crimes and are let back on the
street
soon thereafter. There is more respect for criminals than there is for law abiding citizens. It is
a sick
society when a Governor will allow the killing of innocent babies, but refuses to execute a
cold
blooded killer.
Sincerely,  Karl Skou    

mailto:knkskou@gmail.com
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From: Joe Wilson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Concerning a racial and ethnic impact statement pursuant to ORS 137.685 for Initiative Petition 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:32:54 PM

Ladies and Gentlemen,

Since the Oregon Supreme Court certified the Ballot Title for IP 17 on 11/2021 there has been some
Supreme Court of the United States rulings that effect the constitutionality of IP 17. The voters of
Oregon should be made aware of these new rulings and thus the now unconstitutionality of IP 17.

On June 23, 2022 the Supreme Court of the United States ruled;

https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/21pdf/20-843_7j80.pdf

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
2 NEW YORK STATE RIFLE & PISTOL ASSN., INC. v. BRUEN Syllabus . Held: New York’s proper-cause requirement violates the
Fourteenth Amendment by preventing law-abiding citizens with ordinary self-de

www.supremecourt.gov

This Supreme Court of the United States ruling cited that;

"In this case, petitioners and respondents agree that ordinary, law-abiding citizens have a
similar right to carry handguns publicly for their self-defense. We too agree, and now hold,
consistent with Heller and McDonald, that the Second and Fourteenth Amendments protect
an individual’s right to carry a handgun for self-defense outside the home," 

Therefore IP 17 will now be found unconstitutional due to violations of the Second and
Fourteenth Amendments whereas due to the lack of equity concerning low-income individuals
without the where with all to be able to afford IP 17 permit fees and yet to be established
training costs for said individuals. The racial and ethnic impact of IP17 would have a higher
impact to minority communities whereas those communities have a greater need for self-
defense with their exposure by living in high crime areas.

Individuals who live in high crime areas, areas which also have a high percentage of minority
populations, are the most in need of individual self-defense however such individuals tend to
be the least able to afford such fees known and unknown within IP17. As stated by the
Supreme Court of the United States in the New York State Rifle & Pistol Assn, INC vs Bruen
case; "As we stated in Heller and repeated in McDonald, ‘individual self-defense is ‘the central
component’ of the Second Amendment right,’" whereas not only would the central component
of the second amendment be potentially denied by IP 17 to low income individuals however
these low income individual's Fourteenth Amendment rights of Equal Protection would be also
denied. IP 17 would unduly punish and bring hardship to low-income individuals. 

Another component of IP 17 is the prohibition of large capacity magazines. On June 23, 2022
the Supreme Court of the United States has remanded back to the 9th Circuit Court of Appeal
the case of Duncan v. Bonta due to the recent ruling of the New York State Rifle & Pistol
Assn, INC vs Bruen case ;
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https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?
case=4540467538923292545&q=Duncan+v.+Bonta&hl=en&as_sdt=40006&as_vis=1

Duncan v Bonta had three issues concerning magazine bans;

1.) It is a law prohibiting law-abiding citizens from processing magazines "in common use" a
violation of the 2nd amendment.

2.) Does confiscating legally obtained magazines violate the 5th Amendment "taking clause"?

3.) Is the "two-step" approach of the 9th Circuit unconstitutional under the 2nd amendment?

In anticipation of the magazine ban now being found unconstitutional in this remanded case
whereas the LA Police department has stopped enforcing the magazine ban that is current
law in California.

The voters of Oregon for IP 17 should also be made aware that due to the recent ruling by
the Supreme Court of the United States which held in their Bruen decision whereas magazine bans will
be held unconstitutional.

Denying these magazines places a heavy burden on minority communities where the need of self
defense is a constitutional protected right.

Thank you for your time.

Respectfully,

Joe Wilson
33019 Hillside Acres Rd.
PO Box 1365
Gold Beach, OR 97444
541-425-5548
setptn@outlook.com
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From: Dennis Kalnoky
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:34:37 PM

We do not have a “gun violence” problem in the Willamette Valley. We have a growing number of
frustrated young men who are alienated and struggling to find their place in an increasingly
complicated environment. The militating institutions of years past have wilted in the face of
progress. Young men are displaced and unable to find healthy ways to demonstrate their
competency. This is the root cause of the problem.
 
The sudden increase in crime in the Willamette Valley is due to the combination of 1. insufficient law
enforcement, and 2. exploding population growth.  
 
IP 17 will place an undue financial and administrative burden on law abiding gun owners, small
business, and Police, while doing little to stop gang and drug related violence in the Willamette
Valley. IP 17 will spawn a lucrative black market for firearms as it has in other large urban centers.
 
Prohibition has never been the best solution for our problems. I strongly oppose IP17.
 
Respectfully Submitted,
 
 
 
Dennis Kalnoky
Vice President
Accounting
 
Denezol Tool Co., Inc.
P 503-363-8575 x105
F 503-363-8490
 
AS9100D Certified
ITAR Registered/Compliant
Cage Code 1GA21
 
Notice 1:  This e-mail message, together with any attachments, contains information of Denezol Tool Co., Inc. (2265 Judson
Street, Salem, Oregon 97302 USA) that may be confidential, proprietary copyrighted and/or legally privileged. It is intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity named on this message. If you are not the intended recipient, and have received
this message in error, please notify us immediately by reply e-mail and then delete it from your system.
 
Notice 2: This document or communication may contain technical data subject to the ITAR, 22 C.F.R. Part 120-130.  Prior
authorization is required from the U.S. Department of State/Directorate of Defense Trade Controls for release of this item, or
any information in this item, to any foreign person or entity whether located in the United States or not. Diversion contrary to
U.S. law is prohibited.
 
Notice 3: WARNING - This document may contain technical data whose export is restricted by the Arms Export Control Act
(Title 22, U.S.C., Sec 2751, et seq.) or the Export Administration Act of 1979 (Title 50, U.S.C., App. 2401 et seq.), as amended.
Violations of these export laws are subject to severe criminal penalties. Disseminate in accordance with provisions of DoD
Directive 5230.25.
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From: Jessica Shenk
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Explanatory Statement for the voter’s guide for IP 17, now ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:34:39 PM

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.

mailto:shenkjessica4@gmail.com
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From: Beckers@zzz.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Explanatory Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:36:43 PM

To the “Explanatory Statement” committee,
 
The explanatory statement is seriously flawed.
 
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 ignores the complete lack of funding for this expensive
measure.
 
The statement refused to acknowledge that most modern shotguns will
be banned under this measure. That is NOT speculation.
 
 
The statement misleads voters about the live fire requirements.
 
 
The statement fails to clarify many mandates that will be created later
by the Oregon State Police without public input.
 
Respectfully,
 
Derek M. Becker
503-720-5626

mailto:beckers@zzz.com
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From: Joe Wilson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 explanatory statement is seriously flawed.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:37:02 PM

Ladies and Gentlemen,

Since the Oregon Supreme Court certified the Ballot Title for IP 17 on 11/2021 there has been some
Supreme Court of the United States rulings that effect the constitutionality of IP 17. The voters of
Oregon should be made aware of these new rulings and thus the now unconstitutionality of IP 17.

On June 23, 2022 the Supreme Court of the United States ruled;

https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/21pdf/20-843_7j80.pdf

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
2 NEW YORK STATE RIFLE & PISTOL ASSN., INC. v. BRUEN Syllabus . Held: New York’s proper-cause requirement violates the
Fourteenth Amendment by preventing law-abiding citizens with ordinary self-de

www.supremecourt.gov

This Supreme Court of the United States ruling cited that;

"In this case, petitioners and respondents agree that ordinary, law-abiding citizens have a
similar right to carry handguns publicly for their self-defense. We too agree, and now hold,
consistent with Heller and McDonald, that the Second and Fourteenth Amendments protect
an individual’s right to carry a handgun for self-defense outside the home," 

Therefore IP 17 will now be found unconstitutional due to violations of the Second and
Fourteenth Amendments whereas due to the lack of equity concerning low-income individuals
without the where with all to be able to afford IP 17 permit fees and yet to be established
training costs for said individuals.

Individuals who live in high crime areas are the most in need of individual self-defense
however such individuals tend to be the least able to afford such fees known and unknown
within IP17. As stated by the Supreme Court of the United States in the New York State Rifle
& Pistol Assn, INC vs Bruen case; "As we stated in Heller and repeated in McDonald,
‘individual self-defense is ‘the central component’ of the Second Amendment right,’" whereas
not only would the central component of the second amendment be potentially denied by IP
17 to low income individuals however these low income individual's Fourteenth Amendment
rights of Equal Protection would be also denied. IP 17 would unduly punish and bring hardship
to low-income individuals. The voters of Oregon should be made aware of this fact in
the explanatory statement.

Another component of IP 17 is the prohibition of large capacity magazines. On June 23, 2022
the Supreme Court of the United States has remanded back to the 9th Circuit Court of Appeal
the case of Duncan v. Bonta due to the recent ruling of the New York State Rifle & Pistol
Assn, INC vs Bruen case ;

https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?
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case=4540467538923292545&q=Duncan+v.+Bonta&hl=en&as_sdt=40006&as_vis=1

Duncan v Bonta had three issues concerning magazine bans;

1.) It is a law prohibiting law-abiding citizens from processing magazines "in common use" a
violation of the 2nd amendment.

2.) Does confiscating legally obtained magazines violate the 5th Amendment "taking clause"?

3.) Is the "two-step" approach of the 9th Circuit unconstitutional under the 2nd amendment?

In anticipation of the magazine ban now being found unconstitutional in this remanded case
whereas the LA Police department has stopped enforcing the magazine ban that is current
law in California.

The voters of Oregon in the explanatory statement for IP 17 should also be made aware that
due to the recent ruling by the Supreme Court of the United States which held in their Bruen
decision whereas magazine bans will be held unconstitutional.

It is critical that IP 17 explanatory statement be as truthful as possible.

Thank you for your time.

Respectfully,

Joe Wilson
33019 Hillside Acres Rd.
PO Box 1365
Gold Beach, OR 97444
541-425-5548
setptn@outlook.com
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From: JOHN TURMAN
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:40:52 PM

Dear Oregon Secretary of State,

I have read the proposed text of the "Explanatory Statement" for Ballot Measure 114, and I 
have also read the full text of the proposed law/measure.  There are discrepancies and 
omissions between the two documents.  For example:

        The statement is erroneous in claiming that the database of gun permit applicants is 
exempt from public disclosure.  The measure language itself clearly states that it will be.

      The statement makes no mention of the budgetary impacts.  It will be very expensive for 
law enforcement agencies and individuals to comply.

     There are clear requirements for "live fire" training individuals must complete.  The 
statement makes no specific mention of this.

     The statement makes no mention of the availability of facilities and personnel to implement 
these requirements.  The plain fact of the matter is thay do not exist in any practical sense on a 
scale that can make this measure possible to be implemented efficiently.   

     The statement does not clarify how an individual "proves" they already own high capacity 
magazines.

     The statement does not clarify how long this process of obtaining a permit will take, or 
what are the remedies for a law abiding citizen to seek relief should the process be completely 
untenable.

     Statement claims " Firearms can be sold/transferred without completed background check 
after three days".  This does not happen.  Gun dealers are not selling/transferring guns without 
a completed background check, and private party sales, to be legal, must be transacted through 
a licensed dealer (FFL) with a completed background check.

     There is no mention in the statement as to what serious crime problem in Oregon will be 
solved by this - because there isn't one.  Criminals will ignore the law, as they always do, and 
ordinary people who have never, nor will ever, commit a gun crime will be burdened for no 
reason, or worse yet be turned into criminals by accidentally violating a provision of this 
measure.

     What about a gun, a shotgun for instance, that has an internal capacity of 10 rounds or 
more?  How will that be handled?  

     Finally, your poorly written and incomplete statement will be fertile ground for lawsuits 
should this pass.  In other words you are sowing the seeds of your own undoing and the 
overturning of the law should it pass.

You are the Secretary of State for all Oregonians, not just the ones who want draconian gun 
laws. Act like it. 

Sincere regards, 
John Turman

mailto:turmanatort1000@gmail.com
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From: Joshua Villwock
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 / Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:46:04 PM

Hello, I am writing to voice my objections to the wording of IP17 / Ballot Measure 114's explanatory
statement.

I feel that the explanatory statement as it is now is very flawed.

It claims that the database of gun permit applicants is exempt from public disclosure. From a
reading of the actual measure this is technically true, but massively misleading. It leads readers to
believe the database will be kept private and unavailable for public consumption, yet the truth is
that it says the state police "shall annually publish" a report including a majority of this data. This
incredibly misleading "exempt from public disclosure" statement MUST not be allowed to remain in
the statement.
Secondly, the statement does not acknowledge that most shotguns will be entirely banned. I have
heard some say this is speculation, but the text of the measure does not make an exemption for
shotguns when it bans sales of magazines which can accept more than 10 rounds. Nearly all
shotguns can accept more than 10 rounds of "shortshells", thus banning the sale of nearly all
shotguns. Please add wording explaining this or force the addition of an exception for shotguns.

I personally believe there are other critical issues as well, but these are the most egregious.

Thanks,
Joshua

mailto:jvillwock@mailmag.net
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From: Eric Simpson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Fwd: IP 17 Statement In Voter"s Guide
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:46:16 PM

Dear Secretary Of State,

There are NO Training Facilities in the State which will make purchasing a firearm for
minorities extremely difficult and Expensive, indeed, for
everyone.

Further, there are no teachers, private or within the law enforcement community either.

IP-17 truly needs to be either Completely abandoned or Entirely re-written.  As it stands, this
is
so poorly thought out and written that Voters will be completely confused by what it May or
May Not
be attempting to do?

I live in Ashland and most of us are liberal, but this just seems to be the Completely wrong
way to do
anything positive.  There are many other Facts not listed or that were possibly purposefully
left off
to manipulate the People. 

What about finances?  Where is there anything concerning this?  There are many other points
such
as how difficult it would be for anyone to abide by this, let alone enforce it!

Please take this under consideration and get rid of this.  We don’t want to be known as
fraudulent.

Thank you Very much, 

Sincerely,
Eric Simpson
2741 Takelma Way
Ashland, OR 97520
Simpsonej3@gmail.com
541-973-5497

Dear Secretary Of State,

Having just read the statement for IP 17 that the committee wrote for inclusion in
the Voter's Guide, I am taking this opportunity to point out that it is just plain not
clear enough as to what the measure will do.

mailto:simpsonej3@gmail.com
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According to the language of the measure, pretty much ALL pump action
shotguns, including those widely used for trap and skeet competition, will be
BANNED because their tubular magazines can hold more ammunition than is
permitted by the measure! And yet, even though this fact is incredibly important
information for voters to know, it is not made clear in the statement.

Another thing not mentioned in the statement, (and it certainly NEEDS to be,) is
the fact that there are no training facilities set up or earmarked for the live-fire
testing that an applicant for a permit must go through! And without the live-fire
training, a person cannot purchase a firearm.

Still another omission is also a big problem. The statement neglects to inform
voters that there is no pool of law enforcement certified instructors to do all of the
teaching and testing! Without the instructors to teach and certify, no one will be
able to qualify to purchase a firearm!

In my opinion, the people who wrote this statement DELIBERATELY DID SO
IN A WAY THAT WOULD OBFUSCATE FACTS AND CONFUSE THE
VOTERS!

Please do your duty to Oregon's voters and see that the statement on IP 17 is
changed to include the above important facts, and let's have no more under-
dealing!

Sincerely,

Hugh F. Simpson



From: Benjamin Kessler
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Objections to IP17 Explanatory Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 2:51:14 PM

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.
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From: Violet Stephenson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Objection to proposed language for ballot measure 114.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:18:04 PM

Please take my objections to proposed language seriously.  Your commitment to the
democratic process is appreciated. 

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.

Regards

Violet Stephenson 

Lawful Citizen of Oregon

mailto:hrvmstephenson@gmail.com
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From: John Burke
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Disgusting attempt to disarm citizens
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:19:59 PM

Why would you want to disarm citizens?  Only one reason and that is so that
government tyranny can rule.  The explanatory statement for this is complete
nonsense.

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.

Please recognize how wrong this is and reverse course!

John Burke

mailto:jburkezz@pacbell.net
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Ric Siewert
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ethnic_Racial Impact of IP-17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:22:15 PM

IP-17 presents some unique obstacles to primarily urban, racially denser minority
communities.  Some of the more serious issues that may result from the passage of IP-17 bear
some scrutiny:
1.  Urban, racially dense, minority communities, lack the infrastructure to provide for live fire
"classes" needed to obtain a "permit" to purchase a firearm.  There are simply no shooting
ranges existing in those neighborhoods and the investment capital is not available to build and
operate said range, especially with the strict building use code restrictions within urban
communities.  This would restrict racial minorities living in these neighborhoods the legal
ability to obtain the necessary training.
2.  The "classes" require police participation in the teaching of said "classes".  The recent
severe budget reductions, especially to urban police departments, will eliminate, or at the very
least, massively reduce the ability of police to provide the necessary teaching.  While the
measure allows for someone "approved" by police to teach the class, it does not define what
the requirements would be to qualify someone other than police to teach.  There is no program
in place in racially dense, minority urban populations to provide for a person to lawfully
acquire a firearm.
3.  Racially dense minority communities tend to, and in many cases justifiably, have a distrust
of police which will cause reluctance to participate in and provide significantly restrictive
needs for personal information for persons to feel comfortable moving forward.
4.  There is no cost estimate or cost cap built into the measure which addresses the financial
needs required for lower income, minority racial persons to budget for to obtain a "permit".  It
is also possible for police to "red-line" a community or neighborhood and charge extreme fees
in an attempt to unconstitutionally restrict gun ownership.
5.  Because the measure calls for mandatory public reporting of those persons participating in
the process, it may cause those in the traditionally higher crime rate, urban minority
neighborhoods, to be targeted for potential weapons theft. 
6.  Because of the extraordinary restrictions placed on those persons dwelling in racially
dense, minority urban neighborhoods, it is more likely that above average number of persons
looking to protect their life and family will look to acquiring non-registered, illegal weapons
thus exacerbating the present gun violence statistics.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard Siewert

mailto:ric.siewert@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Dylan Hively
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17, now ballot measure 114 explanatory statement is flawed
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:26:07 PM

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.

By allowing this to proceed you are putting tens of
thousands of law abiding citizen in the cross hairs of
law enforcement for doing nothing wrong.  you are also
misleading the public and encouraging years and
millions of dollars of legal fees to unpack this list
rules and regulations that will not save one life but
put thousands more at risk by restricting the rights of
people to defend themselves. 

Stop this now 

Dylan Hively
Canby Oregon. 

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


From: Robb1
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:26:21 PM

Your Explanatory statement is confusing and nonsensical.  Try applying
existing law.

mailto:robb1@wvi.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Paul Donheffner
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Cc: PATRICK Amy; Keely Hopkins; Cline, Aoibheann
Subject: IP 17 Comments on Racial and Ethnic Impact Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:28:56 PM
Attachments: IP17 Racial and Ethnic Impact Comments OHA.docx

Please make the attached comment available to the committee or group that is working on this
impact statement.  I understand a hearing on this matter is scheduled  tomorrow.  

Please acknowledge receipt of this email.

Paul Donheffner, Chairman
Oregon Hunters Association Legislative Committee

mailto:paul4oha@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
mailto:amy@oregonhunters.org
mailto:khopkins@congressionalsportsmen.org
mailto:ACline@nrahq.org







July 27, 2022



Shemia Fagan, Secretary of State

Elections Division

Salem, OR 97310



Subject:  Comments on Racial and Ethnic Impact Statement for IP-17



The draft impact statement for the Racial and Ethnic Impacts of IP 17 is woefully inadequate.  It only attempts to quantify the criminal impacts or potential violations under Sections 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11 of the measure.  The impact statement ignores the implications of Section 4, the "Permit to Purchase Process" which will effectively bar minority and low income groups from gun ownership.



Section 4 creates the permit process, putting the burden on Sheriffs and Chiefs of Police to develop and implement the permits.  However, there is nothing in IP17 that compels a Sheriff or Chief to create an application system for permits, or to issue ANY permits if they choose not to, or are directed not to issue permits by local politicians, especially in the case of Chiefs.



Currently, Sheriffs and Police Chiefs are overwhelmed and understaffed to deal with anything other than major crimes.  They lack the funding and staffing to provide basic public safety.  The labor intensive  permit process created by IP17 requires the creation of new programs and staffing to conduct  fingerprinting, photographs,  classes, training certifications, databases, live fire, and permit tracking, reporting, etc.  IP17 provides no funding other than a $65 permit fee, which is unlikely to cover the cost of these permits.  If Sheriffs and Chiefs can't set up a permit process, or it takes months or years of waiting for a permit, IP17 effectively bars gun purchases.



Nothing in IP17 prohibits Sheriffs or Chiefs from requiring classes provided by third party vendors and those vendors can charge whatever they want.  This places an additional cost burden on low income, racial and ethnic minorities who are already afraid to approach police.  



Sheriffs budgets are controlled by County Commissioners, and Chiefs are hired by and report to Mayors and City Councils.  If local politicians forbid Chiefs to issue ANY permits, a potential applicant is out of luck, since they can only obtain the permit from a chief or sheriff with "jurisdiction over the residence of the person" -Section 4(1)(a).  Likewise, if a Sheriff refuses to create a permit program due to lack of resources or budget restrictions, a citizen has no way to obtain a permit, and effectively their Second Amendment rights are denied.  They can't travel to a different Oregon jurisdiction to obtain a permit. 



This scenario is likely to play out in major metropolitan areas such as Portland, Salem and Eugene as well as others which have substantial ethnic and racial minorities.



While affluent residents can choose to drive or fly to Washington, Idaho or California to purchase a firearm without a "permit to purchase", low income residents and minorities that lack the mobility to go out of state will lose the ability to legally acquire a firearm.  And if they do manage to travel out of state they will have to pay more due to sales taxes that Oregon doesn't impose.  



This puts a disproportionate impact on racial and ethnic minorities.  The current impact statement fails to address the fact that obtaining a permit will hit these residents the hardest.  If obtaining a legal "permit to purchase" proves impossible or cost prohibitive, it will drive otherwise law abiding minority citizens to resort to illegal firearm purchases.  This circumvents the existing background check system, and will put these citizens at risk of arrest, fines and possible imprisonment for violations. 

 

The cost and burden of the IP17 permit system will put a disproportionate impact on racial and ethnic minorities.  As noted in the graph below poverty rates for communities of color are higher.  IP17 puts a greater impact on these communities than others.



The impact statement should be amended to reflect this fact.



Sincerely,





Paul Donheffner, Chairman

OHA Legislative Committee
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July 27, 2022 
 
Shemia Fagan, Secretary of State 
Elections Division 
Salem, OR 97310 
 
Subject:  Comments on Racial and Ethnic Impact Statement for IP-17 
 
The draft impact statement for the Racial and Ethnic Impacts of IP 17 is woefully 
inadequate.  It only attempts to quantify the criminal impacts or potential violations 
under Sections 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11 of the measure.  The impact statement ignores the 
implications of Section 4, the "Permit to Purchase Process" which will effectively bar 
minority and low income groups from gun ownership. 
 
Section 4 creates the permit process, putting the burden on Sheriffs and Chiefs of 
Police to develop and implement the permits.  However, there is nothing in IP17 that 
compels a Sheriff or Chief to create an application system for permits, or to issue 
ANY permits if they choose not to, or are directed not to issue permits by local 
politicians, especially in the case of Chiefs. 
 
Currently, Sheriffs and Police Chiefs are overwhelmed and understaffed to deal with 
anything other than major crimes.  They lack the funding and staffing to provide basic 
public safety.  The labor intensive  permit process created by IP17 requires the creation 
of new programs and staffing to conduct  fingerprinting, photographs,  classes, training 
certifications, databases, live fire, and permit tracking, reporting, etc.  IP17 provides no 
funding other than a $65 permit fee, which is unlikely to cover the cost of these permits.  
If Sheriffs and Chiefs can't set up a permit process, or it takes months or years of 
waiting for a permit, IP17 effectively bars gun purchases. 
 
Nothing in IP17 prohibits Sheriffs or Chiefs from requiring classes provided by third 
party vendors and those vendors can charge whatever they want.  This places an 
additional cost burden on low income, racial and ethnic minorities who are already 
afraid to approach police.   
 
Sheriffs budgets are controlled by County Commissioners, and Chiefs are hired by and 
report to Mayors and City Councils.  If local politicians forbid Chiefs to issue ANY 
permits, a potential applicant is out of luck, since they can only obtain the permit from a 
chief or sheriff with "jurisdiction over the residence of the person" -Section 4(1)(a).  
Likewise, if a Sheriff refuses to create a permit program due to lack of resources or 



budget restrictions, a citizen has no way to obtain a permit, and effectively their Second 
Amendment rights are denied.  They can't travel to a different Oregon jurisdiction to 
obtain a permit.  
 
This scenario is likely to play out in major metropolitan areas such as Portland, Salem 
and Eugene as well as others which have substantial ethnic and racial minorities. 
 
While affluent residents can choose to drive or fly to Washington, Idaho or California to 
purchase a firearm without a "permit to purchase", low income residents and minorities 
that lack the mobility to go out of state will lose the ability to legally acquire a firearm.  
And if they do manage to travel out of state they will have to pay more due to sales 
taxes that Oregon doesn't impose.   
 
This puts a disproportionate impact on racial and ethnic minorities.  The current impact 
statement fails to address the fact that obtaining a permit will hit these residents the 
hardest.  If obtaining a legal "permit to purchase" proves impossible or cost prohibitive, 
it will drive otherwise law abiding minority citizens to resort to illegal firearm purchases.  
This circumvents the existing background check system, and will put these citizens at 
risk of arrest, fines and possible imprisonment for violations.  
  
The cost and burden of the IP17 permit system will put a disproportionate impact on 
racial and ethnic minorities.  As noted in the graph below poverty rates for communities 
of color are higher.  IP17 puts a greater impact on these communities than others. 
 
The impact statement should be amended to reflect this fact. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Paul Donheffner, Chairman 
OHA Legislative Committee 
 
 

 



From: Kevin Sumpter
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Firearm
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:41:32 PM

Please stop this foolishness with trying to take away our 2nd Ammendment rights. As the
Constitution states “shall not be infringed.”

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

mailto:kevinsumpter77@yahoo.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Foverview.mail.yahoo.com%2F%3F.src%3DiOS&data=05%7C01%7CElections.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7Cbc592bced7df4d7c847908da7021248b%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945584915325798%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2BhRSt%2BsYXljeEv7tkWVFIR0hTw9X3W5MF2izYJR3wJU%3D&reserved=0


From: Alexander Reed
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Flawed statements in IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:42:12 PM

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.

mailto:conspiracy4@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Ken Micone
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:42:24 PM

First thing I am sure this will be challenged in court. Supreme Court June of this year put down this same type of
laws in other states.
Next most guns come with a magazine larger than 10 rounds which is an arbitrary number why 1” rounds ? And
person that practice with the gun can exchange a magazine within 3 seconds and continue to shoot.
There are many laws on the books now that are not enforced, DAs are allowing them to get off or lesser charges,
these people do not follow the law pertaining to guns. Why should they ? They don’t get charged appropriately.
Most of the shooters that IP17 referred to had the weapon illegally, were on a law enforcement watch list and still
they killed people. This type of law only punish the law abiding citizen. No criminal is going to follow any of IP 17,
and I am sure that some law abiding citizen will not either.
If you really want to address this problem you need to deal with the open door policy of the DA office and when
someone is charged with a gun crime do not reduce it , personal responsibility.
Deal with mental health. Most if not all of the mass shooters were on some type of antidepressants medicine. Which
studies have shown to increase suicide by 24%.
Because of HIPPA mental health issues are not reported to the FBI background division so a person can lie on the
FBI background check and be cleared ( like Hunter Biden ) did.
Hold families and the shooter responsible. Most of these families knew about the mental health issues going on but
did nothing
A couple of the shooters had multiple contacts with law enforcement and nothing was done even though there were
laws on the books to deal with them. We then hear law enforcement say they were on a watch list but slipped
through

ADDRESS THE REAL PROBLEMS
KEN MICONE

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:kenm921@yahoo.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: steve.barnes@frontier.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Explanatory Statement Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:43:56 PM

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.

Sent from Frontier Yahoo Mail for iPad

mailto:steve.barnes@frontier.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Foverview.mail.yahoo.com%2F%3F.src%3DiOS&data=05%7C01%7CElections.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7Cdddcb34b3fe345ef40e808da70217b86%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945586361925676%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=0x8du6fsBvYL5kY8bpJehraEUQuLp8HE%2BA2YOIrQk78%3D&reserved=0


From: Todd Farcau
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:53:18 PM

I am writing to you to express my concerns about the wording of Measure 114 (IP17).  As a
retired state peace officer and having been an academy level firearms instructor I believe, as
currently drafted, it is flawed and misleading.

The statement gives the impression that there are training facilities or qualified instructors to
provide the required training.
It doesn't mention the lack of a funding source for the measure.
It doesn't address the mandates required to be provided by the Oregon State Police or any
public input to the process.
The statement is blatantly false in claiming that permit applicants would be exempt from
public disclosure.
The measure ignores the fact that commonly owned shotguns would be banned under its
criteria. 

The voters need to be fairly and factually informed about what is contained in this measure to
make a properly informed decision in this matter.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Todd Farcau

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


From: D. Qotsaisaw
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17/Ballot Measure 114 Explanatory Statement Objections
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:56:47 PM

To the Secretary of State,

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.

Sincerely,

David Qotsaisaw

Talent, OR

mailto:biskinik@gmx.us
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Gerald Robertson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The explanatory statement for the voter’s guide for IP 17, now ballot measure 114 is seriously flawed
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 3:58:09 PM

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.
 
Sent from Mail for Windows
 

mailto:avman7@hotmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=05%7C01%7CElections.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7Cbb0233f957e84f07cbaa08da70237855%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945594890692358%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=z3U2g6OPwCiJUq8Z91me14DNkmxmPrmy6RaH%2B4qmiTc%3D&reserved=0


From: Doug Eubank
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 4:07:23 PM

Hello, 

 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.

Sincerely Douglas L Eubank Sr. 

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


From: Artlady Lady
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Why are you trying destroy our freedoms???
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 4:07:52 PM

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.

Connie Knapp 

mailto:getting_info1@yahoo.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Diane Canaday
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 4:23:36 PM

this is a clear violation of 2nd amendment rights. Are you encouraging people to flee the state
and bankrupt the state. As a lifelong Oregonian I resent the horrible totalitarian grab

mailto:dycan54@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Doug Walker
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Explanatory Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 4:24:57 PM

This statement, as recently approved, is so poorly written that it is unenforceable and
will result in massive amounts of taxpayer dollars being expended on defending
lawsuits that are sure to be filed against it. It was obviously written by people who
know little about firearms and who only want to destroy my ability to legally own and
use firearms.

PLEASE send this back to committee for a rewrite and be sure to include members
who know what they're looking at.

Doug Walker
St Helens, OR

mailto:shirleyjdoug@netscape.net
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Julie Madsen
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 / 117
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 4:26:38 PM

Secretary of State:

The explanatory statement on this issue is seriously flawed.

The statement refused to acknowledge that most modern
shotguns will be banned under this measure. That is NOT
speculation.Please tell the truth and DO NOT mislead voters with
ambiguous wording.

The statement falsely claims that the database of gun permit
applicants is exempt from public disclosure. That must BE
REMOVED from 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.We cannot even find enough people to staff our grocery
stores, let alone manpower for this egregious usurpation of
second amendment rights.

The statement misleads voters about the live fire requirements.

The statement ignores the complete lack of funding for this
expensive measure. Oregon has enough social problems to deal
with. Let's not waste money on this unnecessary expense.

The statement fails to clarify many mandates that will be created
later by the Oregon State Police without public input. OSP DO
NOT have the legal or Constitutional authority to mandate
anything. They are not part of the legislative branch, therefore
unable to make enforceable law. Mandates are not laws.

With goodwill...Julie Madsen

mailto:jmadsen618@aol.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: gravesjw1948@gmail.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Cc: John W. Graves
Subject: IP 17-Ballot Measure 114 Explanatory statement Objections
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 4:32:00 PM

07.27.2022  To the Oregon Secretary of State:

     Yesterday, the “Explanatory Statement” committee met and adopted a proposed
“explanatory statement” for the voter’s guide for IP 17, now ballot measure 114. The only 
draft considered was the one provided by the proponents of the measure.  Neither of the 
opponents of the measure voted to approve the draft but the committee was weighted 
against them, so it was adopted. The proposed statement is a total fraud, as it was intended 
to be. It is intentionally misleading and contains outright falsehoods. The measure attempts 
to infringe upon our 2nd Amendment rights without undergoing the strenuous measures that 
exist in our constitution for constitutional changes, will create impacts to the citizens, and 
police, and costs that have not been deliberately not been defined.
     My purpose with this e-mail to create a record my objections to this obvious attempt to 
mislead voters and work around the voter and citizen approved procedures in pursuit of a 
deliberate attempt to seize government control where there is deliberately currently no 
legislative or executive control currently authorized.
    First, no matter how much the proponents tried to hide it, the measure outright bans most 
modern shotguns. Period. Tubular magazines on most shotguns can hold more than 10 
rounds of certain ammunition. The language in this “bill” would require they be banned and 
said they would be exempt because of the “lever action firearms exception.  Any moron 
knows that lever actions and pump actions are clearly not the same action.
     Second, the measure requires that if you already own a “large” capacity magazine, you 
may only remove it from your property to go to a range or hunting trip.  As anyone with a 
tubular fed shotgun knows, this is not a matter of simply pressing a magazine release and 
requires disassembly of the firearm.
     Third, the measure allows you to keep magazines you already own, if they don’t leave 
your property, but you can be charged with a crime if you cannot prove you owned them 
before the ban. This is bullshit.  Innocent until proven guilty, if you are going to change the 
laws then the measure should require new complying magazines must be date stamped. 
Law abiding citizens’ rights, liberties, and freedoms should not be infringed. Any required 
proof should rest with the accuser.
     Fourth, the measure includes a clearly false description of the police data base for 
anyone applying for a “permit to purchase” a gun. The new statement states the database is 
exempt from public disclosure. Again, the measure language required the State Police must 
annually publish the required report, no mention of public disclosure report being exempt 
from public disclosure.  This must be removed from the statement and the measure.
     Fifth, the statement also misleads voters by suggesting that the live fire requirement in 
the mandated classes for the “permit to purchase” can be completed with “hands on 
demonstration of basic firearms handling” by the instructor, when in fact, the student will 
need to be firing the gun. Since you would need a gun to demonstrate that you could load, 
unload, and fire it, and you can’t buy a gun without the required permit, first time buyers will 
have an almost impossible hurdle to overcome.
     Sixth, the statement is silent on who, and where the newly required training is be 
conducted, and completed by.  Critical elements if the measure mandates undefined 
process, lack of funding, and new mandate creations from the Oregon State Police without

mailto:gravesjw1948@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
mailto:gravesjw1948@gmail.com


any public input.
     Lastly, this whole statement is designed to confuse and mislead voters.  Costs for the 
requirements, impacts to the citizens’ rights, liberties, and freedoms, impacts to the public 
services for instruction, classes, and costs this measure will bestow on law abiding citizens 
without any input and which are deliberately left unaddressed & identified.  This measure is 
unconstitutional, illegal, and a disgrace to its authors, legislators, and supporters who are 
tasked with defending the constitution, Bill of rights, & existing laws of this state and of the 
Nation.  Complete and utter dereliction of your sworn duties.  But that is a given, and what 
is important, and being ignored, is that this type of effort was expended despite all these 
facts in the pursuit of an agenda designed to “limit, control, and work around our Republic 
NO MATTER WHAT.  Recommend verbiage be added to either identify and acknowledge 
the measures shortfalls and items it ignores or hold these organizations, and elected 
officials individually, and collectively, accountable for any cost over runs that are not 
identified or estimated.    

Thank you,

John W. Graves
5th generation Oregonian
US Army Veteran
Independent Voter
Extremely concerned Citizen
gravesjw1948@gmail.com
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From: L Erickson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Firearm Bill
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 4:33:59 PM

This proposed legislation is poorly written with many false statements. If passed this will essentially ban many
firearms both pistol, shotgun and rifle. Requiring a permit will tax law enforcement agencies with a new level of
service they cannot afford with dwindling state and county budgets. Plus the training requirements are difficult to
attain. This ballot measure will do nothing to keep firearms out of criminal hands, only law abiding citizens. The
Second Amendment is clearly written and this group is trying to rewrite and is in for a fight with the NRA and the
Supreme Court for an appeal as well as the numerous lawsuits that will be filed.

Lee Erickson 

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Anthony Fields
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Formal objection to the adopted Explanatory Statement adopted for IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 4:39:06 PM

The explanatory statement for IP 17 is seriously flawed. The whole statement
appears to have been designed to confuse and mislead voters and is totally
unacceptable.
 
The statement refused to acknowledge that most modern shotguns will be banned
under this measure. That is NOT speculation. Tubular magazines on most shotguns
are capable of holding more than 10 rounds of certain ammunition and would
therefore be banned under this measure. The measure also requires that if you
already own a “large” capacity magazine, you may only remove it from your property
to go to a range or hunting trip. But it must be unloaded and removed from the firearm
and locked separately from the gun. As anyone with a tubular fed shotgun knows, this
is not a matter of simply pressing a magazine release and requires disassembly of
the firearm. Further, the measure allows you to keep magazines you already own, if
they don’t leave your property, but you can be charged with a crime if you cannot
prove you owned them before the ban. Under the measure, it becomes your
responsibility to prove your innocence. And, of course, nothing prevents you from
being charged again and again for the same magazines since conventional
magazines contain no identifying marks.
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
proponents also included a clearly false description of the database police will keep
on anyone applying for a “permit to purchase” a gun. Their statement says: “Requires
State Police to maintain electronically searchable database of permits, information is
exempt from public disclosure.” But the plain language of the measure says the State
Police shall annually publish, the required report. There is nothing in the measure that
exempts the report from public disclosure.
 
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 by suggesting that the
live fire requirement in the mandated classes for the “permit to purchase” can be
completed with “hands on demonstration of basic firearms handling” by the instructor,
when in fact, the student will need to be firing the gun. And of course, since you would
need a gun to demonstrate that you could load, unload, and fire it, and you can’t buy
a gun without the required permit, first time buyers will have an almost impossible
hurdle to overcome.
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.
 
This explanatory statement is misleading and filled with demonstrably false
information. As with the measure itself, it will serve only to strip the rights of honest
Oregonians while doing absolutely nothing to prevent crime. 

As an honorably discharged Marine Corp veteran, a law abiding, tax paying, and
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voting citizen of Oregon, I demand that this travesty of an explanatory statement be
stricken from the voter handbook. I further implore you to engage with pro-gun
citizens and pro-gun groups to craft a more accurate explanatory statement that
accurately describes the content of IP 17, including the actual repercussions to the
rights of all honest citizens of Oregon should this measure pass. 

Respectfully,

Tony Fields
Milwaukie, Oregon



From: Bill Weyrauch
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Opposition to Proposed Explanatory Statement of IP17 (Ballot Measure 114)
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 4:57:46 PM

For at least the following reasons, I oppose the proposed explanatory statement, as
provided for review at the following link,
https://www.oregonfirearms.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Proponents-draft-
Explanatory-Statement-7-26-22-002.pdf 

1. The explanatory statement does not address costs, funding or financial impact
of the measure.

2. The explanatory statement does not address that the measure's duplication of
Oregon's existing concealed carry permit holder's permitting requirements. 
Concealed carry permit holders already undergo extensive background checks,
fingerprinting, complete training requirements and pay fees.

3. The explanatory statement does not acknowledge that most modern shotguns
with tubular magazines would be classified as "high capacity" under this
measure and would therefore be banned.

4. The explanatory statement and the measure are ambiguous regarding OSP
requirement to maintain a searchable database of information exempt from
public disclosure while requiring OSP to also provide an annual report of permit
data.  These requirements appear mutually exclusive.

5. The explanatory statement language "Application may include other information
determined necessary by department rule." is ambiguous and leaves far too
much to the discretion of unelected administrators.  All requirements, including
information requirements) should be listed in the measure and the explanatory
statement.

6. The explanatory statement does not address the time delay between applying
for a "permit to purchase" and the issuance of such permit.  Prospective firearm
purchasers and voters should be made aware in the explanatory statement that
a decision on their permit application can be delayed up to 30 days [Section 4
(3)(a)] and if denied the applicant must petition the circuit court in the
petitioner’s county of residence to review the denial, nonrenewal or revocation. 
These restrictions should be clear in the explanatory statement.

Thank you,
Bill

William Weyrauch 

11630 SW Terrace Trails Drive

Tigard, Oregon 97223

Phone: 503-341-8830

mailto:bmweyrauch@comcast.net
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.oregonfirearms.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2022%2F07%2FProponents-draft-Explanatory-Statement-7-26-22-002.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CElections.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7C8bd6bc9992994841530e08da702bcc1e%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945630657098115%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Pp9%2F%2F5Fc%2B9FFgv7REbAjg1%2BOGU%2BTxDgYJVGTRWvk8pw%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.oregonfirearms.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2022%2F07%2FProponents-draft-Explanatory-Statement-7-26-22-002.pdf&data=05%7C01%7CElections.SOS%40sos.oregon.gov%7C8bd6bc9992994841530e08da702bcc1e%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C637945630657098115%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Pp9%2F%2F5Fc%2B9FFgv7REbAjg1%2BOGU%2BTxDgYJVGTRWvk8pw%3D&reserved=0


From: Artlady Lady
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Why are you trying destroy our freedoms???
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 4:07:52 PM

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.

Connie Knapp

mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: jeffreyldennison@gmail.com
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Objections to IP-17 (Measure 114) Explanation Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 5:00:56 PM

Secretary of State:

The draft statement for IP-17 is flawed and fails to provide adequate information to the public regarding the impact
of this initiative.

Specifically:

The statement refused to acknowledge that most modern shotguns will be banned under this measure.

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 and a big miss with this statement.  These facilities and people do not exist.  What funding
and program will be put in place along with this measure to ensure capacity is available to meet the demands of this
state?  How much will the firearm safety course cost? What will be done to support communities that may be
challenged by the costs associated with a class and the permit and the time required, especially if significant travel is
necessary?

The statement misleads voters about the live fire requirements.  It clearly states in section 4 that the applicant must
fire the firearm.   Where will this occur?  Facilities do not exist across this state.

The statement ignores the complete lack of funding for this expensive measure.  Our law enforcement across this
state is seriously underfunded, understaffed and overworked. What funding will be provided to law enforcement for
this measure?

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

Sincerely

Jeff Dennison
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From: Rod garrison
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Any type of weapons ban
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 5:05:05 PM

I am writing to tell you that We The People of Oregon are intensely against any perceived infringement upon our
God given right to protect ourselves and other. Solidified in the 2nd amendment. It is black and white. Shall not be
infringed. You do not dictate what said infringement is. We do. The 2nd amendment was placed in the constitution
so close to the beginning because it ensures the protection of the rest of them from tyrannical government officials
such as yourselves. Keep that in mind as you go about attempting to make your unconstitutional laws.

God bless you and yours!
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From: nerdygirl0402
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: feedback on Explanatory Statement for ballot measure 114 / IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 5:14:45 PM

To Whom it May Concern,

The Explanatory Statement for ballot measure 114 has several inaccurate statements in it that will
mislead voters that do not read the full measure. Please see the issues below that I found:

The Statement falsely claims that the database of gun permit applicants is exempt from
public disclosure. Nothing in the measure states this. In fact, the measure says "(5)(a) The
permit agent shall report the issuance of a permit under this section to the department, and
shall provide to the department a copy of the permit and any information necessary for the
department to maintain an electronic searchable database of all permits issued under this
section. A permit agent revoking a permit shall report the revocation to the department at
the time that notice of the revocation has been sent to the permit holder. (b) The
department shall maintain the electronic database described in paragraph (a) of this
subsection by ensuring that new permits are added to the database, renewed permits are
assigned a new expiration date, and expired or revoked permits are marked expired or
revoked but retained in the database."
The Statement (and the measure) do not mention how any part of the measure will be
funded. Who pays to maintain the database, who pays for certifying the training instructors,
who pays for the extra manpower needed in the individual Sheriff's offices to facilitate
everything specified in the measure...?
The Statement regarding the training class omits the "live fire" requirement spelled out in
the measure and misleads voters on what training will be required. The measure states " In-
person demonstration of the applicant’s ability to lock, load, unload, fire and store a firearm
before an instructor certified by a law enforcement agency. This requirement may be met
separately from the other course requirements in subpargagraphs (A), (B) and (C) of
paragraph (c), which may be completed in an on-line course, provided the on-line
course has been conducted by a trainer certified by law enforcement." This is important
because there are almost no facilities in the state capable of providing this training and
there is no details in the measure on how any instructor would be certified to provide this
training.
The Statement should spell out that the magazine capacity restriction will impact some of
the most popular handguns, riffles, and shotguns currently owned legally by many
Oregonians.

Please consider updating the explanatory statement to better convey the full meaning of the ballot
measure.

Respectfully,
Carley Sinz
Hillsboro, Oregon

Sent with Proton Mail secure email.
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From: Philip Fleury
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 5:16:38 PM

This is a deeply flawed measure and will result in gross infringements of  Second Amendment rights. These
infringements will affect primarily low income and BIPOC communities where the need for self defense is the
greatest, especially in light of decreased police response. The explanatory statement should make these effects very
clear so that voters may make an informed decision.
Philip A. Fleury

Sent from my iPad
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From: Jay Cumiford
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17/Ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 5:19:06 PM

To whom this may concern,

While this initiative sounds like it's the fix all to the threat we face, I assure you it isn't,
nor will it stop gun violence. This does not address the problem, only the result of the
problem, the real problem, the root of the problem, is not the gun, by now liberal
democrat and anti-gunners should have figured this out on their own, instead we still
have to point this out, without succuss I might add. This measure is riddled with
inaccuracies, misleading and insufficient information, suggestions of violating state
laws, it's full of redundancies and laws that are the same as other state and federal
laws. It does not go into enough detail as to many other types of firearms this
proposal will indirectly affect. The problem with this proposal, other than it doesn't
address the issue, is that it puts a yoke on those that follow the law, the very people
who are "not" breaking the law. There are millions of these guns that the left is
attempting to restrict or remove in Oregon and in this nation, but we panic when only
a few commit these horrific crimes. Is it fair for those that follow the law to be held
accountable for those that don't? If we did this with politician's we would not have a
government, why does this measure apply here and that not apply? Maybe this is
what we should put before the people, judge all politicians by the actions of one or
two. The truth is, legislators have no control over those that don't follow the law, only
(once you admit that can you work on a viable solution), only those that do; therefore,
they force unrealistic laws on those that follow the law and think they are stopping
gun violence, yet it continues. Legislators continue to reinvent the broken wheel in
attempts that someday it will fix something, in the meantime, their law to end all gun
violence only makes victims out of those that follow the law. 

If you think people will follow this law, think again, none of these gun laws passed in
the past are being followed, and while we can't or won't ever know for certain if they
work in Oregon, they are not working anywhere else, yet, liberal democrats, anti-
gunners and now these religious leaders think these will work, are they working in
Chicago, Pittsburg or Detroit, cities with the toughest gun laws in the nation, the
answer if you don't know is "no", they aren't, they are having the opposite effect. I
truly doubt this will be followed by Oregonians as the controversial expanded
background checks and now "the lock your gun up in your own house law". Do you
really think people are following these laws? I know for a fact they are not! All they do
is put an undue burden on those that believe in law and order and will allow those to
roam freely breaking laws and free of fear that they will encounter a life-threatening
situation. 

This measure does not recognize the indirect impact it will have on other modern
firearms, or maybe the liberal left does but prefers to remain silent in order to pass
this law. The following items that need to be addressed in this measure are
inaccurate, incorrect, violate constitutional rights or overly yoke the honest voting
citizens of this state. This measure misleads the public and bases its content on
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inaccuracies, misrepresentations, redundancy and incorrect verbiage to support their
measure.

The fact that there is no infrastructure to support this, effectively terminating new gun
purchases. It puts those of limited income in a disadvantage and will place further
financial burden and may prohibit them from purchasing a firearm, I wonder if this is
constitutional? This doesn't include any clause to compensate for a lack of ranges
and trainers required by this measure.

Submit fingerprints every 5 years, fingerprints don't change and for these ignorant
people that don't know, everyone's fingerprint is unique to that person only, what
other information could we provide that isn't included in the background check,
seriously? These people did not do any research and this needs to be terminated
before it goes to the people.

The background check is already required. How will anyone know if the person
presents a danger to himself or others without being investigated, an investigation
without probable cause or violation of a crime is a violation of a person's constitutional
rights!

Magazines that hold more than 10 rounds cannot be regulated, the best one can do is
not allow them to be sold in Oregon but won't stop someone from traveling outside of
Oregon to purchase them, as Californian's and Washingtonian's are doing by coming
to Oregon, Nevada and Arizona. It also will not stop people from stocking up on them
prior to the election. How will law enforcement know how long I have had a magazine
that holds more than 10 rounds, they won't! That should terminate this measure
immediately all by itself!

An individual with six 10 round magazines will do exactly the same thing a shooter
with two 30 round magazines have done in the past, it requires one push of a button,
and the magazine falls out and a new one goes it, it takes less time to do this than it
does to explain it. This is extreme ignorance from the left and while many people
believe this will help...it won't, better research should have been done. Any person
shooting fish in a barrel can tell you...they aren't going anywhere so need to rush so it
won't matter if it's a single shot shotgun or a Browning M2 .50 caliber machine gun,
total ignorance. How will you know if I had these magazines or just bought them in
Idaho, you won't know so this requirement serves no purpose!!! 

In Oregon only 5 rounds may be allowed in a firearm to hunt for large game in any
rifle or shotgun, three in a shotgun (federal law) if you are hunting waterfowl, and 5 for
small game, one cannot hunt with a 10 magazine or more, certainly not 30 rounds in
a magazine. This alone should terminate this bill. This shows the people behind IP 17
did not do their research and therefore suggest violating state and federal laws.

A buyback program is not a buyback program. The state government or agency
acting on behalf of this law never owned or purchased any firearm or magazine to
that belonged to a private citizen to begin with. More inaccuracy and
misrepresentation of the truth.



This bill is inherently flawed, cannot be enforced as I believe the state police and
sheriff's association have already pointed out and the cost to the taxpayer is
overwhelming and repeats the laws we already have. It should never be put in front of
the people for a vote. It sounds like the cure to gun violence, but it changes nothing,
absolutely nothing, except leaves a larger part of the population unable to defend
themselves!  

To have a law just to have a law is a bad law, to have a law no one will follow is an
even worse law. This measure is not only a bad law but it's also a law people will not
follow. The senators in DC have already addressed the problem and have come up
with the right solution, one that addresses the needs based on "data collected, need
for safety, common sense and not violating anyone's constitutional rights", unlike this
measure that is fly by the seat of their pants without fact, knowledge or experience. I
encourage legislators in Oregon to do the same and terminate this bill and follow
federal law.

It's just another law that won't be followed by honest gun owners effectively making
them criminals. It does nothing to address the real issue at the base of this problem,
mental illness.  No person, in their right mind will commit these crimes, yet that is who
this measure is directed toward. Common sense dictates this won't work! I have no
doubt It will be passed, and when it fails, liberal democrats will continue to try to
reinvent the broken wheel again, getting the same results every time and wonder why
they don't work and place more laws that burden the honest gun owner.

Please think this through and don't support it, kill it where it lays and do the right thing,
IP17/Measure 14 is not the right legislation, does not address the problem, is too
broad, has too many loopholes and redundancies and makes honest gun owners
criminals. 

You want common sense gun laws, start at the root of the problem, not the result!

Jerry Cumiford



From: Kevin Camp
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17: Proposed Statement Inconsistency
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 5:19:30 PM

Hello Elections committee,

The proposed statement draft incorrectly states that
the gun permit database cannot be publicly released
per section 4(C)

Section 4

(C)

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.

Respectfully,
Kevin Camp
Hillsboro, OR
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From: Debbie Clayton
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Gun control
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 5:22:58 PM

Quit taking are rights away, this is or once was a free country.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Ben Martin
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 (Measure 114) Racial & Ethnic Impact
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 5:29:45 PM

Members of the committee,

I am concerned about the impact(s) that IP 17/Measure 114 will have on minorities,
particularly those that live in urban areas. 

The measure, if passed, would require a live fire component, and prove to be a major hurdle
for urban residents. It is not difficult to understand that this will disproportionately impact
people of color. 

Law enforcement could simply opt not to teach the classes required by the measure, leaving
the same negatively effected groups of people at the whims of whomever is eventually
approved to teach this class. With no cap on costs, an approved class could be prohibitively
expensive for low income applicants, especially urban residents who may already be living on
assistance or with a fixed income. 

The potential for law enforcement to selectively gather information on applications without
restrictions would allow for abuse of demographics as they pertain to a person’s race,
ethnicity, or gender identity. 

Respectfully,
Benjamin Martin 
Corvallis 
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From: DJ Mathieu
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 5:42:09 PM

Hi i was reading over the ballot 114 and it is totally misleading and confusing to voters.This is
misleading because it says currently the state police tracks background checks , but
realistically they are already doing criminal background checks currently when buying a
firearm this needs to be clear to voters, they make it sound like its a new thing with there
permit, it"s already being done. They must  let the voters know that most modern  shotguns
will be banned because of the tubular magazine  hold more than ten rounds of certain type of
ammo. They dont say how much the money for firearm safety classes will cost and is there
enough of these training courses  around for people to go to.  What will the wait time be from
the state police to be able to do all these permits they need to have that listed .It also says you
can keep your  magazines , but then says you can be charged with a crime if you cannot prove
you owned them before the ban, so how do you prove that. These things need to be clear to the
voters . Thanks sincerely  Dan Mathieu
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From: Tyler Brooks
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 6:08:57 PM

Ballot measure 114 explanatory statement needs to be revised. It is lacking in what the passage
of this will actually do. The whole statement was designed to mislead voters

Thank you,

Tyler Brooks
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From: Mark Powell
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Explanatory statement
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 6:13:55 PM

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.
R.M. Foster
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From: Trevor Hoagland
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 6:14:32 PM

Dear Secretary of State Fagan,
 
I am writing regarding IP17. As a community and a nation, we have seen a lot of issues where
violence is occurring. In many more published cases it is with many tools and some being
guns as reflected in the FBI Crime statistics database. Portland is a great example of the issue
of increased violence as we have both defunded the police as a whole and dismissed the gun
crimes unit, which has resulted in increased crime and a huge increase in gun related
homicides over the last few years.
 
So, while the natural reaction in many is to put in more gun control, it ignores logically
obvious: murder itself is already illegal and a crime. Now, in review of IP 17 this bill is not
thoroughly through either for a plethora of reasons.
 
To begin with, the explanatory statement is seriously flawed and incomplete. It does not
acknowledge how wide and far reaching this would be and that it would ban many weapons
that have been out of scope prior, are in common use, and accepted by society already, such as
most modern-day shotguns. You may say this is inaccurate, the scope itself is far reaching.
 
The statement falsely claims that the database of gun permit applicants is exempt from public
disclosure. However, when reading the full text that too is incorrect. This violates the 4th

Amendment already by the state, and we have seen way too many data breaches of “not a
database/gun registry” online in recent history; some looking to be an “accident in
programming” while others are very poorly secured. Furthermore, our state even admits to
retaining records way past expiration as it is a burden to manage due to staffing.
 
In addition, the statement ignores the lack of training facilities and lack of staffing to provide
the training requested of this. In fact, if we are so busy defunding/redefining policing where
police are retiring, quitting, and leaving the market, how will this not be an “unintended” side
effect of the bill? May I remind you that many people voted for the decriminalization of hard
drugs as the measure was marketed as a recovery act and not a decriminalization act, which
means that they were promised it would lead to more rehab facilities. However, when passed
Governor Brown said no to additional rehab facilities would be constructed as the funds were
not available. Yet the state had more money than ever before. Instead, the passage of the bill
resulted in skyrocketing effects of drug use and overdoses, which affected the state budget to
support the increase in drug abusers and stressed our hospitals further during a pandemic.
Interestingly, a lot of that has played into today’s overloaded hospitals too as we have not
expanded them to support this heightened flow of the sick into the hospital without any way to
offload to effective facilities that are overwhelmed as well. So, this should teach the informed
voter to not agree to a bill that cannot deliver on a budgetary line. Considering we keep cutting
the budget, staff, and have staff leaving in law enforcement, this places additional burden on
delivering this bill correctly.
 
This leads us then to the issue of the live fire requirements being incorrect. The language says
the instructor will demonstrate but reading IP 17 says the applicant must show proficiency. If
the applicant must show proficiency, they must have a gun. Yet this requirement comes
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BEFORE they are approved to be reviewed to get a license to purchase a gun, which is also
before the background check to buy the gun, which NICS has a high false positive rate where
most are marked as a criminal when they are not. So, there is no way to have a gun in this
situation unless there is a budget line item to allow for the existing trainer to have “spare
firearms” on hand for training use along with ammunition, targets, and an actual facility to
perform this at. As this again references local law enforcement as the applicable people
training for this and we are losing staff, money, and have a good chunk of activism against, I
do not see how this is possible if IP17 passes. Furthermore, it also does not cover that the
demonstration should be a 1:1 representation. So, if the applicant wants to buy pistol X and
needs to demonstrate competency on pistol X to get a permit to purchase pistol X, but the
organization only has pistol Y, the applicant cannot follow the legal requirements outlined in
this very restrictive yet large scale bill. Just budget alone for said firearms and ammo requires
a larger budget to the approved organization, which is before upkeep and maintenance is in
place. For example, different manufacturers have different requirements/ways to lock the slide
back, put it into safety, disassemble for cleaning, etc., which requires having different items on
hand to show proficiency. It is the same reason that while motorcycles, automobiles, and bikes
are all classified as motorized vehicles there are different licensing requirements.

So, again this lack of funding comes up. Seeing how well the decriminalization of hard drugs
have resulted in the drug overdose epidemic of Oregon and impacting our hospital staffing as
well, I have a very low expectation that this would not end up being like the National Firearms
Act, which was to create a fee too high for the African American population of the time to be
able to purchase a firearm. Technically not an infringement of the second amendment, but just
an additional requirement at the time as $200 was quite a lot of money back in the day. Seems
strange as we speak of inclusion and diversity, BIPOC, and such, yet we are looking to
introduce more and more laws that cost more money and time that many of the working class
cannot afford, isn’t it?
 
Lastly, regarding the “explanatory statement”, this is an incomplete statement and an
incomplete solution as it depends on the Oregon State Police (OSP) to fill out the blank spots
after its passing but without public involvement. Ironically, this goes back to why the
Declaration of Independence was signed and then the Constitution was designed. It is also
why a jury is made up of your peers. The power of the government is to be by the people and
not some autocrats at a distance. This looks to also violate the recent 2nd amendment case of
Bruin versus the New York Gun and Pistol Club as it does not follow the ruling of that case.
Lastly, it will do nothing to stop crime. Just research the cases of shootings, legal firearms
involved, the Unabomber’s gun (it is in a museum and bolt action hand made from stuff at
Home Depot), etc. While it may “feel right” at the time, it is not logically effective, scalable,
or possible with the resources at hand.
 
This means that if the intent is to stop mass shootings, then per many researchers, it is an issue
of mental health and a society issue, and not guns and violence. The FBI crime database
statistics shows more people die from blunt object trauma than anything else out there.
However, we have yet to create a database, registry, or licensing process with background
checks for purchases at Lowes & Home Depot. We have not closed the nonexistent “boyfriend
loophole”, “tradeshow loophole” or any other straw man purchases applied to firearms; this is
due to the background checks required or the FFL itself is liable. So, this would mean that the
tool is not the issue, and this bill, like HR 1808 in the US Congress, will effectively neuter the
law-abiding citizen and not the criminal. Take the Waukesha Parade attack, which was carried
out by a driver of an SUV. We do not have any “car control” legislation to prevent that.



Alternatively, any “good guy with a gun” situation, even the two recently. IP 17 would restrict
those acts of bravery as those with criminal intent may be better armed and in a “gun free
zone”, which 97% of shootings are in now since the law to create those was passed federally.

So, I ask, what is our trade-off as criminals will still be criminal but law-abiding citizens will
not, simultaneously the state decriminalized drugs, squatting, shoplifting, etc., protesting are
getting “less peaceful”, people are more “radicalized”, and the state has a declining budget
available for law enforcement with an already shrinking workforce for law enforcement? That
does not take into effect rising tensions as inflation is on the rise, gas prices are too, the
general cost of living is skyrocketing, and potential food shortages on the horizon intermixed
with mis/disinformation. What are we to do when it is faster to get food delivered than
emergency services? That also assumes the correct personnel  answer the call . For example, a
social worker at a gang shooting in progress is not very helpful. Finally, how can the state
justify sending armed officers with guns to take a citizen's gun away? If one researches history
again, that does not bode well for the society, besides again violating the fourth, 2nd, and more
on the Bill of Rights, regardless of from a historical perspective or modern day.

Lastly, laws like those suggested in IP 17 (and 18) are in place in many areas, such as
Chicago, and do not reflect any effectiveness in remediating this area of concern there either.
In fact, Chicago has some of the tightest gun control laws in the nation. garners high marks
with gun control groups, yet has the highest gun related deaths and gun related violence along
with 9 other cities of the same good gun control but high violence. I would think that alone
would show that it is not laws or guns but the society itself that needs to be our concern and
corrected

So, respectfully, and hopefully sanely, I have offered up some disagreements with the bill that
shine some light into the issue.

Fundamentally no one wants any mass shootings or wrongful deaths by another.
IP17 (and IP 18) is not the way to do it. It is ineffective, uninformed, and a very large
power grab throwing everything in the book to see what sticks but does not
remediate/reduce address the issue at hand.
This explanatory statement is missing key elements and obfuscates IP 17 in a light that
will confuse and blind the common voter of the actual intent, scope, and results of this
law, which should be a bad action to take as a representative of the people and someone
who has an oath of office to uphold.
Gun control does not control criminals as murder is already against the law.
Gun control will only restrict law abiding citizens.
The scope for this goes into common use firearms and is too wide of a scope.
More death occurs from blunt trauma, such as hammers, cars, and more, yet we are not
regulating any of those in this way.

in closing, I appreciate your time and consideration on this matter and hope that you would 
consider not putting this incomplete solution on the ballot to vote as it will cause confusion in 
the state at a time when tensions are high due to the economy, misinformation on the internet 
and TV, and lack of effective communication to the population. This misunderstanding will 
further drive a wedge in our society as it will be weaponized by all parties due to the outcome 
of the vote at a time when we need to be working together to resolve our differences and 
reunite the beautiful state of Oregon.

Very Respectfully, 
Trevor Hoagland



From: brian lundgren
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 6:45:13 PM

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to voice my concerns IP 17 or ballot measure 114. As gun owner, I may not have as much concern as
someone seeking to purchase a gun should this measure be allowed to move forward unchecked. However I would
like to point out in Section 4 6(a) copied from the measure itself:

(6)(a) A permit-to-purchase issued under this section does not create any right of the permit holder to receive a
firearm.
(b) A permit-to-purchase issued under this section is not a limit on the number of firearms the permit holder may
purchase or acquire during the time period when the permit is valid.

In (a) it essentially says a person that has gone through tall the steps to purchase a firearm isn’t guaranteed that right
even though they received permission from all the proper authorities. Then (b) states they are not limited on the
number of firearms they may purchase.
So which is it?
With the clear lack of transparency and contradictory nature of just those two statements, how can we trust the way
the rest of the measure is written.
The way it is written makes it extremely difficult for someone that doesn’t own a firearm to purchase one simply
based on the live fire training requirement. Instructors don’t provide firearms or bullets for such trainings therefore a
non gun owner would be hard pressed to get such training.
Gun owners would become criminals if they loaned their guns to non gun owners for such training.
Gun owners would likely become criminals any time they left their residence with a firearm.

This measure does nothing to solve gun violence, because law abiding citizens are not the ones committing the
violence. Criminals are, and criminal don’t follow laws like this one.

Among all these discrepancies the one that still rings the loudest the fact that it says, even after you receive your
“permit to purchase” a firearm you aren’t guaranteed the right to receive a firearm. That’s really backwards.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:mysterydash5616@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: president ossa.org
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Cc: president ossa.org
Subject: IP17 Input and Issues. Kerry Spurgin, President, Oregon State Shooting Association.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 6:51:42 PM

The key issues with IP17 are:
The Magazine ban is poorly defined and includes most shotguns with a
tube magazine.  This most means old and new tube fed shotguns will be
illegal.    This will devastate our new high school trap and skeet programs. 
The petition demonstrates a clear lack of understanding of firearms types
and configurations. (ex. Shotguns vs. lever actions).   
The cost of this measure has not been estimated for the Oregon citizens   
As I am also the secretary of the Oregon Association of Shooting Ranges
(OASR), we have discussed the cost of ranges/facilities to be very high. 
The facilities required for the training do not currently exist.   To build them
could be as high, or higher than, $200,000,000.00   ($200million!) 
 Operating them has been estimated at $40,000,000.00 annually.  The
effect of this will be that that required training and range time will not be
available and will then prevent firearms purchases.
Each of the items below will make the permit unattainable, therefore
purchases not possible and thus a violation of the 2nd amendment.

The training infrastructure does not exist and is not funded by the
measure.  
Key requirements for the permit are not defined, leaving the
definition up to interpretation to local law enforcement.
Time requirements on the background checks are not defined,
therefore permits will not be completed in timely fashion.  

The petition is required to produce a public list of the people who apply for
permits.   This is a violation of privacy and must not be allowed.

 
Unfortunately, NO involvement of firearms experts was solicited during the
process of the IP as well as only token membership allowed in the current
committee process.   As demonstrated by the meetings held to date the input
from opponents is not considered.  

 
Kerry Spurgin
President,  Oregon State Shooting Association
Secretary, Oregon Association of Shooting Ranges.
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From: Roadrunner
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:14:54 PM

I have some serious objections to the statement for
IP17 

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.

Thank You
Dan Drayton 
Lincoln City, OR 
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From: dave neil
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:34:01 PM

IP 17 is flawed. Check and find out how many guns that will make illegal to own or carry as far
as your magazine restrictions go. Apparently, you have people making laws that don't know
the difference between lever and pump actions. God help us. I just sat through around 2 hours
of .gov.
listening to 6 people go back and forth and changing this and that to meet 500 words on the
information to give voters to make a decision and some of it I'm still in the dark on. And I know
firearms, how about the low wattage voter that knows next to nothing except what they hear
news channels put out and read about the scary AR 15s online.
It really looks like IP 17 is out to just discourage people. Get a permit for a right? Who is the
lucky person paying? Not to mention all the other fees. I guess IP 17 is geared more to the rich
or better off. And we still don't know where all this training and live fire is going to happen if
we happen to have a place within fifty miles, and again if this happens who pays? And how
much time off from work it's going to entail?

Let's say Rant Over
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From: Scott Smith
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot Measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:42:29 PM

I am very concerned that this measure is not going to be accurately presented. 

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.

-Scott
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From: Pete Steen
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Explanatory statement for ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:43:42 PM

How could such a misinforming and inaccurate explanatory statement of a ballot measure
(114) be possible? Were the people reviewing that statement completely ignorant of firearms
and how they work? Under the current explanatory statement, auto-loading shotguns (the type
used almost exclusively for upland and waterfowl hunting in this state) will be illegal to own
and use!
How can current owners of magazines deemed illegal, if purchased well before 114 takes
effect, achieve the required proof of the date of ownership? How can the necessary firearms
training be achieved if there is no funding for the creation of the program? No such program
exists in any state budget. How can an individual benefit from live fire training when an
instructor must have the firearm at all times? 
I strongly suggest that this explanatory statement be revised under the watchful eye of a
firearms expert, e.g., an expert on firearms from the State Police, Otherwise, if this ballot
measure passes, we taxpayers will funding the attempted defense of a law that will
undoubtedly be unconstitutional because of its many ambiguities, and the difficulties for a
citizen of the state to comply with it, let alone understand it.
This isn't "gun control" that can be effective. This is "gun lunacy". Please take another attempt
at an explanatory statement. Create something that makes clear what is in the proposed
legislation and how it benefits voters (if it does).
--
--
Pete Steen
503.312.4216 cell
4petesteen@gmail.com
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From: Dan Cooksey
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Measure 114 statement objection
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:06:15 PM

There are numerous reasons why the wording and statement amendment if ballot measure 114
are misleading and need to be revised.  Below is a short list of issues with the statement
ammendment.

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.

Please be sure to look at statements from ALL viewpoints
and consider ALL ways these misleading statements can be
interpreted into an uneducated vote.

Thank you. 
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From: Michael Smith
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 - Weak Evidence to support magazine bans
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:29:37 PM

To whom it may concern,

I am writing in regards to the Racial Impact Statement for IP17. Unfortunately this
IP includes a magazine ban that, according to the best objective research, will have
an outsized effect on BIPOC gun owners without any of the benefit of reduced gun
violence proported by the IP's proponents. 

The biggest problem in crafting gun legislation is that we don't have good 
evidence on how public policy affects gun violence outcomes. This is in no 
small part because the Dickey Amendment has a chilling effect on gun 
violence research, an outcome that we can blame on the short-sightedness 
of the NRA. Because of this most of the research we have available is of 
low quality at best. 
 
The best overview of research we have is the Rand Study on Gun Policy In 
America. This is a review of research and should be taken as definitive until 
better research becomes available. Unfortunately it doesn't shed much light 
on things. As a result, we're operating blind, or on feelings, when it comes to 
most gun policy discussions.

One of the elements of IP17 is a ban (with limited exceptions) on the sale, 
possession, transport or use of magazines that hold more than ten rounds 
of ammunition, regardless of whether these magazines can be 
detached from the firearm. Included in the Rand Study is a survey of the 
published literature on how magazine bans affect gun violence. 
Unfortunately they conclude that there is not sufficient evidence to support a 
magazine ban having an impact on gun violence. At best, a ban will 
temporarily raise prices on large capacity magazines while a buying spree 
ensues. 

This then brings us to the racial and ethnic impact of a magazine ban. If we 
look at enforcement of a similar ban in Massachusetts, we see that despite 
Massachusetts having a population that is 13% Black, Black persons 
account for over 29% of charges for possession of a large magazine. 
Similarly, 12% of the population of Massachusetts is Latinx, but they 
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comprise over 21% of charges for possession of a large magazine. One can 
extrapolate to other BIPOC communities.

In short, if history is any guide, IP17 will have an outsized impact on BIPOC 
communities engagement with the criminal justice system, without impacting 
gun violence the way its proponents promise. This can and should be 
reflected in the racial impact statement for this IP.

Thank you very much,
Michael Smith, Multnomah County



From: sjaggard1972 (null)
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: The explanatory statement is misleading and flawed-The bill is unconstitutional and does nothing to keep people

safe it actually makes us all more unsafe- please start criminalizing criminals not law abiding citizens
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:39:54 PM

Sent from my iPhone
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From: r p
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:52:26 PM

Hello,

I object to the explanatory statement of Ballot Measure 114 (IP17). It is misleading in the
scope of the restrictions to lawfully owned items and should be rewritten. 

Ron K Palmblad
19943 S Harper Rd
Colton, Or 97017
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From: Larry S. Hart, Ph.D.,ABPP
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Please oppose IP 17 gun ban: This is a racist ballot measure...
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 9:07:43 PM

As you know people of color live in high crime neighborhoods with gangs, gangsters
and criminals that have established crime networks and terrorized the law abiding
citizens.  These criminals do not obey gun laws, nor laws on robbery and murder as
we can see in Portland. These "gangsters" will not be affected by gun bans, nor
magazine laws or license requirements.  The law abiding black, brown and Asian
innocents who live there will be restricted from their own defense, women will be
increasing raped as we can seen in NY with serial rapists at large, while the criminals
do as they please.

 

The people of color, those with alternative life styles, gays, trans, etc. are the very
people likely to be victimized and these are the people needing protection but the
local police do not do the job because of a lack of funding and low moral.  This IP 17
will substantially impact people of color and minorities and poor whites as well as
placing a burden in time and costs to comply. IP 17 need to be closed because with
the lack of available resources the act would mandate and result in the outright
refusal of Law Enforcement.  As you know, with the recent Supreme Court decision,
Federal Judges have been opposed to state actions prohibiting the pseudo named
"assault weapons" and magazine bans.

 

 

Thanks. 

 

 

Larry Hart
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From: Saba Tahanpesar
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot measure 114 objection
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 9:23:45 PM

Oregon already has “universal background checks” via SB 941 passed in 2015. Requiring an additional permit to
exercise a constitutionally protected right is an undo burden that is going to negatively affect the vast majority of
minorities and lower income citizens, especially those in high crime areas. We have see a record year of
crime/homicides in this state, this bill will only make far more difficult (if not impossible) for a vast majority of
citizens to exercise their natural and constitutional right to self defense.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Dale Hitt
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Voter’s Guide, for publication, IP 17, now called ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 9:42:03 PM

Yesterday, the “Explanatory Statement” committee met and adopted a
proposed “explanatory statement” for the voter’s guide for the IP 17, now
called ballot measure 114.

The explanatory statement is seriously flawed.

The statement refused to acknowledge that most modern
shotguns will be banned under this measure. That is NOT
just 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. In fact
should reiterate the language acknowledged as required
termed 'published'.

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

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.

Some precincts placed around this country have posted,
in no less than 10 different languages, signs that say
"VOTE HERE". This measure is without explanation for the
minorities that it appears intent to please.

This measure, to be a success, in the eyes of minorities
and foreign agents, must be completely funded without
question. Even if the minorities are absent followers of
an ancient god. And the voters are entitled to be aware
and prepared to know what they are or are not timely
voting for an expectation of reality.

To our foreign counterparts, this measure must appear to
effectively disarm the future inhabitants of this state,
in order to comply with their superior needs.

And finally after careful consideration of wanting an

mailto:daleleehitt@yahoo.com
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enforceable and reviewable measure to please the
investors of their subordinated followers, this most
carefully selected committee must be patient for the
risks, that their stakeholders are counting on.

Respectfully,

DL Hitt



From: Charles
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot measure 114
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 9:54:03 PM

The explanatory statement is flawed

This will ban most modern hunting shotguns.

The statement falsely claims that the database of 
gun applicants are exempt from public disclosures. 

The statement ignores the lack of training facilities or 
qualified people to provide training.

The statement misleads voters about five requirements.

There is no provisions for funding of this program. 

Charles Bond
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From: Nelson"s Custom Guns, Inc.
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 9:57:08 PM

I strongly object to the misleading "explanatory statement" proposed for the November ballot
concerning  Ballot Measure 114.

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. A simple reading of
the measure reveals the extensive requirements for purchase permit.

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.

-- 
Steve Nelson, 7430 NW Valley View Dr Corvallis, OR 97330-9144
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From: Paul Ashton
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: I was surprised to see
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:02:47 PM

The IP7 explanatory statement has real problems.

The statement refused to acknowledge that most modern
shotguns will be banned under this measure. That is NOT
speculation.Not all shotguns are lever action, so I
guess most modern ones will be based.

The statement falsely claims that the database of gun
permit applicants is exempt from public disclosure. 
This statement must be expunged.

The statement turns a blind eye to the lack of training
facilities or people qualified to provide the training.
This is a critical element of the measure. The measure
won’t work without trainers or facilities and the local
sheriffs and police departments cannot do it. The
language ignores the complete lack of funding for this
expensive measure.

The statement misleads voters about the live fire
requirements.

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

I see nothing about stopping gang bangers by reinstating
gang task forces.

Please review and correct these statements!

Thanks

Paul Ashton
Keizer.
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From: James Richardson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17 comments
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:07:52 PM
Attachments: IP17 Comments.pdf

Hello,
As a Washington county resident, I would like to offer a few comments on IP17.
 
The IP requires Oregonians to obtain a firearm permit to complete a purchase (or transfer). There
are a few hurdles associated with that requirement that are likely problematic for our minority and
low-income residents, and I've briefly addressed them below.
 
The class required to obtain a permit is undefined; there's no prescribed frequency or price; the
instructors (other than police or their designees), locations, and duration are all unknown. To offer
some context about this concern: if the class is offered bi-annually, with enrollment caps, at high
costs, and in remote (or distant) locations, our low-income, minority, and potentially elderly
populations will experience difficulty with taking the class. The live fire requirement will also be
particularly problematic for the aforementioned Oregonians. How will those who don't already have
firearms complete the live fire requirement? For residents that already own firearms, will they be
required to obtain a permit (see previous concern about class frequency and size)?
 
To underscore how concerning the undefined mechanics of the permitting process are, those who
approve permits could use the process to restrict access to minority populations specifically. What's
the recourse or remedy for those held in approval limbo after x-amount of time? With an unlimited
permitting process duration, what's to preclude minorities and other portions of the population
from being further disenfranchised by indefinitely being held in a pending status (in other words, not
approved or rejected... just held)? I trust that the rhetorical questions posed in these comments
illustrate the uncertainties with IP17.
 
Thanks for taking the time to consider this statement.
 

Sincerely,

James Richardson

mailto:jimrich3@gmail.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov



James Richardson 


July 27, 2022 


 


Hello, 


As a Washington county resident, I would like to offer a few comments on IP17.  


 


The IP requires Oregonians to obtain a firearm permit to complete a purchase (or transfer). There 


are a few hurdles associated with that requirement that are likely problematic for our minority and 


low-income residents, and I've briefly addressed them below. 


 


The class required to obtain a permit is undefined; there's no prescribed frequency or price; the 


instructors (other than police or their designees), locations, and duration are all unknown. To offer 


some context about this concern: if the class is offered bi -annually, with enrollment caps, at high 


costs, and in remote (or distant) locations, our low-income, minority, and potentially elderly 


populations will experience difficulty with taking the class. The live fire requirement will also be 


particularly problematic for the aforementioned Oregonians. How will those who don't already have 


firearms complete the live fire requirement? For residents that already own firearms, will they be 


required to obtain a permit (see previous concern about class frequency and size)?  


 


To underscore how concerning the undefined mechanics of the permitting process are, those who 


approve permits could use the process to restrict access to minority populations specifically. What's 


the recourse or remedy for those held in approval limbo after x-amount of time? With an unlimited 


permitting process duration, what's to preclude minorities and other portions of the population 


from being further disenfranchised by indefinitely being held in a pending status (in other words, 


not approved or rejected... just held)? I trust that the rhetorical questions posed in these comments 


illustrate the uncertainties with IP17. 


 


Thanks for taking the time to consider this statement.  


 


Sincerely, 


James Richardson 







From: buckeyeguy 98
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP17
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:34:50 PM

As an African American male with a CCW living in a suburban area of Portland I am
extremely concerned about the language of this proposed bill (IP17). It seems to be either
unwittingly or uncaringly discriminatory to those who are apart of marginalized communities
as well as those of lower economic means. There are hugely problematic sections including no
information on costs for those interested in permits and no oversight for Police in issuance or
what criteria they use to make decisions in such. If you are seriously interested in changing the
trajectories of violence and gun related crimes there are more ways to go about it.This is
simply attacking law abiding citizens monetarily and in essence pushing "others" completely
out of the pool of those you can exercise their rights to self defense. On a personal note, as a
black man living in a state that was once a "white eutopia" the idea that going anywhere
outside the Portland metro and not being able to keep myself and my family safe is scary....I
am at a loss as to why you would take that away.
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From: Earl Hixson
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 explanatory committee statement comments
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:55:09 PM

Hello members of the IP 17 explanatory statement committee,

After reading the text of IP 17, I wanted to offer some observations that are relevant to your
work.  Summarizing a 12 page document in 500 words is difficult, so I wanted to draw your
attention to the following crucial points.

1. Prohibits the purchase, sale, or transfer of all detachable magazines that hold more than 
ten rounds

2. Prohibits the purchase, sale, or transfer of all fixed magazines that hold more than ten 
rounds, except those designed to accept .22 rimfire ammunition or those attached to a 
lever action firearm.  This prohibition will outlaw the possession of most pump and 
semi-automatic shotguns with tubular magazines.

3. Creates misdemeanor crime of possessing a standard capacity magazine that holds 
more than ten rounds in public.

4. If owner of standard capacity magazine that holds more than ten rounds is charged with 
illegal possession, the owner must prove he/she owned the magazine before the effective 
date of this act to avoid prosecution.  Alternatively, the owner may surrender the 
magazine to law enforcement prior to being charged.

5. Enables law enforcement to confiscate magazines that hold more than ten rounds by 
simply questioning whether the owner possessed the magazine before the effective date 
of this act.

6. Requires registration of all new gun purchases and transfers with the Oregon State 
Police (OSP)

7. Requires permit issued by local police or county sheriff (permitting authority) to 
purchase a firearm

8. Permitting authority may decline applicant’s request based on subjective criteria

9. Permit valid for five years

10. Requires OSP to maintain a database of all permit holders (gun purchaser registration)

11. Requires OSP to report any failed background checks to federal, state, and local law 
enforcement authorities and local district attorneys

12. Applicant must complete training course, submit to the same background check 
currently conducted for the purchase of a firearm, fingerprinting, and photography, and 
pay a fee of up to $65 to obtain the permit
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13. Training class must be taught by instructors certified by a law enforcement agency.  
Certification criteria not specified.

14. Training class must include a review of up-to-date state and federal laws and safe 
practices related to ownership, purchase, transfer, use, storage, and transportation of 
firearms.

15. Training class must include material on the prevention of misuse of firearms, including 
the impact of homicide and suicide on family, communities, and the country as a whole

16. The applicant must demonstrate in-person before an instructor certified by law 
enforcement how to lock, load, unload, fire, and store a firearm.

17. No estimate of the training class length or cost is given.

18. OSP rulemaking will determine course content and instructor certification criteria

19. Applicant may appeal a permit denial, but must pay all legal fees incurred during appeal

20. Allows OSP to deny a firearm purchase request indefinitely, since no time limit is given 
for how long they may take to complete the mandatory background check.

The current explanatory statement, released 7/27/22, neglects to address many of these points
and may not accurately convey the effect of this measure to Oregon voters.  Please revise the
explanatory statement to better reflect the content of the measure.  

Regards, 

Earl C. Hixson
echixson@comcast.net

mailto:echixson@comcast.net


From: Ron Whitehead
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: I 17. I think this has to be the worst bill ever to be passed in Oregon! It is fascist and immoral. Don’t you folks

like America!
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:57:06 PM

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Robbie
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Sorry, you cannot disassemble the constitution.
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 10:59:02 PM

China is spending big dollars on corrupt politicians to ensure American weapons are gone and
to have access to genetic data. There really should be an investigation on why China is paying
off lawmakers to disarm America and why China is allowed to purchase American
farmland. There is a reason America has the right to bear arms. The right is to protect
sovereignty. Anyone against that is an enemy of the state.

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone
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