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mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

OFFICE OF COUNTY COUNSEL 
1120 S.W. FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1530 
P.O. BOX 849 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97207-0849 
(503) 248-3138 

TO: 

FROM: 

MEMORANDUM 

Gladys Mccoy 
Multnomah county 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
GLADYS McCOY, CHAIR 
PAULINE ANDERSON 
RICK BAUMAN 
GRETCHEN KAFOURY 

COUNTY COUNSEL 
LAURENCE KRESSEL 

CHIEF ASSISTANT 
ARMINDA J. BROWN 

ASSISTANTS 

( 1530) 

DATE: 6, 1989 

RE: Gun 

The Board has a 
ordinance for December 7, 1989. 

I. 

a gun control 
me to review 

The proposed ordinance has four key : 
(1) restrictions on possession of assault weapons in public 
places (Section IV), (2) training in firearm safety 
(Section V), (3) fees for certain weapon permits and background 
checks (Section VI), and (4) general requirements 
possession of firearms in public places (a broader category 
that weapons") ( VII). 

an 

II. 

to The County's power to enact 
constitutional and statutory limits. In the gun control area, 
the 1 are in I, 27 



A. 

9 

measure. 
0) (statute on weapons 

27 and therefore 
137, 576 P2d 1204, 284 Or 173 1 586 
conflict between a regulatory 

resolved in favor ). 
300 Or 490, 714 220 (1986) 
meant to displace local 

statutes). 

The Oregon individual rights to 
arms f defense as well as of 

The "arms" referred to the state constitution are 
state. 

those 
their weapons commonly used colonial times (and 

day ) for and defense of 
state. Government cannot ban such 
can 
them 
they 
that 

reasonable regulations over the manner of 
, the intent with which they are carried, the use to which 
may be put and person ) 

in forbidding of a 

I, 21 Oregon Constitution 
provides: 

people shall have the right to bear 
arms for the defence (sic) of themselves, 
and the State, but the military shall in 

subordination to the civil power. 

Second Amendment to the u.s. Constitution also 
a provision on the "right to bear arms" . However, 

the text the provision quite fferent from 
Constitution, focusing on the right of states to mainta a 
"well regulated militia." The leading case reads the provision 
to restrict the power of the national government and to grant 
power to states to maintain state militias. Unlike the Oregon 
Constitution, the federal document does not protect individual 

bear arms in f See 
~~~~~~~ 695 F 464 U.S. 863 (1982). 

memorandum does not consider federal statutory 
not permit area. 



In to provision, 
27 expressly authorizes the zenry 

self defense as well as defense of the state. 
~~~~~u=~==~' 289 Or 359, 614 94 (1980). In construing 

, the Supreme Court has taken 
note historical roots in the constitutions of other 

• In the case, the court pointed out 

It generally recognized that * * * the 
right to bear arms had its origin in the 
fear colonists 
standing use to 
people, and in their attachment to a 
militia composed of all able-bodied men. 
Probably the necess of f protection 
in a frontier society also was a factor. 
289 Or 366. 

The court added that 

When the drafters 
to an individual's "right to bear 
the arms used by the militia and for 
personal protection were basically the same 
weapons. Modern weapons exclusively 
by the itary are not 'arms' which are 
commonly possessed by individuals for 
defense, therefore, term 'arms' in the 
constitution not include such 
weapons. 

Kessler and the other cases summarized below apply the 
above-mentioned historical standard to various laws restricting 
weapons possession. The cases invalidate laws that prohibit 
mere ion the types of weapons (and their modern 
equivalents) covered by the constitution. The cases 
advise that state and local governments have some regulatory 
powers in this area. Specifically, government has the power to 
impose conditions on the manner of , intent with 
which weapons are carried, the uses to which they may be put 
and the types of persons (~, convicted felons) who may be 

from 

~~~~~~==~~~ supra, involved the constitutional 
ORS 166.510(1) ( of a slugging weapon). The 
defendant was for keeping two "billy 
apartment. The Supreme Court threw out the 

I, 27: 

of 



Gladys McCoy 
6, 

Our of Article I 
Section 27 indicates that the drafters 
intended 'arms' to include the hand-carried 
weapons commonly by individuals 
personal defense. The club an 

, hand weapon which cannot 
logically be excluded from this term. We 
hold that the defendant's possession of a 
billy club in his home protected by 
Article I Section 27, of the Oregon 
Constitution. 289 Or at 372. 

~~~~ was followed by , 291 Or 255, 
630 P2d 824 (1981). Defendant kept a on the 
of his car and was convicted of violating ORS 166.510(1) 
(possession of a ly club or blackjack). The Supreme Court 
again invalidated the conviction, dismissing the argument that 
the constitution protects only the right to keep self 
weapons , as opposed to publ places. The court 

The text 
limited; 
to 
have no 
borders 

of the constitution is not so 
the language not qualified as 
except in the sense that it can 

effect beyond the geographical 
of this state. 291 or at 259. 

At the same time, the court added 

What we said in Kessler, and iterate here, 
seems to raise concerns on the part of the 
state which we believe to be groundless. 
Our decision in neither case goes to the 
question of permissible legislative 
regulation of the manner of possession or 
regulation of the use of the billy. 

Blocker was followed by , 61 Or App 662, 
658 P2d 577 (1983) rev den 295 Or 122. Defendant was convicted 
of violating a Portland Ordinance making it unlawful for any 
person in a public place to carry a loaded firearm. He ied 
on Blocker to support a constitutional attack on the 
conviction. However, the court of Appeals distinguished the 
case from Blocker as follows: 

The most important 
Blocker and this case 
in Blocker and 
here are fundamentally 

between 
that the 

and the ordinance 
different. The 



Gladys McCoy 
6, 

( 1) , 
' of certain weapons, and 

that was the characteristic that made it 
The , 

on the other hand, does not proscribe the 
mere possession of anything. Under it, an 
individual may possess both a firearm and 
ammunition. He may even possess a loaded 
firearm, so long as he not in a a publ 

In a publ place, he may possess 
both a firearm and ammunition, so long as 
the ammunition not in 

I or magazine. 

* * * 
ordinance does regulate the manner of 

, something that Kessler and 
Blocker both recognize as when 
the regulation is reasonable. In 

filling obl to 
health, safety and wel of 
a government body must sometimes 
legislation that touches upon a 
guaranteed by the state or federal 
constitution. Such an encroachment 
permissible when the unrestricted exercise 
of the right poses a clear threat to the 
'interests and welfare of the publ in 
general (citation omitted) and the means 
chosen by the government body do not 
unreasonably interfere with the right. 

* * *Portland has identified a need to 
protect citizens from the hazards that 
are created when people are permitted to 
roam with loaded guns at their s 
The City's was reasonable, 
it a permissibly limited form of 
intrusion on the right. 61 Or App at 
665-66. 

Finally, in State y, Delgado, 298 or 395, 692 P2d 610 
(1984), defendant was convicted under ORS 166.510 
switchblade knife his back pocket. The 

that defendant had no 
an 

found 



in weapons used personal defense ng 
post revolutionary era. However, the 

that its decision 

* * * does not mean individuals have an 
unfettered right to or use 
constitutionally protected arms in any way 
they please. The legislature may, if it 
chooses to do so, regulate possession and 
use. * * * The problem here that 
ORS 166.510(1) absolutely proscribes the 
mere possession or carrying of such arms. 
This constitution not " 
298 Or at 404. 

==~===' the Court illustrated the regulatory 
that, for example, the state can 
of a conceal by an 

ex-convict. 
886(1959). 

~~~~~~~~==, 217 Or 612, 619, 343 

B. 

The constitutional limit on regulatory has 
been supplemented by state gun control legislation. A 1989 law 
(1989 or Laws ch. 839) enacts various restrictions on the 
acquisition and possession of weapons. In ambiguous language, 
it also limits local regulatory power. Section 38 of Act 

Except as otherwise provided by law, 
cities, counties and other political 
subdivisions of this state may regulate 
only the possession of firearms and 
ammunition in a publ place, as in 
ORS 161.015. 

It must be kept mind that, addition to the 1 on 
local regulations quoted above, other portions of Chapter 839 
enact policies with which local measures cannot conflict. 
Thus, it is important to consider the 1989 statute 

, not merely to focus on the limitation in 38. 

ex. 
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1. 

Purchases of handguns from dealers1; are 
subjected background checks by local and state authorities 
to determine the purchaser is disqualified by law from 
ownership. The purchase cannot be completed if the purchaser 

under 18, has a felony conviction or outstanding felony 
arrest warrants, on pretrial , has been found 
mentally incompetent, or has been convicted a 
involving violence. The background check is not required if 
the purchaser has a concealed weapons license. (Section 3, 
below) 

2. 

The 1989 law also makes it unlawful to 
"firearms".!; to persons who would be disqualified under 
above from purchasing a handgun. However, the law 
does require background or delay acquisition a 
firearm. The burden is on the to whether 
purchaser is qualified. A one year study is to be conducted by 
the state police to determine if rifles, shotguns or other 
guns (all of which are "firearms .. ) are being sold to 
disqual 

3. 

Under the 1989 law, county sheriffs are required to 
issue concealed handgun licenses to persons who meet certain 
criteria. The criteria are stricter than those listed above 
for the ~ of a handgun. 

A concealed handgun license must be issued if 
applicant is at least 21, resides the county, has no 
outstanding warrants arrest, not on pretrial I 

By referring to a federal law, the state statute covers 
persons who deal in firearms as a "regular course of trade or 
business" for profit~ it does not cover occasional or 
hobby 18 usc § 921. 

law broadly 
to 

powder and which 
a projectile by 
readily 

" 



demonstrates competence with a handgun, has never 
of a felony, has not been convicted of any 

misdemeanor within the four years preceding the application, 
has not been committed to the Mental Health Division within 
four prior to the effective date of the 1989 statute, 
not from possessing a firearm as a result of 
mental , and not listed on Health 

ished by law. 

In addition, a sheriff may deny a 
applicant the sheriff reasonable grounds to 
reasonably 1 to be dangerous to himself or 

for 

4. 

The 1989 statute exempts sheriffs from liabil 
performance of licensing duties and provides 

review of refusals to grant licenses, 
, and dealers' refusals 

Under Chapter 839, "may regulate 

an 

of firearms and ammunition in a public place, as 

III. 

ORS 161.015." "Public place" broadly 

'Public place' means a place to which 
general public has access and includes, 

but is not limited to, hallways, lobbies and 
other parts of apartment houses and hotels 
not constituting rooms or apartments 
designed for actual residence, and highways, 
streets, schools, places of amusement, 
parks, playgrounds and premises used in 
connection with public passenger 
transportation. 

As stated, the proposed ordinance 
The interplay between the proposal and the 
statutory laws discussed above is complex. Too late, the 
following legal problems have been identified (others may 

during publ hearings). 



. 
' 

A. 

1. The Permit Requirement 

Neither the 
local permit requirement 
already discussed do 
local measure may not 

to a confl 

constitution nor the statute a 
However, the principles 

One such limit that a 
with a statute. Here, 

IV of the ordinance establ 
for issuance of an assault weapons permit. The 
resemble those in the state law concerning licensure for a 
concealed handgun (~, under 21, no outstanding , not 
dangerous to self or others, competent to handle weapon). As 
already stated, are than the statutory 
criteria for a "firearm" a term that an 

weapon. Thus, county ordinance may 
lowing (at a publ ) what the 

would allow. 

In response to such a criticism, we could rely on 
the language in section 38 contemplating local restrictions on 
possession. However, a court would be unlikely to interpret 
that provision to allow a direct conflict with another portion 
of the state law. 300 or 490, 
714 220 (1986). 

The legal issue would not be eliminated by 
rev1s1ng the permit criteria to directly square with the 
statutory criteria for possession of a firearm. It could 
argued the legislature chose to require a background 
for handgun purchases; a local measure to screen for 
eligibility to possess a firearm (assault weapon), even if 
limited to "possession in public places" might not have 
intended. The legislative history might answer this, but our 

to date has not been fruitful on 

Apart from the above problems, it worth 
considering the liability issues that may be presented 
the permit system of the ordinance. Unlike the state 
legislature, the county cannot exempt its officials from 
liability for wrongful performance of duty. Allowance of a 
permit to an ineligible applicant could in county 
1 Whether risk worth a pol 
judgement the County 



2. 

proposed ordinance limits the purposes for 
weapon in a public place. A 

such a weapon in a publ only le 
en route to the permitee's residence, business or 

, or property with the owner's consent, 
(2) to a target range of a club or a gallery licensed 

practice or (3) to an exhibition, display or 
ect about , sponsored by an official agency 

about See Section IV D. 

Apart from the obvious enforcement problems 
, I perceive a possible constitutional 

As noted, the allows of 
f defense. Although government may 

the right (such as regulating 
), the 

They seem not to 
a weapon for f 

Finally, should be noted that also 
prohibits possession of an assault weapon in ace for 

Section IV E. Given the broad statutory 
public place, ordinance seems to ban 

commercial of all assault weapons (a seems 
to 1 within the definition of "public place" in 
ORS 161.015(9)). that so, the ordinance might 
the state constitution and the 1989 state law. to 

the sale of assault weapons in publicly owned bu 
would avoid the problem. 

3. 

Section VII of the proposed 
possession of all firearms (not just 

ordinance regulates 
assault weapons) in 
Firearms must be January 1, 1991. 

The person in must carry a 
the county's sa 

course. If the type of gun requires a permit 
permit), the permit must carried. 

government to 
publ 

problem in a 
be a 



that for 
the possessor must have proof 

1 

are 
the 

, it may be argued that 
not permit to 

to only those who a safety course. 
above would seem to low 

restriction. State law incorporates a 

by 

right to carry arms 
However, the cases 
a reasonable 

of 
, though more limited (competence in using a handgun 

may be a 
of local 

a concealed handgun 1 .) 

regulate handguns, requiring proof 
concealed handgun licenses. The argument would be that 

the county ordinance state 
allows it (no competence must be demonstrated under 
for a firearm). 

Although the statutory ion cannot answered 
with certainty, I believe this portion the ordinance would 
withstand review, unless legislative history clearly supported 
the challengers. The statute seems to room for this sort 

local over , as opposed to 
of firearms. (The statute does that 

of ri and other " no way 
alter the manner in which ri I 

=.:=:....-=~=-· ") 1989 Laws 839 sec. 29. 

to the requirement 
1, 1991 

they were purchased from a 
, I am 

by a 



and obj 
constitutional issue would turn on 

right to 
the source 
as the 1 

arms unreasonably infringed by 
of firearms. The answer would be negative, 

out a valid governmental 
and prevent reasonable access 

A argument, though not a clearly correct one, 
would under the state statute. Section 38 of statute 
seems to empower localities to regulate only the of 
firearms, not their The question could 
be viewed as limiting acquisition (prohibiting 

cc: 

acquired from a certain source). 

Pauline Anderson 
Rick Bauman 

Commissioner Sharron Kelley 
Kafoury 

Skipper 
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* Stateaman·Joumal, Salem, Ore., Tuesday, January 24, 1889, 

Stop the spread of death 

U.S. n eds gun control 
on!" will the response 

ma;ron1cy of Statesman· 
.,,..,,,rnru ""'"11""" to the forthright 

deploring the 
weakness of our sun control laws, 

widespread proliferation of 
W~lPOill, and 

Guest opinion 

RobertY. 
Thornton 

p now opera in 
dties, including ort· 

It is apparent that c::ummt mea· 
IW"N to control pn~ in our coun· 
tr.y an aerioua!y deficient. Mon 
mUit be done to ~educe the alarm· me prolifamtion of theu death· 
dutins weapom. · 



am Cha rma , 

Following the Dec. 
called, "Safe Str 
GUN SAL I 

i 

1 ember 9 9 

ion s, tl n: 

1989 lie he ri elating to the, so 
Ordinance", The Oregonian He dli e rea 

ER. A more appropriate rd coul 

Pub ic offic als are lected to office to prot ct the ri s 
of the pe le, no to evise ys to abolish the e r s, as 
you seek to do, with this propos d ordinance. This is a great 
dis ppointment to most of the citizens who have taken the time 
to attend se hear s. I implore you, don't so cheap , ca t 
si e ri s which h st so much to preserve. 

A lot of "media" mile ge s given to some of the European 
Nations in their r cent bid for freedom, while elected officials 
in these United States, re at work trying to remove our ri to 
keep nd bear arms". In nia, a c ntry where it is a 

c pital offen e to have a firearm in 's po s s i , many 
of its citizens have paid ith their life n their bid for 
freedom. Today, ricans are fi ing in P re General 
Noriega reportedly, issued guns to the civilians, telling them 
to shoot the Americans. aning of cour e, citizens of the 

ited St tes. 

oxi 
opinion 
d ied 
y r 

tely nine five percent of those who 
on the proposed ordinance, are against 

ng your minds made up on the matter. 
ill determine wheather this is true. 

voiced an 
it. You have 

The result of 

you. 

al son 
10060 S. E. 92 Ave. 
Portlan , Oregon 97266 















1494 NW 15th 
Gresham, OR 97030 

(503) 665-7902 

December 21, 1989 

Multnomah County Board 
of Commissioners 
Multnomah County Courthouse 
1021 sw Fourth Ave. 

, OR 97204 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am writing in oppos 
County firearms ordinance presently 
vote against this misdirected, ineffective and 
measure. 

Although the measure has been touted as a 
extension of 1989 Oregon Laws Chapter 839 recently 
the Oregon Legislature, anyone remotely familiar with that law 
knows that such statement is not true. The proponents of this 
measure cannot good argue that is 
related to the purpose of the recently-passed state 
Instead, it is a blatant and oppressive attack on the rights of 
law-abiding citizens of this state guaranteed by the 
constitution and the authority allowed the 
the statute. 

While Commissioner McCoy stated at the last publ 
meeting on this proposed measure that the ion thought 
may a little problem with the constitution, 
wishing to the would be constra to 
that the impediment is substantial. The Bill of 
Oregon Constitution provides 1, 

"The people shall have the right to bear 
arms for the defense of 
state, but the military shall be kept in 

subordination to the " 

This an individual 
Oregon. is the right to both keep 

also clear that, at the time of the adopt 
ion and at time the adoption 

EAFP0478 
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constitution, the right to keep and bear arms the 
right to keep and bear the arms of modern warfare. While 
Oregon Supreme Court has not directly addressed Art 

ion 27 in relation to bearing of mil 
the analys consistently appl by that court 

constitution would extend constitutional 
to bearing of such arms, absent 
constitutional framers intended otherwise. 
is no such evidence. In fact, the 
"the military shall be kept in strict subordinat 
civil power." This of course a hollow ess 

ians have the ability to ensure its continuing 
application. 

The proposed ordinance fl 
1, Section 27 of Oregon 

in the face of not 
constitution, but also 

Article XI, Section 2. Under the 
~~====~~~==, 308 Or 468 (1989), the 

regarding registration, 

of 

unreasonable restrictions on the right to bear 
firearms clearly are unconstitutional. Further, the keeping of 

with respect to lawful purchases of firearms was made a 
Section 3(c) of Chapter 839. 

At the last meeting, one man mentioned 
can require registration and training for a 
why not apply the same principle to firearms. There 
course, a clear distinction. Obtaining a state 1 to 
drive a car is a privilege that may be granted or withheld by 
the state. The right of the citizens of oregon to 
bear arms for the defense of themselves and the state 
constitutionally-guaranteed of each citizen not 
be infringed by or other 
body. 

It was stated at the last publ meeting that 
so-called "safe streets" ordinance aimed ion 
use of firearms by drug gangs and other criminal 
other unlawful uses of firearms. It also ostensibly a 
at reducing the number of avoidable, ace 
In unl to 

The primary 
would be to make criminals 

I 

law-
abiding citizens who are and 
would affect not only residents the 
the county, but anyone passing through 

gun owners. 
unincorporated areas 
those areas 

EAFP0478 

s 
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carrying any firearm. This is not 
so-called "assault weapons," it is a 

ordinance aimed at 1 

If the council truly about 
firearms accidents, there are already 

and educat training available that 
would not involve the expenditure of county monies or the 
imposition any new tax on the citizens of Oregon. Mill 

hunters, and peace officers have sa 
responsible firearms handling through NRA-sponsored tra 
and education programs over the last century. If you want to 
get the job done right, ask the experts, not those who 
wish to infringe on basic constitutional of Oregon 

zens and impose unreasonable restrictions on respons 
firearms possession and use. Take advantage of ing 
programs. Make appropriate county land available for organi 
and casual target shooting and firearms training. 

The county should encourage and promote to the 
zens of the county and state to enroll in f 

that are already offered. Likewise, with 
the law's affect on the use of firearms by the 

other criminal element, it is well-documented 
effect will be negligible to the vanishing point. 

sa 
respect 

zed 
that 

to 

has shown that you cannot control behavior of criminals by 
passing laws of this nature. They don't care about your laws. 
It cannot be seriously argued that organized criminal el 
that are able to smuggle hundreds of thousands of tons of 
illegal drugs into this country will be affected by laws of 
this type. They need only to hide whatever weapons they 
under the bundles of cocaine that they smuggle into the 
country. As I mentioned, the law would merely make a 
class of criminals out of hundreds, if not thousands, of 
otherwise law-abiding citizens. 

Instead of trying to an 
ive, unconstitutional and that 

proposed by Councilpersons Bauman and Anderson, Council 
to implement reasonable measures that would ef 

support safety programs ly are a 
criminal the use of firearms. Council should not 
impose unreasonable burdens on s 

as would be the case if 

new 

No one supports gun safety 
been testifying at the meetings in 

e who 
to this 

EAFP0478 
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measure. The county should actively support and 
zens of the county to take one of the many sa 

and education courses already offered. The can 
itute a public information campaign that truly a 

educating the publ on the safe and responsible 
use of firearms. Allow such to be given in 
schools to help educate youth and 

ing. 

You also asked what type of reasonable regul ions 
could be supported by the citizens. Although I do not 
represent myself as speaking for any other person, I 
that an ordinance that limited the carrying of 

in county parks, county office buildings, county 
schools or other government buildings without a from the 
county, subject to the right to do so under a state 
permit, would be palatable to the majority of such 
Trying to impose a coercive and unreasonable restra on 
possession of weapons on any highways, streets or areas 
accessible to the public in the county is patently 
unreasonable, unworkable, unconstitutional and a of 
enforcement time and taxpayer money. 

You should also pursue enhancing lt of 
firearms-related crimes. Enforce the that are on 
the books. Seek swift and sure justice for criminal 
perpetrators, not a revolving-door system that 
on the streets within hours of their arrest or days or months 
of their conviction for serious crimes. You know answers. 

Recent polls show that a majority of the c izens of 
the metropolitan area oppose the proposed ordinance. 
ordinance lacks support from the Sheriff's office or 

enforcement agency. founded on misleading 
information and the personal agenda of Mr. Bauman. 
have a tradition of individualism and the supporting of 
individual rights in the of oppressive and 
government and the predations of criminal 
proposed ordinance would make a mockery of the right 
citizens to arm and defend themselves and their 
a right which, when chal , Americans to 
yield and which in large measure allowed this nat 

The Revolutionary War was not won with a 
One need not look for of what happens 
are denied such rights. One need only look to 

Romania and China. Once the right to arms 
, what right next to go? 
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Everyone supports reducing 
ing tough on criminals, ly 

However, I am troubled much more by a person such as 
Commissioner Bauman, in a position of authority, attempting to 
erode the individual liberties Oregon citizens than I am 
the fact the Bloods or the Crips have or use firearms 

ly. In my view, Commissioner Bauman and other ected 
o of his ilk are the greater threat. Th 
because misguided programs such as that being 
directing funds and from the effect 
prevention, and speedy apprehension, 
punishment of real and criminals. They do so 

of law-abiding citizens who are treated very 
the ordinance only made more vulnerable to the 

persons on whom the commissioners focus 
attention. 

Commissioner Bauman 
private ownership of firearms by the of 
is plain from his comments and attitude at the 
and his sponsorship of the ordinance. I do not bel 
is so interested in promoting firearms 
use as he in disarming the citizens 

right to keep and arms into an 
administrative red-tape nightmare. 

This 

The right to keep and bear arms for the defense of 
ones self an inalienable right that is immutably bound 
the fabric of American freedom. Americans have a had the 
ability and many time the occasion to fight for their freedom. 
I am reminded of Esek Hopkins, the first Commander Chief of 

Continental Navy during the American Revolution. The 
ish government had sought impose severe taxes 

and laws on its American colonies, including an attempt to 
disarm the Americans. As a warning to the British that 

were willing to stand up and fight 
Hopkins prepared a special flag 

native American rattlesnake for his command ship. 
ivered a simple and eloquent message to the oppressors, 

equally applicable That was "Don't On 
Me." 

Don't tread the rights of Oregon 
on the proposed ordinance. Instead, Vote no 

safety 
promoting 

through public information 
education and the and 
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f Make county land available for organized causal 
target shooting and firearms training. by 
promoting effective enforcement the multitude of 
already on the books. Enhance penalties for crimes 
firearms are used. Make the punishment fit the crime. 
Consider restricting the carrying of operable weapons in 
parks, county office buildings, county school build and 
other publ building (by operable, I mean having a 1 or 
cartridge in the magazine or chamber or having a 
magazine for the weapon readily accessible on Do 
not attempt to extend the reach of this law to 
places such as streets, highways and county land a 
county park. The people will not tolerate it. 

Please vote no on the proposed 

truly 

EAF:v-m 
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TESTIMONY BEFORE THE 
COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF 

Elliot Weiner, Ph.D. 

I am Dr. Elliot Weiner, a clinical psychologist here in Portland and Executive 
Director of the Oregon Psychological Association. I am today to speak in 
support of the gun safety ordinance now being considered by the 
Multnomah Board 

I in support of the proposal with all due respect for those who disagree, who 
fear that it is just a step toward restricting our personal freedom. Maybe it is. 
But if it is, it a but a and overdue one. 

I to speak to two 
live, and, second, concerning 
through guns not accepted. 

We live in a society where more accepted than it ever before as 
a means of disputes. Psychological clearly us that children 

immune to violence watching countless of it on TV day. Guns 
playthings. It is all too easy to pick up the newspaper and read about 

another accidental shooting because kids were just playing with guns. Another sad 
involving kids and guns stares at us from the this morning. It 

follows another playing with killing one just a ago. Perhaps those 
had through the proposed training course the young innocent 
of killings would be alive to play with lethal toys. 

Other news stories and columns should us a clue about where our lives are 
headed aboutguns Phil Stanford column 

gleefully about a man who drove 
someone in car. all 

someone who's cut us off we we could ram them or punch them or 
maybe even shoot out their tires. I was just a few cars behind the shooting on the 

highway somebody shot at a car as pulled the highway. 
It's pretty basic. jargon we call it 
Model." when 

normal any 
guns, assault and an open message that guns are an acceptable 

to respond when frustrated do. They reduce us to responding like animals who are 
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trapped -- or who worry that we may be trapped. Just like in the Old West, when 
frustrated we can shoot our way out of trouble. Only with assault rifles we can kill 
too many and too easily. An angry man can walk into a schoolyard and spray 
gunfire.The disgruntled television fan can kill easily. The angry political loner can 
kill. frustrated student can kill women who are the symbol of 
It's all too too accepted. 

Do we not want these regulations because they really restrict our freedom or .. ,. .............. ~"' .... 
they restrict our of what we would like to do. 

Just last month, I was driving on the Sunset Highway. I signaled and pulled into 
the left hand lane. A van came speeding up behind me and passed me by 
those few feet between my car and the center concrete divider. We had maybe 
inches between our cars and we were traveling an hour. At least I was. 
van was estimated at over 90 as continued weaving in and out of traffic. What 
was a bit more worrisome was the fact that I got an anonymous call a couple of 
weeks later asking me if I remembered incident and telling me that I had better 
watch myself or I could get hurt someday. 

Our new state laws, in their wisdom, have made it legal for driver to carry guns in 
their cars or vans. No more signaling with a lewd gesture to show your anger and 
frustration. Now you'll be able to wave a pistol at the guy who's cut you off. All we 
need now are the horses and it will be just like thrilling days of uo•c:rorv.:>::~ 

The message we give to ourselves, to each other, to our children has to change. It 
can no longer be one of individual restrictions being the first in the trip to helL 
It has to be a message of caution and caring and protection. 

Where guns are concerned, proposed regulations are not the first step on the 
road to hell. They are a very small step on that long trip to sanity. I urge you to take 
that step and Thank for the opportunity to speak with 
you today. 

Elliot Weiner, Ph.D. 


