May 2018 Inn of Court Presentation: The Terminator vs. Gun Regulation
[bookmark: _GoBack]ACT 1 - AT THE GUN SHOP
THE TERMINATOR: [picking up guns at a gun shop, while looking at the guns on the rack behind the clerk] The 12-gauge auto-loader.
[SLIDE 2 – 12 GAUGE]
CLERK: That’s Italian. You can go pump or auto. [hands over the shotgun]
THE TERMINATOR: The .45 long slide, with laser sighting. 
[SLIDE 3 – .45 WITH LASER SIGHT]
CLERK: These are brand new, we just got them in. That’s a good gun. Just touch the trigger, the beam comes on and you put the red dot where you want the bullet to go. You can’t miss. Anything else?
THE TERMINATOR: Phased plasma rifle in the 40-watt range.
[SLIDE 4 – PLASMA RIFLE]
CLERK: [annoyed] Hey, just what you see, pal!
THE TERMINATOR: [looks around] The Uzi nine millimeter.
[SLIDE 5 – UZI]
CLERK: You know your weapons, buddy. Any one of these is ideal for home defense. So, uh, which will it be?
THE TERMINATOR: [pointing the 12-gauge shotgun towards the door] All. Do I need a permit?
CLERK: You’re in Oregon, pal. No permit required to buy any of these guns. Under Article I, Section 27 of the state constitution, the people of Oregon have the right to bear arms for their defense. 
THE TERMINATOR: Good. 
CLERK: Chapter 166 of Title 16 of the Oregon Revised Statutes governs the regulation of firearms, among other things. I can see by the look on your face that you want to know how Oregon defines a firearm. Well I’ll tell you. Under ORS 166.210(3), it’s a weapon, by whatever name known, which is designed to expel a projectile by the action of powder. 
THE TERMINATOR: So handguns and machine guns are firearms, then?
CLERK: They are, each with their own special definitions. A handgun is a firearm that is aimed and fired without using your shoulder. A machine gun, on the other hand, is any weapon designed or modified to allow two or more shots to be fired by a single pressure on the trigger. You can find those definitions in the same statute. 
THE TERMINATOR: I will be leaving with my weapons now. 
CLERK: Hold it there. I’m a federally licensed gun dealer, so you still have to undergo a background check for the handgun under both federal and state law. See 18 U.S.C. § 922(d) and ORS 166.412.
THE TERMINATOR: Agghhh!
[SLIDE 6 – OREGON STATE POLICE]
CLERK: But no worries, my friend. We run the check right here and now. I put in a call to the Oregon State Police and should get your approval in a matter of minutes. That’s true of 96% of background checks we do here in Oregon. The good folks at OSP are obliged to give us a response within 30 minutes or less—like pizza in the 1980s. If they can’t give us one by my next business day, then we can close this little transaction and I can deliver your new .45 to you. See ORS 166.412. 
THE TERMINATOR: [reluctantly hands over i.d.] Here is my i.d.
CLERK: Issued in the year 2029, how ‘bout them apples. Hang on one second. [places call to OSB] You’re approved. This must mean that you’re—
· At least 18 years old; 
· Haven’t been convicted of a felony;
· Don’t have any outstanding felony arrest warrants; and
· Aren’t subject to an order prohibiting you from purchasing firearms due to mental illness. 
See ORS 166.470 for these and other disqualifying factors. Federal law also has its own set of disqualifying factors. 18 U.S.C. § 922(g). For example, you can’t be an illegal alien. You’re not an alien, are you?
[SLIDE 7 – THE TERMINATOR]
THE TERMINATOR: No, I’m a cybernetic organism. Part man, part machine. Underneath, I’m a hyperalloy combat chassis, microprocessor-controlled, fully armored. Outside, I’m living human tissue. Flesh, skin, bad breath, everything. 
CLERK: Whatever, pal. Look, this also means that you’re at least 21 years old. You have to be at least that old to buy this fancy handgun under federal law – 18 U.S.C. § 922(b)(1).
THE TERMINATOR: [flexes “guns” for the audience] Next time I will take my business to a gun show and avoid the hassle of this stupefying background check. 
[SLIDE 8 – GUN SHOW]
CLERK: Easy there my menacing friend. While it’s true that federal law contains the so-called loophole for gun shows—no background check required for those sales under various provisions of 18 U.S.C. §§ 922 & 923—a buyer in Oregon still has to undergo a background check at a show. See ORS 166.433, 438, and 441.
THE TERMINATOR: Aghh, then I will accost a private gun owner on the street and buy their weapon from them in an alleyway. No gun dealers, no gun shows. 
CLERK: Ah, if only you could travel back in time to August 8, 2015 or before, that would be an option. But from and after August 9th of that year, private-party-to-private-party sales in this state also require a background check, though there are exemptions for intra-family and law-enforcement-related transfers. See generally ORS 166.435(4).
THE TERMINATOR: How is a private gun owner supposed to conduct a background check?
CLERK: Simple. The parties to the transaction go to a licensed gun dealer, firearm in hand, and the dealer will run the check for them for a reasonable fee. See ORS 166.435(3).
THE TERMINATOR: [stashes handgun under trench coat] Fine, I will be concealing my loaded handgun and leaving now. 
CLERK: Hold up. If you want to carry a concealed, loaded handgun on you, then you need to apply for a conceal-carry permit. 
[SLIDE 9 – ASHTRAY]
THE TERMINATOR: Aghhh! I thought you said that there were no gun permits in Oregon!
CLERK: I said there’s no permit to buy a gun, chief. You still have to get one to conceal and carry. 
THE TERMINATOR: How?
CLERK: You need to go to the sheriff’s office and apply for one. You’ve got to be at least 21 years old, a U.S. citizen or legal resident alien, a resident of the county in which you’re seeking the permit, and no felony convictions or outstanding arrest warrants. You also have to demonstrate competence with a handgun. You can check off the latter box by completing any number of firearms safety courses approved by the state. All of this is in ORS 166.291.
THE TERMINATOR: Then I won’t conceal my handgun. I will simply holster it open and notoriously. 
[SLIDE 10 – THE TERMINATOR IN NIGHTCLUB]
CLERK: State law doesn’t prohibit that, actually. We call that open carry. See ORS 166.250(3). 
THE TERMINATOR: Perfect. 
CLERK: But hang on just one more second. You’re not only in Multnomah County, you’re in the City of Portland. Both jurisdictions—along with Beaverton, Tigard, Oregon City, Salem, and little Independence—have all banned the carry of firearms in public places for those without a license. In other words, if you don’t have a concealed-carry permit, you can’t carry at all. ORS 166.173 is the authority for local jurisdictions to do this. 
THE TERMINATOR: Bwaahhhhhh! I am calling my councilman to put an end to this madness!



ACT 2 - AT THE CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE
SLIDE 11 - CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE SLIDE
I. Transition from gun shop: 
· C: City Commissioner, what can I do for you?  

· P: I just got off the phone with one of my constituents.  She was telling me about all the guns she just bought.  She’s a real nut job. She’s hunting Sarah Connor. She calls herself the Terminator.  I’m all for weirdos in Portland, but I could do without the guns.  Portland already has an ordinance against carrying a loaded firearm in public, right?
SLIDE 12- PCC 14A.60.010(A)
· C: Right.  Under PCC 14A.60.010(A), “It is unlawful for any person to knowingly possess or carry a firearm, in or upon a public place, including while in a vehicle in a public place, recklessly having failed to remove all the ammunition from the firearm.”  There are exceptions, though, including for persons licensed by the State to carry a concealed weapon.  

· P: Can we pass another ordinance banning guns altogether?   I know the Second Amendment protects the right to bear arms for militias, but we can still ban guns from individuals, right?

II. History of the Second Amendment: 
· C: I can see how you would think that the Second Amendment is restricted to the context of a well-organized militia, but it’s not that simple. I think it’s time for a brief history lesson. 

· P: Ok. 
SLIDE 13- SECOND AMENDMENT SLIDE
· C: Let’s start with the text. The Second Amendment says “A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” 

· P: See, I told you! As long as we aren’t banning people from owning guns while belonging to a militia, we’re gold!

ARNOLD- “A MILITIA TO CRUSH YOUR ENEMIES!”
· C: Makes sense to me. And it mostly made sense to the United States Supreme Court over 200 years as well. But, as we’ll see, things changed. 

· For most of the last 200 years, the Supreme Court ignored the Second Amendment

· And when they did write about it, they wrote very little, and suggested that the Second Amendment only granted a right to bear arms in the context of a militia. 
SLIDE 14- PRESSER V. ILLINOIS SLIDE
· Presser v. Illinois- 116 U.S. 252 (1886): Herman Presser ran a German-American paramilitary shooting organization that had a parade in Chicago and pledged to fight as a militia. Presser was arrested and asserted his Second Amendment rights. The Court upheld the right of states to regulate militias and held that no citizen had the right to organize their own militia. However, the Court wrote, “[a] state cannot prohibit the people therein from keeping and bearing arms to an extent that would deprive the United States of the protection afforded by them as a reserve military force.” 

SLIDE 15- UNITED STATES V. MILLER SLIDE
· United Sates v. Miller, 307 U.S. 174 (1939): The Supreme Court rejected a challenge to the National Firearms Act, which prohibited the transportation of certain types of firearms. A unanimous Court wrote: 

· “In the absence of any evidence tending to show that possession or use of a ‘shotgun having a barrel of less than eighteen inches in length’ at this time has some reasonable relationship to any preservation or efficiency of a well regulated militia, we cannot say that the Second Amendment guarantees the right to keep and bear such an instrument. Certainly it is not within judicial notice that this weapon is any part of the ordinary military equipment or that its use could contribute to the common defense.” 

ARNOLD- “WHAT ABOUT AN UZI NINE MILIMETER??”

· P: That’s it? Two cases in over two hundred years? 

· C: Well, that’s not everything. But, it’s almost everything. People didn’t talk about the Second Amendment or gun control until fairly recently. 

· P: What changed? 

· C: Well, two things changed. First, African Americans began asserting their gun rights. That really motivated some politicians to get behind gun control. And second, the NRA changed. 

SLIDE 16- BOBBY SEALE AND HUEY NEWTON PHOTO

· In 1967, the Black Panthers were formed. As more and more African Americans were killed during the civil rights struggle, Huey Newton and Bobby Seale became convinced that because the government was unable or unwilling to protect them, they had to protect themselves. So, they started arming themselves. 
SLIDE 17- PHOTO OF ARMED BLACK PANTHERS
· On May 2, 1967, armed members of the Black Panthers occupied the California statehouse and asserted their right to bear arms. Suddenly, the Second Amendment became very important to America. 
ARNOLD- I LIKE THE BLACK PANTHERS!
SLIDE 18- RONALD REGAN PHOTO
· P: Really? Black people arming themselves started the modern debate about gun control? 

· C: Yep. 

· P: And, what’s the NRA have to do with all of this? 
SLIDE 19- OLD NRA IMAGE 
· C: Well, the NRA, like the rest of America, for the majority of American history didn’t view the Second Amendment as all that important. 

· The NRA was started by Union Civil War officers upset over Civil War recruits’ poor shooting skills and understanding of firearms. 

· So, the NRA started as a marksmanship and gun safety club. 

· P: Really? What changed? 

· C: Well in 1971, the ATF killed an NRA member who was hiding a large cache of illegal guns. This galvanized members of the NRA and a group of more extreme gun advocates began to make moves within the NRA. 

SLIDE 20- HARLON CARTER

· In 1975, Harlon Carter, an anti-immigrant and anti-crime former border patrol agent formed the NRA’s first political lobbying arm, the Institute for Legislative Action. 

· More traditional NRA members cut the staff back on the ILA and were not happy with the group’s more aggressive stance on guns and move into politics. 
SLIDE 21- FROM MY COLD DEAD HANDS 1977 NRA COUP
· In response, in 1977, at the NRA annual convention, Carter and some other hardliners organized an uprising. In a meeting that lasted into the morning hours, Carter and his allies wrested control of the NRA away from the old guard. 

· From 1977 on the NRA became a massive political lobbying organization that has dominated the gun control debate in the United States and in some ways directly led to the current state of Second Amendment jurisprudence. 

· P: Well, what is the current state of Second Amendment Jurisprudence? 

· C: Well, throughout the 1990’s and 2000’s, the NRA began trying to find the perfect case to get a ruling from the Supreme Court establishing a personal right to bear arms. 

· P: And did they get a case? 
SLIDE 22- CATO INSTITUTE
· C: Well, they didn’t, but someone else did. In 2002, the Cato Institute, a libertarian think-tank began vetting plaintiffs for a challenge to a Washington DC law that banned handguns and required rifles and shotguns be kept unloaded, and either disassembled, or bound by a trigger lock.  Ironically, the NRA tried to convince the Cato institute to scuttle the planned law suit because they feared that make-up of the Court would not read a personal right to bear arms into the Second Amendment. 

· P: What happened? 

SLIDE 23- DC V. HELLER
· C: Well, eventually Cato institute settled on six plaintiffs. The lead plaintiff was Dick Heller. Heller was a special police officer for the District of Columbia. He carried a gun for his job, but couldn’t carry one on the streets when off the job, or keep a gun at home. He lived in the Kentucky Courts housing project, a place the plaintiffs claimed had become a drug haven and required Mr. Heller to have a gun for self-defense.

· In 2008, in a 5-4 vote, with Justice Scalia writing the opinion, the Court held that the Second Amendment guarantees an individual's right to possess a firearm unconnected with service in a militia, and to use that weapon for traditionally lawful purposes, such as self-defense within the home. 
SLIDE 24- SECOND AMENDMENT AS ORIGINALLY INTENDED CARTOON

· P: Really? So, I can’t ban all guns in Portland. 

· C: Not now. 
ARNOLD- “I’M COMING FOR YOU SARAH CONNOR”
III. Ban all handguns: 
· P: Well, what about just banning handguns? Those are the guns that kill the most people. Couldn’t we ban all handguns in Portland? 

· C: Well, that’s pretty much what they tried in Heller. 

· P: And why did the Court say that wasn’t okay? 
SLIDE 25- JUSTICE SCALIA GRAMMAR SLIDE
· C: Well, Justice Scalia took us back to grammar school. 

· The Court held that the prefatory clause, “a well regulated militia” announced a purpose for the Second Amendment, but didn’t limit the operative clause, “the right of the people to keep and bear arms, shall not be infringed.” 

· The Court felt that the intent of the framers was to allow citizens to arm themselves informally to protect themselves against “political” or “select militias.” 

·  The Court also noted that state constitutions at the time had a personal right to bear arms, and early scholarship on the Second Amendment supported a personal right to bear arms. 

· As to handguns, the Court said that a ban on handguns was a ban on guns that Americans overwhelmingly choose for the purpose of self-defense, and therefore violated the Second Amendment. 
SLIDE 26- MCDONALD V CHICAGO SLIDE
· Also, in 2010, the Court decided McDonald v. City of Chicago, 561 U.S. 742 (2010). 

· P: What was that case about? 

· C: Mostly it was about whether the Second Amendment applied to state gun regulations. Chicago had passed a law saying that all handguns had to be registered. 

· P: What’s wrong with that? 

· C: Nothing, but the law then listed handguns that were not eligible to be registered, which was pretty much all handguns. So, the law effectively banned handguns. The Court held that the Second Amendment applied to the states and invalidated the Chicago law. 

· P: So, no handgun ban? 

· C: No handgun ban. 
IV. Make guns hard or expensive to acquire: 
· P: What about making guns really expensive to acquire? What if we required a super expensive licensing fee or made you have insurance? 

· ARNOLD- THE TERMINATOR HAS MONEY!

· C: Maybe. As long as the regulations were targeted towards safety or administrative costs. 
SLIDE 27- KWONG V. BLOOMBERG SLIDE
Kwong v. Bloomberg, 723 F.3d 160, 161 (2d Cir. 2013), upheld NYC’s $340 gun licensing fee.  However, in doing so, the Second Circuit held that imposing fees on the exercise of constitutional rights, such as owning a gun, “is permissible when the fees are designed to defray (and do not exceed) the administrative costs of regulating the protected activity.”  Given the evidence of the cost per license to NYC, the Court found the fee permissible.  The Court further found the fee, which worked out to be just over $100/year was nothing more than a “marginal” restraint on one’s Second Amendment rights.  So, a fee designed to infringe, or that does interfere with the Second Amendment, won’t work.

· P: Well, guns kill a lot of people. Why not make it mandatory for gun owners to have liability insurance, just like we do with cars? 

· C: You probably could do that. But, I’d just be sure you were ready to back the rates up with statistics on how much gun violence costs the city. 

V. Ban on assault rifles: 
· P: What about banning certain types of guns, like assault rifles? 

ARNOLD- “DON’T BAN THE UZI NINE MILIMETER!”
SLIDE 28- KOBE V. MARYLAND SLIDE
· C: That you could do. The court in Heller noted that the right to bear arms was not absolute. In regards to specific types of guns, the court said the Second Amendment placed no restrictions on bans on “dangerous and unusual weapons.”

· P: But, aren’t all guns dangerous? 

· C: Yes, but not all guns are unusual. Also, the Heller Court noted that the Second Amendment does not protect weapons like “M-16” rifles, weapons the Heller Court described as “weapons that are most useful in military service.” But, don’t worry, you could probably go pretty far with particular types of gun bans based on a 2017 4th Circuit Case called Kolbe v. Hogan 849 F.3d 114. 

· In Kolbe, Maryland passed a law after the Newton school shooting banning a number of semi-automatic assault style weapons, including any semi-automatic centerfire rifle that has a magazine with a capacity to accept more than 10 rounds. 

· The law also banned the sale, manufacture, or purchase of any magazine that has a capacity of more than 10 rounds. 

· The Fourth Circuit, sitting en banc, held that the weapons and magazines targeted by the Maryland law were, like the M-16 rifles mentioned in Heller, “weapons that are most useful in military service,” and therefore, not protected by the Second Amendment. 

· P: So, no center-fire rifles with magazines that can hold more than 10 rounds, and no high capacity magazines for any other guns? That’s a lot of guns. Isn’t the Supreme Court going to reverse? 

· C: Some people thought so. But the Supreme Court denied certiorari, so for now, so long as you can say a weapon is either “dangerous and unusual” or that it is “most useful in military service” you can probably ban it. 
V. Banning guns outside the home: 

· P: Turning back to handguns. Couldn’t we pass a law banning people from having handguns anywhere but inside their homes? 

ARNOLD- NO MORE GUNSHOWS???
· C: A ban on guns in public might get past the second amendment.
· P: Great
SLIDE 29- PERUTA V. CALIFORNIA
·  Peruta v. County of San Diego, 824 F.3d 919 (9th Cir. 2016) might help you out. 

· In California, you can only get a license to carry a concealed firearm in public if you make a showing of good cause. Each county sheriff gets to publish policies defining good cause. San Diego County required residents to show “circumstances that distinguish the applicant from the mainstream . . . Simply fearing for one’s personal safety alone is not considered good cause.” Further definitions basically required someone to show a specific threat. 

· H: “The Second Amendment- whatever the scope of that protection may be- simply does not extend to the carrying of concealed firearms in public by members of the general public.” 

· P: So we could pass a law restricting handguns to the home!

· C: Maybe or maybe not under the Second Amendment. While the Peruta Court clearly said the Second Amendment does not protect carrying a concealed gun in public, it did not answer, and noted that the Supreme Court has yet to resolve, whether or not the Second Amendment protects the right to carry non-concealed firearms in public. And, I haven’t even got to the Oregon Constitution yet.

· P: The Oregon constitution? 
SLIDE 30- ARTICLE I SEC. 27 SLIDE
· C: Article I, Section 27 of the Oregon Constitution protects an individual’s right to bear arms for self-defense.  The Oregon Supreme court has found this right infringed by bans on carrying billy clubs and switch blades in public.  

· P: Then how is Portland’s ban on loaded firearms in public still on the books?  
SLIDE 31- STATE V. CHRISTIAN SLIDE
· C: The State Supreme Court addressed this issue in State v. Christian, 354 Or. 22, 307 P.3d 429 (2013).  The Court noted that unlike total bans in prior cases, the Portland Ordinance has exceptions, including for individuals licensed to carry a concealed handgun.  This, as explained by the Court, makes the ordinance not a ban so much as a regulation on the manner of possessing weapons in public.  So, a law that says guns are only allowed in the home is unlikely to survive for long.    
SLIDE 32- ARNOLD WITH GUNS
VI. Transition to next scene: 
· P: Well, let’s pass a ban and find out what happens!

· C: You could. But, I’d expect an expensive lawsuit funded by the NRA. 

· P: Dang. Well, I really don’t want Arnold having any guns. She’s dangerous!

· C: Well, Sarah Connor can go after the Terminator’s guns specifically. 

· P: Really? 

· C: Yes, Sarah can go to court and get a judge to take the Terminator’s guns away.




ACT 3 – IN THE COURTROOM
Sarah Connor enters the courtroom.  
All rise!
Judge takes the bench
J: Please be seated
J: Petitioner Sarah Connor?
SC: Yes your honor, that’s me, I need the Court’s help.  
J: What can we do for you?
SC: This large, scary woman is going to kill me, is there any way you can take away her guns?
[SLIDE 33: FAPA]
J: Actually, yes, there is.  Under Oregon law, we may issue an order to dispossess under the Family Abuse Prevention Act, or FAPA.
SC: FAPA?  
J: Yes, FAPA says that any person who has been the victim of abuse within the last 180 days and is in imminent danger of further abuse may seek a restraining order
SC: What type of order is that?
[SLIDE 34: COURT CAN ORDER]
J: Well, under ORS 107.718,  We can order that the respondent not have contact with a person and places related to that person, and we can also order “OTHER RELIEF THE COURT CONSIDERS NECESSARY TO PROVIDE FOR YOUR SAFETY AND WELFARE”, which we’ve gone ahead and determined gives us the power to dispossess someone of their firearms and ammunition.  
SC: GREAT!!! GIVE ME ONE OF THOSE!! 
[SLIDE 35: PETITIONER HAS THE BURDEN . . . ]
J: Hold on, hold on, I have to ask you some questions first.  Let me have you sworn 
SC: I swear to tell the truth.
J: Ok so, let’s talk about your situation, what is the name of the respondent?
SC:  Uhh…. T-something, like, T-800 Cyberdyne Systems Model 101 
J: I’m going to call her T-Doe, ok?
SC: sounds good.
[SLIDE 36: HOWEVER . . .]
J: So let’s talk about abuse, has she intentionally or recklessly caused you physical injury in the last 180 days?  
SC: Well, um, no, I mean, she hasn’t touched me yet. 
J: Has she threatened to cause you physical harm within the last 180 days?
SC: Oh for sure, I was in a nightclub and she came up to me and pulled out a gun and pointed it’s laser thing at my forehead.  This happened last night.
J: Ok, that sounds like a credible threat.  What makes you believe that she’s an imminent threat going forward?
SC: Well, she’s killed the other two women in town named Sarah Connor, and she killed my roommate and her boyfriend, and, let’s see, she drove a car into a police station and killed everyone there…
J: Ok Ok, that’s a credible threat going forward, for sure. Now let’s talk about how you know her, is she your spouse?
SC: no.
J: former spouse?
SC: no.
J: are you related by blood?
SC: I don’t even think she has blood, she seems robotic. No.
J: Have you lived with her or had a sexually intimate relationship with her within the last two years?
SC: No, please, I am not into gym rats like that lady, and her accent is ridiculously annoying.
J: Do you have  child together?
SC: NO!
J: sorry ma’am, I can’t give you a fapa restraining order because she does not count as a family member under 107.705.  But, wait, let’s talk about another possibility, an ERPO.
SC: what’s an ERPO?
[SLIDE 37: ERPO]
J: An Extreme Risk Protection Order, or ERPO, is a restraining order designed to remove firearms or other deadly weapons from someone who poses a risk to the community.
SC: Can I get one of those?
J: Maybe, a household member, family member or a law enforcement officer may seek an ERPO under ORS 166.527
SC: What’s a family or household member? 
J: for this statute, it’s someone who is a spouse, intimate partner, parent, child, sibling, or person living within the same household as the respondent.
SC: So if I’m not one of those, what can I do?  
J: You can talk to a law enforcement agent, and they can initiate the proceeding.
SC: What will they need to show?
J: They need to show that the respondent presents a risk in the near future of either suicide or causing physical injury to another person, and the standard is pretty high: clear and convincing evidence
SC: How can they show that?
[SLIDE 38: FACTORS]
J:  There are many factors, including: a history of suicide attempts, a history of use or threats of force against others, previous unlawful or reckless use of a deadly weapon, and whether the person tried acquire a deadly weapon within the last 180 days.  The court can also consider anything it finds to be reliable to help it makes its decision.
SC: What about mental health?
Enter Gloria:
Terminator: IT’S NOT A TUMOR
J: The statute specifically prohibits the court from making a finding about mental health, and instead focuses on threats to others or oneself
SC: OK so what happens if it’s granted?  
[SLIDE 39: THE COURT CAN ORDER]
J: We issue an order to surrender firearms, which requires them to surrender their firearms to either a third party or to law enforcement within 24 hours, and law enforcement may demand the weapons upon service of the restraining order under ORS 166.537
TERMINATOR: Your honor, I’ll be back, to challenge this order if you grant it!
J: Well, a respondent may challenge an order by requesting a hearing within 30 days of receiving service, if the respondent loses at that hearing, the order will be in effect for one year.  So Ms. Connor, how do you want to proceed?
SC: Well, I would bring an officer here but, she killed them all.  
J: Motion denied!
TERMINATOR: HASTA LA VISTA, BABY!
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