
The questions below relate to the Draft of the Financial Impact Statement on IP17: 

Questions related to Oregon State Police Financial Impact Projections in the Draft Report 

1. The report indicates OSP will process the background checks for permits to purchase. What is  

required in that process?  

2. How does this differ, if any, from the processing of the current background checks for a 

purchase?  For example, will some be processed online without the involvement of a processor? 

And, will some require a processor to be involved? Should the time for processing the checks 

related to a permit be about the same amount of processor time/interaction as the time a 

regular gun purchase check take?  

3. If the  background check for a permit to purchase has been completed a few weeks or so before 
the purchaser goes in to buy a gun, would the OSP expect the check, done at the time of 
purchase, will be completed either all by the computer or very quickly because any problems 
would have been cleared up? How might that enter into the estimate of the number of new 
processor positions needed?  

4. When background checks are not cleared immediately, does OSP have an estimate of the 
amount of time that a processor actually spends taking steps to research and resolve the issues? 
Would that likely be the same amount of time when handling a permit to purchase background 
check?   

5. Is there a process for initial denials to be resolved informally after the applicant provides 
additional information to correct the record? Does OSP know how often or what percent of the 
time that happens?  We assume that an applicant for a permit to purchase could also use that 
informal process to help clear up problems?   

6. The report mentions that some temporary processors were brought on in 2021 to clear up a 
backlog. Has the backlog been clearing steadily or will the temporary processors be on board for 
a while and might they help with the initial influx or permit to purchase background 
checks?                            

7. Does OSP know how many applicants will be repeat purchasers after getting a five-year permit?  
Do you have a way to identify how many? It seems that might reduce the estimate of 300,000 
checks being needed because they will already have a permit.  Should that be reflected in the 
estimated costs?  

8.  OSP now charges $33 for most background checks. Does this cover the actual cost of performing 
the check?  

 
 
Questions related to Oregon Judicial Department Financial Impact Projections in the Draft Report 
 

1. Does the Judicial Dept or OSP how many denials of a right to purchase a gun were actually filed 
in circuit courts last year?  Wouldn’t that be a more accurate figure to use for calculating the 
financial impact of the judicial department?   

2. Is there some way to find out the number of actual appeals of denials filed by contacting the 
courts or another source?   

3. Does the Judicial Dept or OSP know of any sources that indicate the actual number of appeals to 
the Court of Appeals after a circuit court upheld the decision of OSP that the buyer failed the 
background check? How did they come to the conclusion that 70% might be appealed?  

    4.       It seems it would be more accurate to either use the number of reported appeals or  
              past numbers or, if that is unavailable, to conclude it is indeterminate?  



 
 

Questions related to Local Government Financial Impact Projections in the Draft Report 

1. The plan is to have 250 more employees and then supervisors at a ratio of 10:1, which should be 

25?  But later in the report the number of supervisors listed is 50? Can you clarify that?  

2. The cost of the supervisor is listed as $120k annually. What duties did the counties envision the 

supervisors will take on?   In small counties might the sheriff perform some or all of those or 

would the supervisor typically be a new full-time position?  And, did the counties provide an 

estimate of a salary range or are they all at that level?   

3. The report lists the cost of the 250 employees at $100,000 a year for each employee.  Does that 

correspond with a particular position or rank, like a deputy sheriff or a clerk? Or is there a range 

for different types of employees involved?    

4. Could the counties describe what these 250 employees, who are hired to “process applications”, 

will be doing? Fingerprinting? Photographing? Review paperwork? Meet with the applicant? 

How much time do they estimate for each application?  

5. Was the processing estimate based on a model, like the process for concealed handgun licenses 

or some other process? Can they estimate how much time  a concealed carry permit process 

typically takes per applicant?  

6. The estimate in the draft report of the time for an attorney to handle an appeal is 10 hours? Is 

that based on anything similar, like an appeal from a denied background check? Or from a denied 

concealed carry permit denial? Did the counties know how many appeals for each of those are 

filed every year?  If not, is that available?  

7. Are those decisions often appealed beyond the trial court to the Court of Appeals? Do the 

counties say how often?  Do they recall any that were filed?  

Miscellaneous: 

Did DAS’ calculations take into account any savings related to medical or police investigation and 

enforcement that might occur based on a reduction in gun-related injuries,  as a result of the closer 

scrutiny of purchasing or the  ban on large-capacity magazines that the initiative will provide?  

 

 

 

 

 



MEMORANDUM

To: Interested Parties
From: Kelly Drane, Research Director, Giffords Law Center
Date: August 2, 2022
Re: Projected Cost Savings for Measure 114
__________

Based on the assumptions and analysis below, we estimate that Measure 114 would likely
generate substantial cost savings to Oregon taxpayers if it results in even a marginal reduction
in gun violence across the state.

We estimate that the adoption and proper implementation of the firearm purchaser licensing
component of Measure 114 could result in a taxpayer savings of roughly $22.2 million annually
due to reductions in gun homicides and gun suicides alone.1 In fact, even if this policy results in
far smaller declines in gun violence than have been observed in other states, the policy is still
likely to lead to significant cost savings for Oregon taxpayers.

Additionally, both the firearm licensing and large capacity magazine policies encompassed in
Measure 114 would likely reduce and prevent mass shootings, helping to generate taxpayer
savings and avert potential expenditures from these extremely costly events.

Cost Savings From Reductions in Gun Homicides
Gun violence imposes a massive fiscal cost on the state of Oregon—one which is shared by
taxpayers and society at large. Each year, taxpayers foot the bill for all police investigation,
prosecution, and incarceration costs following a shooting. Additionally, the government covers a
substantial proportion of the medical care costs associated with gun violence, given that a large
number of interpersonal gun violence victims obtain health insurance through the government2

or will enroll in government-sponsored health insurance programs after their injury.3

3 Eduard Zaloshnja et al., "How Often Do Catastrophic Injury Victims Become Medicaid recipients?,"
Medical Care (2012): 513–519.

2 “Firearm Injuries: Health Care Service Needs and Costs,” US Government Accountability Office, June
2021, https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-21-515.pdf.

1 This figure represents the estimated cost savings of a 28% reduction in gun homicides and a 33%
reduction in gun suicides. More details about these figures are provided in the subsequent analysis.
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A single gun homicide death is estimated to cost Oregon taxpayers $816,286.4 Accordingly, it
can be estimated that the 405 gun homicides5 in Oregon from 2016 to 2020 generated roughly
$330,595,808 in costs to state taxpayers.6

States that have enacted firearm purchaser licensing laws like the one proposed in Measure 114
have experienced sizable reductions in gun homicides. A 2018 study found that firearm
licensing policies resulted in a 14% decrease in homicides in large urban counties.7 A 2020
study estimated that Connecticut experienced a 28% decrease in gun homicides after
implementing a firearm purchaser licensing law.8

Should Measure 114 reduce gun homicides in Oregon at rates comparable to those
observed in Connecticut, reductions associated with the measure would generate an
estimated taxpayer cost savings of approximately $18.8 million per year.9

Even if the licensing component of Measure 114 results in a smaller reduction in gun homicides
compared to observed reductions in Connecticut, we could still expect the policy to result in
substantial cost savings for taxpayers. In fact, if the firearm licensing policy is associated with
just a five percent reduction in gun homicides—meaning that just four gun homicides annually
are prevented by the measure—taxpayers would see an estimated $3.3 million in cost savings
each year.10

10 This figure was calculated by assuming a 5% reduction in gun homicides from the average number of
annual homicides experienced in Oregon between 2016 and 2020, derived from CDC WONDER. Using
an average number of annual homicides of 81, a 5% reduction would result in 4 fewer gun homicides.
Everytown’s Cost Calculator estimates the cost of 4 gun homicides to be $3,265,144. Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, Wide-ranging Online Data for Epidemiologic Research (WONDER), “Underlying

9 This figure was calculated by assuming a 28% reduction in gun homicides from the average number of
annual homicides experienced in Oregon between 2016 and 2020, derived from CDC WONDER. Using
an average number of annual homicides of 81, a 28% reduction would result in 23 fewer gun homicides.
Everytown’s Cost Calculator estimates the cost of 23 gun homicides to be $18,774,578. Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, Wide-ranging Online Data for Epidemiologic Research (WONDER),
“Underlying Cause of Death, 1999–2020,” last accessed August 2, 2022, https://wonder.cdc.gov/;
“Calculate the Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety Support Fund, last accessed
August 2, 2022, https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.

8 Alexander D. McCourt et al., "Purchaser Licensing, Point-of-Sale Background Check Laws, and Firearm
Homicide and Suicide in 4 US States, 1985–2017," American Journal of Public Health 110, no. 10 (2020):
1546–1552.

7 Cassandra K. Crifasi et al., "Association Between Firearm Laws and Homicide in Urban Counties,"
Journal of Urban Health 95, no. 3 (2018): 383–390.

6 This estimate was calculated by inputting the number of gun deaths (405) from the CDC into the
Economic Cost Calculator. “Calculate the Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety
Support Fund, last accessed August 2, 2022,
https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.

5 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Wide-ranging Online Data for Epidemiologic Research
(WONDER), “Underlying Cause of Death, 1999–2020,” last accessed August 2, 2022,
https://wonder.cdc.gov/.

4 “Calculate the Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety Support Fund, last accessed
August 2, 2022, https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.
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Cost Savings From Reductions in Gun Suicides
The economic costs of gun suicides are generally lower than the costs of gun homicides and
assaults, as these incidents do not incur the same criminal justice and incarceration costs.
However, a single gun suicide death is estimated to cost Oregon taxpayers $24,281.11

Accordingly, it can be estimated that the 2,200 gun suicides12 in Oregon from 2016 to 2020
generated roughly $53,418,200 in costs to state taxpayers.13

Firearm licensing laws, as proposed by Measure 114, are associated with significant, substantial
reductions in gun suicides when implemented by states. A 2020 study found that Connecticut’s
firearm licensing law was associated with a 33% reduction in gun suicides in the 22 years after
its enactment, with reductions of up to 41% observed in some study periods.14

Should Measure 114 result in similar reductions in gun suicides in Oregon, these
reductions would generate a cost savings of at least $3.5 million15 and potentially as
much as $4.4 million16 per year.

16 This figure was calculated by assuming a 41% reduction in gun suicides from the average number of
annual suicides experienced in Oregon between 2016 and 2020, derived from CDC WONDER. Using an
average number of annual suicides of 440, a 41% reduction would result in 180 fewer gun suicides.
Everytown’s Cost Calculator estimates the cost of 180 gun suicides to be $4,370,570. Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, Wide-ranging Online Data for Epidemiologic Research (WONDER),
“Underlying Cause of Death, 1999–2020,” last accessed August 2, 2022, https://wonder.cdc.gov/;

15 This figure was calculated by assuming a 33% reduction in gun suicides from the average number of
annual suicides experienced in Oregon between 2016 and 2020, derived from CDC WONDER. Using an
average number of annual suicides of 440, a 33% reduction would result in 145 fewer gun suicides.
Everytown’s Cost Calculator estimates the cost of 145 gun suicides to be $3,520,737. Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, Wide-ranging Online Data for Epidemiologic Research (WONDER),
“Underlying Cause of Death, 1999–2020,” last accessed August 2, 2022, https://wonder.cdc.gov/;
“Calculate the Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety Support Fund, last accessed
August 2, 2022, https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.

14 From 1995 to 2017, there was a 33% decrease in firearm suicides in Connecticut relative to expected
trends had firearm licensing not been adopted in the state. These results were stratified by time period,
showing that firearm suicides decreased 23% from 1995 to 2006 and 41% from 2007 to 2017, again,
relative to expected trends without the adoption of firearm licensing. Alexander D. McCourt et al.,
"Purchaser Licensing, Point-of-Sale Background Check Laws, and Firearm Homicide and Suicide in 4 US
States, 1985–2017," American Journal of Public Health 110, no. 10 (2020): 1546–1552.

13 This estimate was calculated by inputting the number of gun deaths (2,200) from the CDC into the
Economic Cost Calculator. “Calculate the Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety
Support Fund, last accessed August 2, 2022,
https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.

12 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Wide-ranging Online Data for Epidemiologic Research
(WONDER), “Underlying Cause of Death, 1999–2020,” last accessed August 2, 2022,
https://wonder.cdc.gov/.

11 “Calculate the Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety Support Fund, last accessed
August 2, 2022, https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.

Cause of Death, 1999–2020,” last accessed August 2, 2022, https://wonder.cdc.gov/; “Calculate the
Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety Support Fund, last accessed August 2, 2022,
https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.
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Even if the licensing component of Measure 114 results in a smaller reduction in gun suicides
compared to observed reductions in Connecticut, we could still expect the policy to result in
substantial cost savings for taxpayers. In fact, if the firearm licensing policy is associated with
just an five percent reduction in gun suicides—meaning that roughly 22 gun suicides annually
are prevented by the measure—taxpayers would see an estimated $500,000 in cost savings
each year.17

Cost Savings From Averted Mass Shootings
Both the licensing requirement and restrictions on the sale and possession of high capacity
magazines would likely reduce and prevent costs associated with mass shootings. Data from
2019 to 2021 suggests that Oregon experiences mass shootings at a rate far below the national
average.18 However, the state has not been spared from these tragedies. Since 2014, Oregon
has experienced 20 mass shootings where four or more people have been shot; more than half
of these events have taken place in just the last 18 months.19 The deadliest of these
shootings—the massacre at Umpqua Community College in 2015—left nine people dead and
eight injured.

Mass shootings impose an extremely high financial burden given the number of victims that
require medical treatment, the significant resources required by police to respond to and
investigate these events, and the impacts these events have on the mental health of the
broader community.20 Mass shootings in Oregon are estimated to have cost the state’s
taxpayers roughly $4.2 million in 2021,21 despite the fact that none of the mass shootings that

21 Calculated by summing the cost of each mass shooting in 2021 based on the number of fatalities and
injured persons listed in the Gun Violence Archive. Everytown’s Cost Calculator estimates the costs of
these mass shootings to total $4,247,088. Gun Violence Archive, last accessed August 2, 2022,
https://www.gunviolencearchive.org/; “Calculate the Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun
Safety Support Fund, last accessed August 2, 2022,
https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.

20 See, e.g., John Haltiwanger, “Las Vegas Shooting Recovery Will Cost at Least $600 Million,”
Newsweek, October 2, 2017,
https://www.newsweek.com/las-vegas-mass-shooting-will-cost-least-600-million-675982.

19 Gun Violence Archive, last accessed August 2, 2022, https://www.gunviolencearchive.org/.

18 Heather Harris, “Mass Shootings in California,” Public Policy Institute of California, July 5, 2022,
https://www.ppic.org/blog/mass-shootings-in-california/.

17 This figure was calculated by assuming a 5% reduction in gun suicides from the average number of
annual suicides experienced in Oregon between 2016 and 2020, derived from CDC WONDER. Using an
average number of annual suicides of 440, a 5% reduction would result in 22 fewer gun suicides.
Everytown’s Cost Calculator estimates the cost of 22 gun suicides to be $534,181. Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, Wide-ranging Online Data for Epidemiologic Research (WONDER), “Underlying
Cause of Death, 1999–2020,” last accessed August 2, 2022, https://wonder.cdc.gov/; “Calculate the
Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety Support Fund, last accessed August 2, 2022,
https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.

“Calculate the Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety Support Fund, last accessed
August 2, 2022, https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.
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year resulted in more than seven casualties. In fact, a single mass shooting resulting in the
same number of casualties as the Umpqua shooting would cost taxpayers in the state of
Oregon an estimated $5 million.22

Studies have shown, however, that firearm licensing laws and large capacity magazine bans
can reduce both the frequency and lethality of mass shootings. One 2020 study found that state
firearm licensing laws were associated with a 56% reduction in both the incidence of fatal mass
shootings and the number of mass shooting victims.23 This same analysis also found that state
large capacity magazine bans were associated with a 48% lower risk of fatal mass shootings
and a 61% lower risk of fatal mass shootings connected to domestic violence.24 Other work has
also found that states that do not ban large capacity magazines are significantly more likely to
experience high-fatality mass shootings and see significantly more deaths from such incidents
compared to states in which large capacity magazines are banned.25

Combined, this research would suggest that the policies proposed under Measure 114 would
reduce the occurence of mass shootings in the state, which in turn would reduce the costs to
taxpayers associated with these events.

Other Considerations
Many limitations of the above calculations are noted in the footnotes. These estimates are
calculated based on the assumption that gun violence in Oregon will decrease at a similar rate
to observed changes in other states that have enacted similar policies. However, the gun death
rate in Connecticut the year the licensing law was implemented was approximately half what
Oregon’s gun violence rate is today.26 Given the relatively larger burden of gun violence in
Oregon, it is possible that this measure may result in larger declines in gun violence in Oregon
compared to observed trends in Connecticut. Additionally, as noted above, even if Oregon
experiences declines in gun violence far smaller than those observed in Connecticut, we would
still expect to see substantial reductions in the taxpayer-imposed burden of gun violence.

Importantly, however, there are a number of costs that are not quantified in this analysis that
represent real, meaningful burdens on taxpayers. This analysis largely focuses on the costs of

26 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Web-based Injury Statistics Query and Reporting System
(WISQARS), “Fatal Injury Reports, 1981–2020” last accessed August 2, 2022,
https://wisqars.cdc.gov/fatal-reports.

25 Louis Klarevas, Andrew Conner, and David Hemenway, "The Effect of Large-capacity Magazine Bans
on High-fatality Mass Shootings, 1990–2017," American Journal of Public Health 109, no. 12 (2019):
1754–1761.

24 Id.

23 Daniel W. Webster et al., "Evidence Concerning the Regulation of Firearms Design, Sale, and Carrying
on Fatal Mass Shootings in the United States," Criminology & Public Policy 19, no. 1 (2020): 171–212.

22 Calculated by inputting values for a mass shooting with nine deaths and eight injured people in Oregon
in the Everytown Cost Calculator, resulting in an estimate of $5,131,438. “Calculate the Economic Cost of
Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety Support Fund, last accessed August 2, 2022,
https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.

5
giffords.org/lawcenter

https://wisqars.cdc.gov/fatal-reports
https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator


fatal gun violence in Oregon. Nevertheless, a single nonfatal firearm assault and a single
nonfatal suicide attempt costs Oregon taxpayers an estimated $47,788 and $45,831,
respectively.27 Unfortunately, up-to-date and complete counts of nonfatal gun violence by intent
type are not available in most states, including Oregon, making analyses of the cost of these
injuries more difficult.28 However, we can assume that these injuries generate a significant cost
burden on taxpayers and one that could meaningfully be reduced should Measure 114 be
enacted.

Finally, the cost model used for these calculations does not account for other costs that may
impact taxpayers. Studies show that gun violence can lead to decreased property values and
the loss of business from a community, which in turn may result in decreases in property tax and
sales tax revenues.29 These tax revenue losses can ultimately add to the financial burden of gun
violence on taxpayers. Reductions in gun violence resulting from Measure 114 could also
minimize these tax revenue losses.

__________

ABOUT GIFFORDS
Giffords is a nonprofit organization dedicated to saving lives

from gun violence. Led by former Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords
and her husband, Navy combat veteran and retired NASA astronaut

Captain Mark Kelly, Giffords inspires the courage of people from
all walks of life to make America safer.

29 Yasemin Irvin-Erickson et al., “Gun Violence Affects the Economic Health of Communities,” Urban
Institute, June 2, 2017,
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/gun-violence-affects-economic-health-communities; Nicole
Weissman, “Is Gun Violence Stunting Business Growth?,” Urban Institute, November 3, 2016,
https://www.urban.org/features/gun-violence-stunting-business-growth.

28 Catherine Barber, Philip J. Cook, and Susan T. Parker, "The Emerging Infrastructure of US Firearms
Injury Data," Preventive Medicine (2022).

27 “Calculate the Economic Cost of Gun Violence,” Everytown for Gun Safety Support Fund, last accessed
August 2, 2022, https://everytownresearch.org/report/economic-cost-calculator.
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August 2, 2022

Dear Members of the Financial Estimate Committee:

I’m writing to submit a comment on the fiscal impact statement for Measure 114 (IP 17) on
behalf of Everytown for Gun Safety. While the committee’s draft estimate outlines the cost of
implementing the measure, the estimate does not account for the significant cost savings that
result from reducing gun violence.

In an average year, 544 people die and 617 are injured due to guns in Oregon, and that gun
violence costs Oregon $8.1 billion each year, of which $89.1 million is paid by taxpayers. These
costs include immediate costs, such as hospital treatment, ambulances, and the police
response; subsequent costs, such as long-term physical and mental health care, institutional
care, forgone earnings from disability or death, and criminal justice costs; and quality-of-life
costs for pain and suffering over a victim’s lifespan. To calculate the economic cost of gun
violence, the Everytown for Gun Safety Support Fund worked with the leading health economist
researching the cost of gun violence, Ted R. Miller, and other researchers at the Pacific Institute
for Research and Evaluation (PIRE), to update PIRE’s costing model of the economic cost of
gun violence in the United States. PIRE’s well-documented Injury Cost Model1 has been used to
estimate the societal costs of medical treatment, work loss, and quality of life loss resulting from
fatal and nonfatal firearm injuries by state. The medical and work-loss components of the Injury
Cost Model form the backbone of the CDC’s Web-based Injury Statistics Query and Reporting
System (WISQARS)2 injury costs used to calculate the costs of injuries in the United States from
a variety of different causes, including, but not limited to, firearms.

Measure 114 requires that people obtain a permit before they can purchase a firearm. When
Connecticut passed a law requiring all handgun buyers to get a purchase permit and pass a
background check at the point of sale, it was associated with a 40 percent reduction in the gun
homicide rate and a 15 percent reduction in the gun suicide rate.3 If Oregon experiences a
decline in gun homicides and suicides similar to Connecticut, it would save Oregon
approximately $1.2 billion, of which roughly $28 million would have been paid by taxpayers.4

4 Everytown Gun Safety Support Fund, “Economic Cost of Gun Violence Calculator Tool,” 2022.

3 Cassandra K. Crifasi et al., “Effects of Changes in Permit-to-Purchase Handgun Laws in Connecticut and Missouri
on Suicide Rates,” Preventive Medicine 79 (2015): 43–49, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2015.07.013.

2 The CDC’s online tool—WISQARS Cost of Injury—uses 2020 fatal injuries from the CDC and 2020 nonfatal injuries
from the National Electronic Injury Surveillance System–All Injury Program (NEISS-AIP) operated by the US
Consumer Product Safety Commission. This tool generates different results from those presented here because it
omits some information on nonfatal firearms hospitalizations. In the face of increasing scrutiny of the reliability of this
data, the CDC has not published complete information on firearms injuries on its website. Everytown for Gun Safety
strongly supports equipping the CDC with the funds necessary to thoroughly measure and examine gun violence.

1 Bruce A. Lawrence et al., “The Consumer Product Safety Commission’s Revised Injury Cost Model,” Pacific Institute
for Research and Evaluation, February 2018, https://www.cpsc.gov/s3fs-public/ICM-2018-Documentation.pdf; Bruce
A. Lawrence and Ted R. Miller, “Quality of Life Loss Estimation Methods for the WISQARS Cost of Injury Module,”
Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation, January 2020,
https://www.cdc.gov/injury/wisqars/pdf/pire_wisqars_cost_injury_quality_life_loss_estimation_methods-508.pdf

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2015.07.013
https://wisqars.cdc.gov/cost/
https://everytownresearch.org/funding-gun-violence-research-matters/
https://www.cdc.gov/injury/wisqars/pdf/pire_wisqars_cost_injury_quality_life_loss_estimation_methods-508.pdf


When Missouri repealed its purchase permit law, the state experienced an up to 27 percent
increase in its firearm homicide rate and a 16 percent increase in its firearm suicide rate.5

Measure 114 would also prohibit the sale of high capacity magazines that can hold more than
10 rounds. States with restrictions on magazine size experience mass shootings at less than
half the rate of states without restrictions.6 One study showed that mass shootings were 70
percent less likely to occur when the federal prohibition on assault weapons and high-capacity
magazines was in effect.7 In fact, when looking at possible factors such as socio-demographics
and gun laws, laws restricting magazine size were by far the strongest predictor of a state’s rate
of mass shootings.8 A single mass shooting in Oregon with 4 people killed would cost the state
over $44 million, of which over $2 million would be borne by taxpayers.9

We hope you’ll consider the very real economic benefits associated with passing and
implementing this measure in your financial impact analysis.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sarah Sumadi
Associate Regional Director for State Government Affairs
Everytown for Gun Safety
ssumadi@everytown.org

9 Everytown Gun Safety Support Fund, “Economic Cost of Gun Violence Calculator Tool,” 2022.
8 Sam Petulla, “Here Is 1 Correlation between State Gun Laws and Mass Shootings,”

7 Charles DiMaggio et al., “Changes in US Mass Shooting Deaths Associated with the 1994-2004 Federal Assault
Weapons Ban: Analysis of Open-Source Data,” Journal of Trauma and Acute Care Surgery 86, no. 1 (January 2019):
11-19.

6 Sam Petulla, “Here Is 1 Correlation between State Gun Laws and Mass Shootings,” CNN, October 5, 2017,
https://cnn.it/2J4sWCC. Study defines mass shootings as incidents where three or more victims, not including the
shooter, are killed or injured with a firearm.

5 Crifasi et al., “Effects of Changes,” 43–49.
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STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF MEASURE 114  

Re: Estimate of Financial Impact 

This comment is submitted to urge further consideration of the factors that impact the 

expenditures, revenues and savings related to Measure 114. While some costs will be 

incurred in implementing two common sense changes in firearm and ammunition sales, 

the most important focus should be on the saving of lives and reduction of injuries that 

will also occur with passage of this measure.   

The analysis below reviews the State, Judicial and County/Local financial estimates 

provided in two drafts and also discussed in more detail in responses submitted to 

questions raised by the Committee. The effort of DAS and the various departments in 

providing significant detail is appreciated.  

Nevertheless, we raise concerns about some of the assumptions and estimated 

expenses and, in those instances, have explained the basis for our concerns. We have 

also provided specific proposals for changes in the language of the Estimate of Financial 

Impact after each section. Thank you for your careful consideration of this comment.  

PART I Estimate of Financial Impact on Oregon State Police 

 
The Department of State Police’s (OSP) estimate of fiscal impact projects expenditures 
that appear excessive and in some instances impossible to verify without the ability to 
predict the future.  We appreciate the updated information provided in the Responses 
to the questions posed. Incorporating that and other information, we have made 
recommendations for bringing the numbers closer to those that are based on what we 
are able to determine.  For some projections, however, we believe they should be 
presented as indeterminate. The specific areas of concern are addressed below.  
 

1. Number of Background Checks.  While the estimate of 300,000 background 
checks required for permits to purchase each year is within the realm of 
statistical probability, this number should be reduced to reflect the fact there are 
very likely to be repeat applicants for clearance to purchase a firearm in any 
given year. It is certainly foreseeable that individuals within the five-year period 
of their permit-to-purchase, or even the biennium covered by the estimate, will 
make multiple separate purchases of firearms.  
 
Anecdotal evidence and logic support the contention that many gun purchasers 
will be repeat buyers. One statistic shared by OSP is that in the last five years, 
approximately 550,000 individuals purchased 1.4 million firearms. That works out 



to 2.5 firearms per person.  If each of those individuals made all of their 
purchases in only one trip, going through just one background check, that would 
have averaged only 110,000 checks per year. But OSP data also indicates that 
there were over 200,000 checks each of the last five years and, in that last two 
years, there were 300,000-400,000. So many of those 550,000 individuals were 
repeat buyers.   
 
Establishing the exact number of “repeat purchasers” during a five-year period 
may be difficult, but the potential for repeats is real and that fact should be 
acknowledged in the estimate. This is particularly true as the permitting process 
heads into the subsequent years and many, if not most, people who want to 
purchase a firearm will already have obtained a permit. We suggest that the 
number of permits over the 2023—2025 biennium, is more likely to average 
150,000 to 250,000 and the estimate of the costs should be adjusted to reflect 
this range.  Revisions for the Estimate Statement will be provided at the end of 
this section.   
 

2. Time for Processing. Once the processing starts, OSP estimates existing units are 
capable of completing 10,782 background checks per processor in a 
year.  However, several factors may impact this conclusion. The OPS summary 
indicates much of this work, up to 38-40%, is done automatically online, in an 
expeditious manner, without any intervention of a PSR4 or employee.  In 
addition, the time spent by PSR-4 employees processing a significant portion of 
the regular background checks for a purchase should be reduced substantially, 
when a full background check for a permit is likely to have been completed not 
long before in connection with the permit application. With many questions 
related to out-of-state documents or expunged records having been cleared 
before the permit is issued, many more checks should be processed online 
without any need for review of records.  The supplemental Responses from OSP 
acknowledge this fact in more than one place.  
 
In light of these facts and a reduction in the projected number of permit 
applications, we believe a reduction in the estimates for the number of PSR4 
processors should be made in a range from 14 to 23 new PSRs. This range would 
allow the processing of 150,000 to 250,000 permit to purchase background 
checks per year. Revisions for the Estimate Statement will be provided at the end 
of this section.   
 

3. New Employees Required. The OSP “Personal Services” estimate includes two 
operations and policy analysts at a cost of $80,000 in the current biennium and 



$512,162 in total for the two-year biennium (2023-2025); twenty-six PSR4 
employees to process the applications; and three fingerprint technicians. Except 
for the policy analysts, the additional employees are not deemed necessary until 
the beginning of the 2023-2025 biennium. In fact, the draft analysis states that 
OSP estimates initial applications for a permit to purchase firearms under the 
measure will not start until January 2024.  
 
Further, the OPS FICS report for 2021 indicates the legislature approved 17 new 
positions: 12 PSR-4s; 4 Office Specialists and one Shift Supervisor were 
authorized to be hired to clear up a backlog. The Responses from OSP further 
describe significant backlogs in various areas. We understand the concern about 
the backlog, and certainly support OSP being able to hire the employees they 
need. In light of that situation, hiring employees to cover permit to purchase 
background checks will likely be helpful to provide backup if there are fewer 
permit background checks required during any particular day or week. And, it 
appears that some employees hired to cover the increase in permit related 
background checks will be performing exactly the same process as all other PSR4 
reviewers not involved with permits. We assume they need not and, as a 
practical matter, may not be  assigned exclusively to handle checks related to 
permits. It reflects reality and would be beneficial to the total operation.  
 
However, the fact that employees hired for permits may be performing work 
related to clearing backlogs should be reflected in the estimates of the financial 
impact. The proposal to assign a range for the number of PSR4 processors that 
are included in the estimates is further justified by the scenarios described above. 
Revisions for the Estimate Statement will be provided at the end of this section.   
 

4. Revenue to OSP.  We recognize that if the projected number of permit applicants 
is reduced, then the revenue associated with such transactions will also be 
reduced.  Under the OSP Fiscal Impact Summary, OSP actually recoups a $2 
“profit” when a background check is completed.  There is a $33 standard 
background check charge per instance, covered by the application fee of $65 
collected by local law enforcement.  And, an additional $13.25 is taken out of the 
$65 application fee for the FBI fingerprint check from which $11.25 is paid to the 
FBI.  OSP retains $2.00 “for administrative costs.”  So, OSP actually is able to 
retain $2 per instance or $600,000 per year on 300,000 checks. However, if the 
number for projected permit applications is adjusted to a range, this revenue also 
needs to be adjusted. $5,250,000 to $13,500,000.    

 
 



Recommended Revisions for the Estimate of Financial Impact Statement on the OSP: 

 
Alternative A:  (Replace 2nd and 3rd paragraphs):  
 
The financial impact of the initiative is anticipated to result in an expenditure increase in 
the range of $9.8 to $12 million for state government during the 2023-2025 biennium. 
This increase is based on the need for the Department of State Police (OPS) for 
additional staffing and resources to support background checks for individuals seeking 
permits to purchase firearms under the measure. The Oregon Judicial Department may 
realize additional cases in the circuit and courts and Court of Appeals related to appeals 
of permit denials and new crimes established by measures but any additional costs for 
those are indeterminate. Approximately $2.3 million, included in the estimated 
expenditures, 
 
The measure is anticipated to generate from $9.75 to $16.3 million in additional 
revenue for state government entities. These revenues would be generated from OSP 
fingerprint background check fees and FBI background check fees.  
 
 

 

 

PART II Estimate of Financial Impact on Oregon Judicial Department  

 
A conflict of opinion or facts may exist between the Judicial Branch (OJD) and Oregon 
State Sheriffs Association (OSSA). The Committee has two sets of data to consider one 
provided by the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD), the other from the Oregon State 
Sheriffs Association (OSSA).  While the initial proposal by the Judicial Department 
included all appeals in the estimate, it has revised that recommendation. We believe 
the Judicial Department has accurately assessed the potential impact.   
 
The Oregon Judicial Department: 
 
The OJD originally believed that the costs per year would be:  $1,250,000 per year for 
circuit court cases and $2,650,000 for Court of Appeals Cases. It now has determined it 
would be more accurate to conclude that the actual number of cases which are likely to 
be appealed is “indeterminate.” We agree with this assessment. 
 
By way of justification, OJD statistics capture “gun permit appeal cases”.  It is important 
to note:  these may include not only appeals to concealed handgun licenses, but also 



petitions to apply for relief from prohibitions against possessing or receiving firearms, 
under ORS 166.274. Those cases are unrelated to the permitting process.   
 
OJD points out that 245 gun permit appeal cases were filed in 2021, but only 74 in 
2017.  But even this is not deemed by OJD to constitute a basis for including a specific 
amount of funds for appeals in the estimate.  
 
OSAA response and analysis 
 
The OSSA’s initial response assumes:  (1) The Concealed Carry License (CCL) denial rate 
is an appropriate proxy for determining the number of denials, (2) 2,341 denials of 
CHLs. But in its subsequent response it revised the number and provided “a 
conservative estimate of 0.5%” of the total denials is a reasonable predictor of the 
number of appeals per year.  When this formula is applied the result is 1,500 appeals 
per year.  When the OJD assumptions of cost per case $517, and revenue for filing fee 
are applied.  The result is a total cost of $421,500 .  There would be additional costs for 
local attorney time.   
 
However, we assume OSSA will accept the Judicial Department’s conclusion. It is 
supported even by a simple database search, which produced only four orders or 
opinions where a direct appeal was filed in an Oregon Circuit Court based on a denial 
of  a CHL denial at the circuit court level.  While some appeals may not be reported the 
majority of cases that OSSA seems to be referring to are those where a person filed a 
claim under ORS 166.274.  This is the analysis used by OJD mentioned above. It would 
not be appropriate to include funds for these types of cases in the estimate of financial 
impact with respect to OJD or OSSA. These are not the route under which an appeal 
from a denied permit could be filed.  
 
Court of Appeals 
 
A review of Court of Appeals records found only two cases that involved an appeal 
based on a denied permit.  They were filed in 2021. In its recent update on appeals, 
OJD concedes the error in its original response,  estimating 1,700 cases per year will be 
appealed from Circuit Courts.  It is clear there are very few if any “appeals” actually 
decided in the circuit courts.  Second, a review of court filings revealed: notice of 
appeals that were filed with the court were rare for “Gun Permit Appeal” cases and 
only 2 were filed in 2021.  
 
 The handful of cases cited in the OSAA Response, include a direct appeal of a CHL 
claim.  They are appeals of denials that relate almost exclusively to one standard:  a 



finding that reasonable grounds have been presented for the permit agent to conclude 
the applicant is reasonably likely to be a danger to self or others.  OSSA contends some 
of these cases were filed because the then new CHL law was tested, regardless there 
are only six cases cited (eight opinions, two of which are from the same case). 
 
 Conclusion:  The Committee should make a finding of indeterminant costs for Oregon 
Judicial Department costs.  The OJD is in the superior position to make this 
determination. Because the OJD is included in the state analysis, the recommended 
language has been included in the recommended revisions under Part I, above.  
 
PART III: Estimate of Financial Impact on Oregon State Sheriff’s Offices 

The local impact estimate totaling $51 million for the first year, offset by $19.5 million 

in revenue, is built on implementation plans that result in the maximum possible 

expenditures. In some cases, it includes expenditures that are beyond what is 

contemplated or necessary to implement the Measure 114. The financial estimate 

committee needs to have sufficient information to assess if the proposed expenditures 

are realistic or necessary. If those determinations cannot be made, a finding of  

“indeterminate” is indicated for this category. We do, however, provide information 

analyzing these matters. The factors outlined below provide some information to 

assess these options.  

Number of Applications.  The financial estimate for the number of applications is 

directly linked to the OPS estimate. So, the comments regarding a reduction in that 

estimate included in the State Estimate section should be applied.  Repeat buyers in a 

year will not need to apply for another permit for 5 years. Even at the end of 5 years, it 

is only necessary to renew the permit if they want to buy a firearm after the five years 

ends. The renewal process is a simpler process for OSSA, not requiring a repetition of 

the fingerprinting or training in most instances.  Measure 114 does not require a valid 

permit for ownership of the firearms, but simply to purchase. Some owners will only 

obtain one five-year permit in their lifetime; some may never obtain a permit if they 

already own the firearm(s) they need or don’t choose to purchase another.   

As described more fully in Section 1, OSP’s estimate of 300,000 permits to purchase 

applications fails to take into account repeat purchasers. A more realistic range for the 

first year (most likely in the 2023-2025 biennium according to the OSP estimations) 

would be 150,000 to 250,000 permit applications. Revisions for the Estimate Statement 

to reflect this will be provided at the end of this section.   

 



1. Number of Employees Required.  Reducing the number of applications would 

also reduce the number of employees required. The formula is not directly 

analogous to that in OSP, because each county has to have at least one location 

for processing the applications.  The OSSA Responses indicated these 

procedures could be performed by a clerk, not a deputy sheriff or the sheriff, 

except in very small offices.  The process can, in fact, be contracted out to a 

third party. 

However, in light of the fact that each Sheriff’s Office is already set up to carry 

out a similar process for concealed handgun licenses, it appears that setting up 

the program in Sheriff’s Offices would be the most reasonable and cost-effective 

l choice to start up the program.  Measure 114 does not require implementation 

in police stations and certainly not every police station. For this once every five-

year procedure, much of which may be conducted online or by phone, having a 

location in every town is not necessary and would be extremely expensive. The 

Sheriff’s Office is already set up with the equipment and a system for CHL, which 

should support every aspect of this permitting process. 

In addition, there are already individuals in each office who are performing CHL 

procedures. Thus, the projection of hiring 250 new employees and 50 

supervisors before there is time to consider how many applications for permits 

are likely to be filed is not supported and how current staff may be utilized and 

procedures modified to cover these applications efficiently. A reduction in this 

number and the costs should be taken into account in the estimate.  

 

Time for Processing the Applications.  The number of employees needed will 

also be impacted by the time required for processing. The estimated time spent 

for processing an application is given in the Responses, saying one employee can 

process 1200 applications a year. This source of this figure however was not 

provided except to reference a survey of sheriffs. But the description of the job 

duties included duties such as “performing in-depth background checks and 

taking significant amounts of time to try and access documents to complete the 

background check,” which should be the duties of OSP.  The CHL procedure may 

be a reasonable comparator; most counties list the time for a CHL appointment 

to be 20 minutes. All other time is online or possibly a phone call. But OSSA 

assumed that an average of almost 2 hours of clerk time will be required for 

each application.  Given the streamed-lined process of almost no contact for CHL 

applications, that seems like a longer time than most of the applications would 



take, once they become proficient in performing the administrative and clerical 

tasks.  

 

The description also included time related to appeals, providing documents and 

testifying in court.  The number of appeals is addressed below, as well as in 

Section II, related to Judicial Department costs. And, the Judicial Department has 

provided updated responses that indicate the number of appeals to circuit court 

are likely to be very minimal.  

Thus, including the cost of 250 employees and 25 supervisors in the Estimate for 

the voters’ pamphlet seems to overstate the likely cost for the 2023-25 fiscal 

biennium.  We propose that based on both the familiarity with a similar process 

allowing current employees to cover some of the duties and the revised 

predictions regarding the number of applications likely to be filed, a reduced 

number of employees is indicated. But with the information available it is too 

difficult to set that number.   

2. Implementation Fee. In light of the fact that the process is so similar to the CHL 

application process already carried out in the Sheriff’s Offices, the fact that the 

equipment is already available and the online notices and instructions should 

easily be adapted to cover this program. The training also should also be less 

time-consuming since available materials should be  easily revised. Thus, the 

proposed figure of $3.8 million for the implementation fee should be reviewed 

and reduced as determined appropriate, based on these concerns.  

 

3. Appeals. The attorney time estimated for representing the local offices in 

appeals does not reflect an accurate amount of time likely to be spent based on 

the most recent information offered regarding the number of appeals.  While 

initially, OSSA proposed a $4.9 million charge for an attorney to handle the 

appeals, the Judicial department has provided more precise data and 

distinguished the appeals related to CHL’s from those under other statutes 

where relief from a denial of possession of a gun is sought. Appeals from a 

denial of a permit are much more analogous to those from a CHL denial and 

would be minimal.  

To include the cost of defending against the common types of appeals seeking 

judicial relief (under ORS 166.274) in the estimate of financial impact of Measure 

114 is misguided. The precipitating claim would have existed, been pursued on 



its own and the County would have incurred defense costs regardless of 

whether a CHL revocation had occurred.   

A similar conclusion is true for costs of defense of such claims in the Court of 

Appeals that also, incidentally, request relief from denial of a CHL.  The Judicial 

Department acknowledged only a few cases (2 in 2021) had been filed that 

challenged denial of a CHL on their own.  

Thus, the estimate of financial impact should reflect this very small number of 

appeals to both the Circuit Courts and the Court of Appeals, and reduce the 

projected costs for defense of these matters. Since the Judicial Department 

indicated it would be revising its estimate, and in fact stated the amount would 

be indeterminate, we have included no funds for the defense of permit to 

purchase appeals to both the Circuit Court and the Court of Appeals.     

Revisions for Estimate of Financial Impact on County/Local Government in 

Voters’ Pamphlet: 

 Alternative 1: (Change to last paragraph): 

 For local government, the financial impact of the initiative has too many 

variables that cannot be determined and therefore should be shown 

as“indeterminate.”  

 

  

IV.  Estimate of Indirect Financial Impact of Measure 114  

The proposed Draft Estimate of Financial Impact for Measure 114 (formerly Initiative 

Petition 17) neglects to take into account a very significant statistic. It fails to include the 

extraordinary expenditures that will continue if the measure is not passed.   ORS 

250.125(4) requires consideration of any “significant indirect economic or fiscal 

effects.”1  The two significant changes to Oregon law under Measure 114 advance gun 

safety and the reasonably foreseeable impact of these changes is a reduction in gun-

related injuries and deaths. The resultant savings constitute a significant fiscal effect.  

 
1 ORS 250.125(4) provides:   

“For a state measure for which an estimate is required to be prepared under subsection (1) of this section, 
the financial estimate committee shall consult with the Legislative Revenue Officer to determine if the 
measure has potentially significant indirect economic or fiscal effects. If the committee determines that 
the indirect economic or fiscal effects of the measure are significant and can be estimated, the Legislative  
Revenue Officer shall prepare on behalf of the committee an impartial estimate of the indirect economic 
or fiscal effects of the measure.” 



Very simply, fewer gun-related injuries and deaths will reduce the money spent on 

medical care, mental health care, emergency transport, police services, criminal justice 

programs, employer expenses, work loss costs, and quality-of-life costs. Reduced 

spending in each of these areas would result in sizable savings to state and local 

government resources. Because these expenses will occur later in time than those in the 

draft, they may be considered “indirect”. But, they are no less significant and can be 

estimated sufficiently, as shown below, to be included in the Estimate of Financial 

Impact.   

It is critical that the voters understand the monetary savings and, even more important, 

the reduction of pain and suffering and loss of lives that will result from passing 

Measure 114.  They should also be made aware of the ongoing financial burden on the 

state and local government budgets, as well as the additional costs borne by the private 

sector, if Measure 114 is not enacted.  

Costs to Taxpayers and Society for Gun-Related Deaths and Injuries 

There have been numerous studies conducted to provide legislators and the public with 

accurate information about the cost of gun violence to society.2 A recently updated and 

valuable analysis provides a calculator with relevant cost factors from each state, to 

determine the cost for injuries and deaths by guns in each state.3 Importing data from 

the Congressional Reports section of the Gun Violence Archives database for 2021,  

which reflects 164 gun deaths and 295 nonfatal gun injuries results in an estimated  cost 

to society exceeding 2 billion dollars ($2,022,817,552).4  While not all of those costs are 

borne by the government, the calculator isolates the government portion expenses for 

medical and mental health care, first responders, ambulances, police response, and 

investigations and criminal justice services. Those costs, borne by taxpayers, amount to 

$147,968, 392.5 It should be noted that significant portions of the costs relate to police 

and criminal justice expenditures. The amount that would be saved, even if only a 

 
2 https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0209896#pone.0209896.ref001  (Hospital Costs 

Related to Gun Shot Wounds 2010-2015); https://www.gvpedia.org/study/national-trends-in-the-cost-burden-of-

surgically-treated-gunshot-wounds-in-the-united-states/(National Trends in the Cost Burden of Surgically Treated 

Gunshot Wounds in the United States ) 

   
3 Everytown for Gun Safety, “Calculate the Economic Cost of Gun Violence” (8/12/21, updated 7/13/22) 
4 https://www.gunviolencearchive.org/congress/or (the total cost may be slightly lower(<10%) since the Gun 
Violence Archives total includes homicide, murder, unintentional and DGU (defensive gun use) in one total and, by 
default the costs for “homicides” which account for 90% of the total was used in the calculation. This figure, 
however, excludes the government costs of suicides because they are lower - $24,281 per suicide vs. $816,286 per 
homicide - which would offset any lower cost for the 10% unintentional or defensive gun use deaths).   
5 Exhibit A, p. 1, attached quantifies the distribution among those categories. 

https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0209896#pone.0209896.ref001
https://www.gvpedia.org/study/national-trends-in-the-cost-burden-of-surgically-treated-gunshot-wounds-in-the-united-states/
https://www.gvpedia.org/study/national-trends-in-the-cost-burden-of-surgically-treated-gunshot-wounds-in-the-united-states/
https://www.gunviolencearchive.org/congress/or


portion of gun-related deaths and injuries are reduced, far exceeds the costs of the 

permit-to-purchase program to those public law enforcement agencies.6   

Beyond this, it is important to take notice that the costs not paid for by the government 

are nonetheless costs that will be incurred. They will be borne by individuals through 

private insurance premiums, patient co-pays and direct medical payments, as well as by 

employers who lose productivity revenue and incur costs of recruiting and training 

replacements for employees lost in gun deaths. There are also less tangible but certainly 

real costs, representing irreparable damage by either a life cut short or a survivor 

becoming permanently disabled (physically, mentally, or both)  due to gun violence.  

Such losses are experienced by victims, their families, and communities as a whole. 7  

And, the costs in both categories outlined above are strongly likely to increase. The gun-

related deaths8 in Oregon rose by 29% in 2021 and are on track to rise again in 2022, 

reaching as much as a 67% increase over the 2020 total. Gun-related injuries have also 

risen but at a slower rate, increasing 12% in 2021, and may slightly decline in 2022. 

Tragically, this suggests that more gun-related incidents are likely to result in fatalities.  

Assuming the rates of gun deaths and injuries after 7 months is a reasonable predictor 

of the totals at the end of this year, the calculated cost for 206 deaths and 267 nonfatal 

gun injuries would result in an estimate of total costs rising to $2,491,727,160.  Of that 

total, government-paid costs would equal $180,914,348. See Exhibit B for charts 

identifying the breakdown of costs between the projected medical, police and law 

enforcement expenses, as well as those expenses to be borne by private corporations 

and individuals.  

How Enacting Measure 114 Is Intended to Reduce Gun Deaths and Injuries  

The two significant changes in Measure 114, requiring permits-to-purchase and 

restricting the use of large-capacity magazines, were chosen because they are believed 

to provide a common sense and effective approach to reducing gun-related injuries and 

deaths in Oregon.   

Among the top seven states with the lowest gun-death rate per capita, six have adopted 

both restrictions on large-capacity magazines and a permit to purchase or own 

firearms.9  Oregon has more than twice the number of gun-related deaths in each of 

 
6 Exhibit A, p. 2. 
7 Everytown “The Economic Cost of Gun Violence” (7/19/22). Ex. A, p. 3. 
8 This figure represents deaths from homicides, murders, and unintentional and defensive gun use. See Exhibit A, 
pp. 2-3. 
9  See EXHIBIT C. 



those states, except one.10  And, Oregon has almost 4 times as many as Hawaii, which 

has the lowest gun-death rate in the country. While Oregon, at 13.0 gun deaths per 

100,000 residents, does not have the highest gun-death rate, it ranks 35th, it has 

significant room for improvement. The addition of training to purchase or own a gun, 

which is part of the permitting process under Measure 114, is also a part of the laws in 

five of the seven states with the lowest rate of death. Training before owning a gun is as 

logical as taking lessons before driving a car – it reduces the likelihood of accidents and 

injuries.  

Further, a study conducted by Johns Hopkins researchers has provided compelling 

evidenced-based data regarding the association between permits to purchase and gun-

related deaths.11  The study examined policies in four states. It reviewed the impact of 

point-of-sale comprehensive background checks which were implemented in Maryland 

and Pennsylvania. In those states there appeared to be no consistent relationship 

between the firearm-related deaths during the 10 years before and the 10 years after 

the laws were implemented.    

The second two states examined were Connecticut and Missouri. Connecticut adopted a 

requirement for a permit to purchase a firearm while Missouri repealed its permit law.  

The study found there were estimated decreases in firearm homicides (27.8%) and also 

a decrease in firearm suicides (23.2%-40.5%), both associated with Connecticut’s 

permitting law. Conversely, in Missouri, estimated increases in its firearm homicide rate 

(47.3%) and also in its firearm suicide rate (23.5%) were found to be associated with 

Missouri’s repeal of its permitting law. The study concluded that “[p]urchaser licensing 

laws coupled with CBC [criminal background check]  requirements were consistently 

associated with lower firearm homicide and suicide rates, but CBC laws alone were not.”  

While Oregon has had a comprehensive criminal background check law in place since 

2015, both homicide and suicide rates have steadily increased. Adding the permit-to-

purchase law proposed by Measure 114 presents a strongly likelihood of Oregon 

decreasing its gun death rates, both with respect to suicides and homicides, as a result 

of the passage of the measure.  With fewer gun-related deaths, the likelihood of fewer 

injuries in also reasonable to assume.  

Conclusion 

 
10  California has 8.5 gun deaths per 100,000 residents, while Oregon has 35% more at 13.0 gun deaths per 100,000 
residents. 

11 https://oce.ovid.com/article/00000469-202010000-00036?relatedarticle=y 

 



The Draft Estimate of Financial Impact of the passage of Measure 114 includes both the 

potential expenditures and the revenue from the set fees. It fails, however, to take into 

account the purpose of the measure, to reduce gun deaths and injuries. Though the 

savings by the changes in law will not occur all at once, savings to both state and local 

governments and to the citizens of Oregon are definitely foreseeable. We also contend 

that estimates of the amount of the savings is predictable within a range.  If the 

homicides and suicides were reduced even by 14%, half of that which occurred in 

Connecticut, the savings would reach $24.5M.  The real savings should not be measured 

in government dollars but in human lives saved, and the Lift Every Voice Oregon 

campaign will communicate that fact to the voters. But, for purposes of the Estimate of 

Financial Impact, it is important to let the voters of Oregon know the financial savings, 

whether direct or indirect, that would likely be reaped by the passage of this measure.   

Thus, we urge the Financial Impact Committee to include a statement reflecting these 

savings in the voters’ pamphlet.   

Revisions for the Voters’ Pamphlet Estimate of Financial Impact Statement: 

Alternative 1: (at the end of the statement, add):  

The proposed changes under measure are directed toward reducing gun-related injuries 

and deaths. The estimate of financial impact upon government funds related to 

anticipated reductions in spending for medical treatment, law enforcement services, 

judicial time, and incarceration costs is estimated to be up to $24 million in the first 

biennium.  

Alternative 2: (at the end of the statement, add): 

The proposed changes under measure are directed toward reducing gun-related injuries 

and deaths. The estimate of financial impact upon government funds related to 

anticipated reductions in spending for medical treatment, law enforcement services, 

judicial time, and incarceration costs is difficult to estimate with precision. The financial 

impact of these savings are thus determined to be indeterminate.  

 

 

 

 

 

















From: Derek LeBlanc
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: IP 17 Financial Impact
Date: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 2:30:39 PM

Committee members,

P 17 in its current form is unconstitutional, unenforceable, and puts extreme strain of local budgets all over the state.
It creates a mandate for funding to implement, maintain, and track gun sales through the permit process here in
Oregon. The proponents state that having an ID to buy a gun will help save lives. Unfortunately this is not correct
we can look to IL for proof of this. They have the highest rates of restrictions in the country and one of the highest
mortality rates per capita. One thing that is never addressed in IP 17 is how it plans on taking the guns from
criminals not just lawful gun owners. Banning, regulating, or restricting the guns of lawful gun owners won’t save a
single life. We will focus our efforts to fight the in court all then way to the Supreme Court level if we have too.
Throw this bill out, it is too costly to the citizens of Oregon.  Thank you!

       
Derek LeBlanc

          

mailto:derek@lethallovebirds.com
mailto:Elections.SOS@sos.oregon.gov


From: Byron Williams
To: SOS Elections * SOS
Subject: Ballot measure public comment
Date: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 8:32:21 PM

To whom it may concern,

My name is Byron Williams and I am the owner of the Oregon Training Group. I am writing
regarding the fiscal estimate on IP 17. The lack of details regarding how the local government
costs make it difficult to verify, but it appears likely that the local government costs are significantly
understated.

As background I started the Oregon Training Group earlier this year in an effort to provide firearm
and safety training to individuals. We provide a range of training that includes firearm safety,
home safety, situational awareness, first aid, cpr, and advanced bleeding control. I have received
instructor rating from the National Rifle Association, United States Concealed Carry Association,
TASER, Red Cross, and HSI. 

My specific financial concern is related to Section 4 8(a) requiring a training provided by someone
certified by law enforcement. This requirement is inconsistent with current state statute for
concealed carry permits and one where a certification mechanism does not currently exist. The
problems with this will be two fold. The first is that law enforcement entities are not staffed to
directly provide this training. Absent funding to provide the training, they will have to develop a
process to certify training. While other organizations have developed instructor certification
programs, law enforcement has not provided one that is available to non sworn duty officers.
There will be a cost to each entity to determine how to establish criteria to provide that
certification. In most instances private sector companies require training by their staff, which again
will require staffing resource not currently provided for. 

The second issue will be the financial liability that the state will incur. It is a reasonable step to
expect that at some point someone with a permit will commit an illegal act with that firearm.
Similar to current lawsuits against gun manufacturers, injured parties may seek to hold the law
enforcement agency and the State of Oregon liable for damages arguing that they should not
have provided the permit in the first place. Even a legal act of self-defense with a firearm could
result in such a suit. It is unclear if the Oregon Attorney General has provided guidance on the
potential liability the state could be exposed to.

Regardless of what eventually happens, law enforcement agencies and educational institutions
will be forced to try and navigate a difficult legal issue where there are strong public opinions from
both sides. This will be a complex requirement for governmental entities to meet and require
significant financial and staffing resources to determine how to implement, then to implement and
maintain.

Thank you for your time. If you have any questions, I am available to provide any additional
information that you need.

Sincerely,
Byron Williams

Byron Williams
Instructor
Oregon Training Group
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