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Pennsylvania Attorney General Agrees that ‘Goods 
For Guns’ Violates State Law. 

 
The ACSL received a phone call from Attorney General Mike 

Fisher regarding our complaint that Goods for Guns of Allegheny 
County is violating state law during their gun buy-backs held each 
year in Allegheny County. 

The Attorney General agreed that those persons who transport 
any handgun or pistol to a buy back center without first obtaining a 
license to carry from a county Sheriff is in violation of Section 
6109 of the state’s Uniform Firearms Act.   

In addition the Attorney General agreed that the transfers being 
conducted at the various turn-in centers are not legal transfers if 
they firearms is a handgun or pistol.  Any person who desires to 
transfer a handgun must do so on the premise of a licensed firearm 
dealer and a background check must be performed. 

The Attorney General also agreed to look into the possibility 
that the handguns that are being turned in may be illegally 
transported in intrastate commerce without a license.  According to 
the Goods for Guns web site all the handguns collected are shipped 
to a sculptor in Connected to be turned into an art piece. 

The Attorney General planned on contacting officers of the 
Goods for Gun program to inform them of his opinion. 
 

Latrobe's City Council considers violating 
Pennsylvania state law 

At its March 10 meeting, several members of the Latrobe 
Borough Council proposed an ordinance that would ban 
persons with legally obtained Concealed Carry Permits from 
carrying concealed weapons in parks in Latrobe 
Borough.  The ordinance was proposed to fight 
vandalism caused by youths with BB and pellet guns.  Other 
items prohibited would be spears, bows and arrows, 
slingshots, rocket devices and any projectile propelled by 
explosive materials.  One part of the proposed ordinance 
prohibits the use of bows and arrows anywhere outdoors 
in Latrobe Borough. 
  

The proposed ordinance is illegal under the PA 
Crimes Code (Title 18), which states as follows: 

  
Section 6120 Limitation on Municipal Regulation of 
Firearms and Ammunition.  “(a) General rule. - No 
county, municipality or township may in any manner 
regulate the lawful ownership, possession, transfer or 
transportation of firearms, ammunition or ammunition 
components when carried or transported for purposes not 
prohibited by the laws of this Commonwealth.”    

  
A letter, co-signed by the Westmoreland County 

Sportsmen's League, The Allegheny County Sportsmen's 
League, The Pennsylvania Sportsmen's Association, and 
Pennsylvania Rifle & Pistol Association was sent to the 
Latrobe Borough officials, Borough Council and Solicitor 
explaining the illegality of the ordinance and also 
explaining that there is precedent for legal action against 
those who support the ordinance if it is passed.   

The proposed ordinance states: 
“ it shall be unlawful for any person, except police, 
and any park or playground, to carry or use in any 
way any exposed or concealed type of firearm or a 
weapon.” 

Prior to the tabling of this ordinance one Councilman 
argued that the plan would void the right to carry a 
concealed firearm for citizens who hold permits from the 
Westmoreland County Sheriff's office. 

Perhaps the most troubling comments during debate on 
this ordinance came from Deputy Mayor Neal Fenton who 
said, “ but I don't think BB or pellet guns or even lawful 
firearms have any place in our parks.” It would appear that 
the Deputy Mayor is part of an elected minority who 
apparently lives in an idealistic world that is ignorant of 
real-world consequences. To disarm those who would visit 
parks or recreation areas creates free fire zones where 
criminals can target law-abiding citizens and not only the 
parks also from the mode of transportation used to get their 
and the route of travel to and from.  
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The next meeting of the Latrobe Borough Council will 
be on Apr il 14, at 7:00 PM  in the Latrobe Borough 
Municipal Building, second floor council chambers.  It will 
be extremely important for as many hunters and gunowners 
as is possible to attend the meeting to show support for 
those Council members who are against the passage of the 
ordinance. 

It should also be noted that the mayor has, at past 
meetings, restricted public comment to only those persons 
who are Latrobe residents.  This, however, does not mean 
that only Latrobe residents can attend the meeting. 
 

Gun Legislation-PA. 
Gun legislation (Anti & Pro) continues to arrive in the 

Electronic Bill Room in Harrisburg right on Que. The following 
bills have been introduced since our last report. 
 

HB 358 – By Rep. Dan Frankel.  This bill would increase 
penalties for anyone committing a home invasion and increases the 
penalties if someone is harmed. 

HB 439 – By Rep. Ken Ruffing.  This bill would prohibit any 
person who possesses a CCW permit from lawfully carrying a 
firearm in a bottle club. 

Previous Repor ted Legislation: 
HB 185 – Support / HB 234 – Oppose / HB 242 – Oppose / HB 
243 – Oppose / HB 246 – Oppose / HB 351 – Oppose / HB 354 – 
Oppose / HB 355 – Oppose. 
 
Apr il 9, Neal Knox Repor t -- The House voted 285-
140 a bit over an hour ago to end the frivolous, malicious 
lawsuits trying to hold gun manufacturers, distributors and 
dealers liable for the costs of criminal misuse of their legal 
products. 

Congress clearly recognized that those suits were 
intended to bankrupt the industry through legal costs, even 
if the municipalities, whose taxpayers paid for most of the 
suits, never won a cent. 

The two-to-one vote (including 63 Democrats) for 
Commerce Subcommittee Chairman Cliff Stearns' H.R. 
1036 -- strongly backed by Judiciary Chairman Jim 
Sensenbrenner (R-Wis.) -- was a stunning 
victory for NRA.  Passing that bill into law has been NRA's 
No. 1 priority.  No other gun group has put that kind of 
effort into the bill, so unlike most gun votes, this win is 
almost exclusively their's. 

Each of five amendments designed to weaken or gut the 
bill went down by similar lopsided margins, three on record 
votes of 147-279, 134-289 and 144-280. 

It won't be as easy in the Senate, for while the 
companion bill, S. 659, by Sens. Larry Craig (R-Idaho) and 
Max Baucus (D-Mont.), has a majority 51 co-sponsors, it 
will take 60 votes to overcome a filibuster -- if anti-gun 
forces decide to attempt it. 

Rep. Sheila Jackson-Lee (D-Tex.) fumed that the bill had 
been on a fast track so we can all celebrate at the NRA 
Convention.  Rep. Melvin Watt (D-N.C.), the lead 
opponent, also claimed that the push was timed so NRA 
could boast to members about it at the NRA convention two 
weeks down the road. 

The same thought was expressed to me by a long-time 
NRA staffer and member when I told him the vote was 
coming. 

With him and most other NRA members outside the gun 
industry, the No. 1 priority this year is blocking extension of 
the Feinstein assault weapon and standard capacity 
magazine ban, scheduled to expire in September 2004. 

Winning that battle will be technically easier, since 
nothing must be passed to make the most sweeping gun law 
rollback in history.  But despite today's lopsided votes, it 
won't be easy. 

My biggest worry is that Congressmen may expect 
today's votes to carry as much weight with gunowners as 
killing the ban on military-look semi-autos and over-10-shot 
magazines. 

Not in my book they won't. 
 
NRA-ILA Grassroots Alert 
Vol. 10, No. 11                                      3/14/03 

RECKLESS LAWSUIT PREEMPTION 
REMAINS IN NRA SPOTL IGHT 

Reckless lawsuit preemption legislation remains one of 
the top priorities for NRA this Congress. H.R. 1036, the 
House version of this critical reform, was introduced on 
February 27, and its 243 original cosponsors-a number that 
easily exceeds a simple majority of U.S. Representatives-
indicates this Congress may be ready to deliver the final nail 
in the coffin for the predatory lawsuits advanced by anti-gun 
extremists. This reckless lawsuit agenda, promoted, funded, 
and litigated by the Brady Campaign/HCI and anti-gun big 
city mayors (who are misusing taxpayer dollars to fund this 
anti-gun strategy), is designed to drive law-abiding gun 
makers into bankruptcy. It seeks to force them to defend 
themselves against the absurd allegation that the firearm 
industry should be held accountable when violent criminals 
go through illegal channels to obtain lawful, non-defective 
firearms, then use them to commit violent crimes. 

Those lawmakers who have already signed on to this 
legislation deserve our thanks, so please call them to 
express your support. Those who have not should be 
encouraged to sign on as cosponsors, and U.S. Senators 
need to be encouraged to support a companion bill in the 
Senate. 

You can reach your U.S. Representative by calling (202) 
225-3121, and your U.S. Senators by calling (202) 224-
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3121. For additional contact information, use our "Write 
Your Representatives" tool. 

NEW JERSEY APPELLATE RULING 
ALLOWS RECKLESS LAWSUITS TO PROCEED 
On March 11, a New Jersey appeals court handed the 

gun-ban lobby a minor victory, when it determined the 
reckless lawsuits filed by the New Jersey cities of Camden, 
Jersey City, and Newark could proceed to trial. And while 
the gun-ban lobby, HCI, hailed the ruling as "a major legal 
defeat for the gun industry," attorneys representing the 
industry were relatively unimpressed. "We’re not quaking in 
our boots," Larry Keane told The Philadelphia Inquirer, 
"because at the end of the day, the cities will not be able to 
prove the allegations." Keane, Vice President and General 
Counsel of the National Shooting Sports Foundation, Inc. 
(NSSF), went on to say, "We do not fear this liti gation, 
because we know the allegations are not true." Timothy G. 
Atwood, another lawyer representing a member of the 
firearm industry, speculated the ruling merely indicated the 
judges̀  politi cal inclinations. "How else does one explain 
that identical theories have been advanced in 30 cases 
[nationwide]," he asked the Inquirer, "but in the most liberal 
states, courts view exactly the same allegation and take a 
more activist view?" Many rulings have sided against the 
gun-ban lobby and its flagrant abuse of the judicial process, 
including all where a final ruling has been handed down. 
And although these predatory lawsuits often fail , their true 
goal of saddling law-abiding gun makers with the ever-
increasing financial burden of having to defend themselves 
in court is having some success. The true goal, after all , is to 
drive gun makers into bankruptcy, which is why the gun-ban 
lobby’s strategy is to file as many cases as possible, in as 
many areas as possible. The more cases filed, the more 
money law-abiding gun makers must spend defending 
themselves, even if the charges are ridiculous. And the 
wider HCI casts its net of reckless liti gation, the more li kely 
it will find venues with either judges or juries that are 
sympathetic to its anti-gun agenda, and thus prolong the 
financially draining process of mounting a defense. Brian 
Seibel, an HCI trial lawyer, even implied as much to the 
Inquirer when he commented about the New Jersey ruling, 
haili ng the fact that there will be "three different cases with 
three different juries." 

All of HCI’s bluster over the New Jersey ruling comes 
on the heels of an embarrassing loss in Cali fornia last week 
(see last week`s Grassroots Alert), which explains the 
attempt to distract its supporters and the media with the 
canard that the New Jersey ruling was somehow significant. 
In Cali fornia, a judge rejected 12 cases against gun makers 
in one fell swoop. The fact that the 12 cases filed by 
separate municipaliti es (with HCI’s assistance) had all been 
combined into one was li kely frustrating to the gun-ban 
lobby, as it meant less financial burden to gun makers. But 

even more devastating is the fact that the dismissal came 
after all of the evidence had been presented by the anti-gun 
extremists-including the aff idavit by the firearms industry 
"insider" HCI hailed as an "explosive declaration" that 
represented a "watershed event" in the reckless lawsuit 
campaign. The New Jersey cases, on the other hand, had yet 
to begin the discovery phase of the trial, where evidence is 
actually presented. 

The idea that some reckless lawsuits may be prolonged 
by activist judges is all the more reason for the passage of 
H.R. 1036, the reckless lawsuit preemption legislation 
currently pending in Congress. Unless these kinds of cases 
are prohibited by Congress, the law-abiding firearm industry 
runs the risk of suffering the proverbial "death of a thousand 
cuts." While each individual case by itself may represent 
only a minimal threat, multiple reckless suits could be 
destructive. Even some lawmakers who may not support 
NRA’s pro-gun views support putting an end to the reckless 
lawsuit agenda. U.S. Representative Artur Davis (Ala.-D), 
whom The Birmingham News describes as "no friend to the 
[NRA]," told the paper he felt H.R. 1036 is "a legitimate 
effort to rein in some of these lawsuits." Matt Nosanchuk, 
the liti gation director for the Violence Policy Center-a 
relatively obscure extremist organization that advocates 
banning all handguns-posed to The Birmingham News the 
exceptionally ridiculous questions, "If these cases are so 
frivolous, why are they so afraid to let them go forward? If 
they`re so confident of their position, why do they go to the 
legislatures and to Congress to shut them down?" Perhaps if 
Matt had to defend himself against dozens of suits that had 
no basis or merit hè d understand. 
 
Vol. 10, No. 12                                        3/21/03 

RECKLESS LAWSUIT BILL 
INTRODUCED IN US SENATE 

U.S. Senators Larry Craig (R-Id.)-also an NRA Director-
and Max Baucus (D-Mont.) introduced the Senatè s version 
of reckless lawsuit preemption, S. 659, on Wednesday, 
March 19. Fifty-two Senators have signed on to this bill -
which seeks to end the gun-ban lobby`s efforts to drive law-
abiding firearm manufacturers into bankruptcy under the 
crushing weight of their predatory, ill egitimate lawsuits-
representing a majority of the Senatè s 100 members. With 
nine Democrats already signed on as cosponsors, including 
Senate Minority Whip Harry Reid (D-Nev.), as well as 
every Senate Republican who holds a leadership position, S. 
659 has solid bipartisan and leadership support. Coupled 
with the February 27 introduction of the House version of 
reckless lawsuit preemption, H. R. 1036, the anti-gun 
extremists at the Brady Campaign/HCI must be gravely 
concerned Congress is prepared to remove one of the 
principal weapons from the gun-ban lobby`s arsenal. 
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But until reckless lawsuit preemption becomes law, the 
firearm and ammunition industry will continue to be subject 
to the threat of predatory litigation. HCI and anti-gun big 
city mayors will continue to shop for judicial venues where 
they can find judges and juries that are sympathetic to their 
gun-ban agenda. 

In fact, as we reported last week, a ruling by a judge in 
New Jersey will allow three cases promoted by anti-gun 
mayors and HCI to proceed, and this week a judge in West 
Virginia made a similar decision to allow another HCI-
backed case to continue. These rulings, while at the earliest 
stages of the cases, represent the need for reckless lawsuit 
preemption legislation. While firearm manufacturers remain 
confident they will prevail, as long as these baseless, 
meritless cases are allowed to proceed, they will be a 
draining financial burden for all gun makers-a cost that will 
inevitably be passed on to future gun purchasers. In a 
response to the ruling in New Jersey, National Shooting 
Sports Foundation (NSSF) Vice President and General 
Counsel Lawrence G. Keane said, "[These cases] are 
ultimately doomed to failure because their allegations have 
been proven to be without basis in fact." He went on to 
state, "Today’s decision demonstrates the urgent need for 
Congress to pass common sense legal reform in order to 
restore integrity and fairness to our judicial system." Keane 
voiced his support for reckless lawsuit preemption, saying, 
"This abuse of the legal system could be stopped with the 
passage of [H.R.] 1036, written to protect law-abiding 
manufacturers from such groundless suits. More than 30 
states have already passed similar legislation. Those with an 
interest in manufacturing or selling manufactured goods of 
any kind should consider asking their Representatives and 
Senators to quickly pass HR 1036 and [S. 659]." 

Those lawmakers who have already signed on to these 
bills deserve our thanks, so please call them to express your 
support. Those who have not should be encouraged to sign 
on as cosponsors. To find out if your federal lawmakers 
have signed on yet, go to the Library of Congress website. 
You can reach your U.S. Representative by calli ng (202) 
225-3121, and your U.S. Senators by calli ng (202) 224-
3121. For additional contact information, use our "Write 
Your Representatives" tool. 

ANTI-GUN MAYOR 
CONVICTED IN FEDERAL COURT 

Joseph Ganim (D), the mayor of Bridgeport, Conn., was 
found guilty of 16 of 21 charges on Wednesday, March 19, 
in a federal corruption trial. The jury handed down guilty 
verdicts on charges that included racketeering, extortion, 
bribery, mail fraud, and filing a false tax return. An 
MSNBC article said the prosecution had "painted Ganim as 
a greedy man who felt entitled to more than $500,000 in 
illegal benefits from his associates in return for steering 

millions of dollars in contracts to them and their clients." In 
an editorial posted to the New Haven Register`s website, the 
Connecticut paper charged, "For no other reason, Joe Ganim 
deserves a long time behind bars for wasting the court`s 
time with this trial." 

Of course, Ganim is no stranger to wasting the time of 
courts, not to mention taxpayer dollars. He was, after all, the 
driving force behind Bridgeport`s doomed reckless lawsuit 
against the firearm industry, which was initially dismissed 
because the city lacked "...any statutory authorization to 
initiate...claims." And while Ganim insisted on wasting 
more tax money by appealing the dismissal, it met its final 
demise at the hands of the Connecticut Supreme Court in 
October 2001. 

Perhaps Ganim wasted taxpayer dollars on his reckless 
lawsuit because he truly believed in the absurd notion that 
the firearm and ammunition industry should be held civilly 
liable for the unforeseeable criminal actions of others. Or, 
perhaps, he used the litigation in a desperate attempt to 
distract attention from his mounting legal troubles. 
Regardless of the reasons, justice was served when Ganim’s 
reckless suit was rejected. A second helping of justice was 
served this week with the handing down of 16 guilty 
verdicts. A third course, the sentencing, is scheduled for 
July 1, when Ganim could be sentenced to serve up to 126 
years in prison, and ordered to pay as much as $500,000 in 
restitution and $4 million in fines. If Ganim receives the 
maximum sentence, his final serving will truly be his just 
"deserts." 
 
Vol. 10, No. 13                                       3/28/03 

THE "ACADEMY" MUST NOW SHARE 
MICHAEL MOORE`S CINEMATIC SHAME 

By Chris W. Cox 
NRA-ILA Executive Director 

As the record-low television audience that sat through 
Hollywood’s latest celebration of Hollywood knows, the 
Academy Award for a feature documentary film was given 
to Michael Moore’s  Bowling for Columbine, a painfully 
pretentious work of anti-American, anti-gun, anti-NRA 
propaganda.  
But many don’t know that the Academy of Motion Picture 
Arts and Sciences had to violate its own rules to allow 
Moore to compete for, much less win, an Oscar. The 
Academy’s "Special Rules for the Documentary Award" 
define a documentary film "as a non-fiction motion picture," 
with the emphasis "on factual content." Bowling for 
Columbine miserably fails this practical test. It is a work of 
propaganda, pure and simple, riddled not with slovenly 
conducted research but with calculated dishonesty.  
For example, Moore splices together two separate speeches 
by NRA President Charlton Heston to create the false 
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impression that viewers are seeing a single speech given at 
the 1999 NRA Annual Meetings in Denver. Moore’s intent 
is to make NRA’s president appear insensitive to the 
senseless murders at Columbine High School earlier that 
year in nearby Littleton.  

To further his lie, Moore depicts President Heston 
raising a musket at the Denver meeting and delivering his 
familiar line "from my cold dead hands." The facts, that 
President Heston was actually filmed one year later and 
1,354 miles away in Charlotte, N.C., aren’t something 
Moore cares to document.  

The deception continues with Moore repeatedly referring 
to the Denver meetings as pro-gun rallies. He fails to 
document the well-known fact that out of respect for the 
families victimized at Columbine, NRA canceled all events 
and meetings in Denver except those required the 
Association’s bylaws and laws regarding not -for-profit 
corporations.  

No lie is too poisonous for Michael Moore. He actually 
tries to make viewers believe that NRA makes a habit of 
holding rallies in the wake of tragic shootings. After failing 
to document that NRA’s Denver meetings were scheduled 
years in advance, Moore jumps to a Michigan campaign 
rally, claiming: "just as he did after the Columbine shooting, 
Charlton Heston showed up in Flint, to have a big pro-gun 
rally." Moore wants viewers to believe the Flint rally took 
place immediately following the shooting death of child in a 
local classroom. In fact, the rally took place eight months 
later during the regular campaign season.  
Another outrageous sequence in Moore’s supposedly "non -
fiction motion picture," tries to associate NRA with the Ku 
Klux Klan and depicts an NRA member assisting in a Klan 
cross burning. The rationale? NRA was founded in 
1871?the year the KKK was declared an illegal 
organization. The absurd connection is intentional. It’s 
Michael Moore’s idea of humor.  

An honest documentary would record that NRA was 
founded by former Union Army officers who fought a war 
to bring an end to slavery. It would record that Civil War 
veteran Maj. Gen. Ambrose Burnside was the Association’s 
first president. It would record that the man who signed the 
act making the Klan an illegal organization later became 
NRA’s eighth president?  Ulysses S. Grant.  

A true documentary would note that NRA’s early history 
was written by figures who had not only fought to end 
slavery, but who would later oppose the persecution of 
freedmen. Such a man would assume command of the Fifth 
Military District, and he would then remove governors in 
Texas and Louisiana for failing to oppose the KKK. That 
man later became NRA’s ninth president?  Gen. Philip H. 
Sheridan.  

Bowling for Columbine is a compilation of deceit piled 
upon deceit, facts omitted, time lines distorted, and editing 

tricks employed to present a false view of American culture 
in general and the "gun culture" and NRA in particular. And 
yet, no matter how shameless its deceptions, no matter how 
brazen its lies, Moore’s propaganda film does have its fans, 
including the Brady Campaign.  

When Moore’s Oscar nomination was announced, the 
gun-ban group was "very pleased" that " Bowling for 
Columbine is receiving the acclaim it deserves." The Brady 
bunch fell silent, however, in the days following Moore’s 
win. Possibly they found him less appealing after his 
tasteless Oscar acceptance speech. Unable to resist a captive 
audience, the self-indulgent Moore railed against the war in 
Iraq and President Bush. He may have been warmly 
received by the Hollywood millionaires in the Kodak 
Theater, but the poseur-populist was booed loudly by the 
stagehands actually working the event. A clear message was 
sent.  

As more and more Americans catch on to the deceit that 
is Bowling for Columbine, its maker will have to seek out a 
more gullible audience. The Wall Street Journal’s John 
Fund provides a road map: "Mr. Moore is naturally a big hit 
among the French. The jury at the Cannes Film Festival 
created a special, one-time only award to honor his film and 
then gave it a 13-minute standing ovation." Most Americans 
would gladly say, Au revoir, Monsieur Moore!  
More information concerning Michael Moore’s anti -gun 
deceit Bowling for Columbine appears at 
www.NRAILA.org. In particular, see the article "Sliming 
America" and the link to " Bowling for Columbine : 
Documentary or Fiction?"  
 

ARIZONA SUIT SUPREMELY REJECTED 
Affirming a ruling by the Arizona Court of Appeals, on 

March 21 the Arizona State Supreme Court ruled that 
neither the manufacturer, retail dealer, nor the promoter of 
the gun show where the gun was allegedly sold can be held 
legally liable for the murder of two Tucson Pizza Hut 
employees. The suit arose from the 1999 murder of two 
employees during a robbery. Christopher Huerstel and 
Kajornsak Prasertphong were convicted of the murders and 
sentenced to death, but the families of the murder victims, 
aided by attorneys that work closely with anti-gun 
organizations, filed a civil suit that included Glock, Inc., 
Centerfire, Inc. (a Tucson gun store), and McMann’s 
Roadrunner (a gun show promoter) as defendants. In writing 
for the appellate court, Judge Joseph Howard noted, "Third 
parties often can legally obtain handguns from private 
individuals or illegally on the street. Imposing additional 
liability on manufacturers and gun show operators would 
not have protective effect." The case was originally 
dismissed in 2001 by Pima Superior Court Judge Ted Borek 
who noted at that time that the families failed to prove the 
defendants had a duty to conform to "certain standards of 
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conduct for the protection of others against unreasonable 
risk."  

Though the Arizona Supreme Court mirrors an ongoing 
trend of tossing out on their ears these reckless lawsuits, it 
nonetheless demonstrates the compelli ng need for the 
passage of S. 659 (H.R. 1036 in the House), the reckless 
lawsuit preemption bill s currently pending in Congress. Our 
focus at this time is on the U.S. Senate. Those Senators who 
have already signed on to S. 659 deserve our thanks, so 
please contact them to express your support. Those who 
have not should be encouraged to sign on as cosponsors. To 
find out if your U.S. Senators have signed on yet, those on 
the Internet can go to the Library of Congress website. If 
you do not have Internet access, you can call the Grassroots 
Division at (800) 392-8683. You can reach your U.S. 
Senators by calli ng (202) 224-3121. For additional contact 
information, use our "Write Your Representatives" tool.  
 
Vol. 10, No. 14                                          4/4/03 

RECKLESS LAWSUIT PREEMPTION 
APPROVED BY JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 

On Thursday, April 3, the U.S. House of Representatives 
Judiciary Committee voted 21 - 11 to approve H.R. 1036, 
the reckless lawsuit preemption bill . This legislation seeks 
to end the gun-ban lobby's efforts to drive law -abiding 
firearm manufacturers, distributors, and dealers into 
bankruptcy under the crushing weight of predatory, 
ill egitimate lawsuits. House Judiciary Chairman James 
Sensenbrenner (R-Wisc.) commented, "Logic and fairness 
dictate that manufacturers and merchants should not be held 
responsible for the unlawful use of their lawful products." 
Yesterday's vote was preceded by testimony on Wednesday 
in the House Judiciary Committee's Subcommittee on 
Commercial and Administrative Law. In prepared 
testimony, Walter K. Olson, a Senior Fellow with the 
Manhattan Institute, told the Subcommittee, "I conclude that 
the gun suits are at best an assault on sound tenets of 
individual responsibilit y, and at worst a serious abuse of 
legal process." He went on to state, "Even more ominously, 
the suits demonstrate how a pressure group [the gun-ban 
lobby] can employ liti gation to attempt an end run around 
democracy, in search of victories in court that it has been 
unable to obtain at the ballot box." Of course, NRA has 
been saying for years that the suits spearheaded by groups 
such as the Brady Campaign/HCI are shameless abuses of 
the judicial process. Faili ng to achieve their gun-ban agenda 
legislatively, these anti-gun extremists have used the courts 
in a two-pronged assault on the Second Amendment. 
Promoters of reckless lawsuits have two goals. First, they 
hope to financially destroy the firearm industry by fili ng 
countless meritless lawsuits, suits based on the absurd legal 
theory that gun makers should be held accountable when 

violent criminals go through ill egal channels to obtain 
lawful, non-defective firearms, then use them to commit 
violent crimes. Although the court losses continue to mount 
for these baseless suits, the firearm industry is still saddled 
with the cost of defending itself in court. Lawrence G. 
Keane, Vice President and General Counsel of the National 
Shooting Sports Foundation (NSSF), offered testimony on 
Wednesday, stating, "I believe a conservative estimate for 
the total, industry-wide cost of defense to date now exceeds 
$100 milli on dollars." This is a tremendous amount of 
money for an industry, Keane states, that would not equal a 
Fortune 100 company if combined into one corporation. 
And if anyone doubts one goal of these suits is to simply 
infli ct devastating financial damage, Keane related that the 
anti-gun mayor of Chicago, Richard Daley (D), bragged his 
city's sui t would "hit [the firearms industry] where it hurts, 
in their bank accounts." Olson, meanwhile, told the 
Subcommittee that John Coale, one of the key lawyers 
behind the reckless lawsuit campaign, boasted, "The legal 
fees alone are enough to bankrupt the industry." 
The second goal of those who promote these predatory suits 
is to find an activist judge or jury that is willi ng to usurp the 
legislative authority of Congress and impose judiciall y-
mandated regulations that would drown the firearms 
industry under a deluge of bureaucratic red tape. Olson 
testified that, after the crushing defeat the gun-ban lobby 
experienced at the polls on election day 1994, "[S]ome 
leading gun-control advocates concluded that the 
democratic process was not ... going to grant them the kinds 
of restrictions on gun distribution they sought any time 
soon." Thus, they began placing most of their emphasis on 
promoting their baseless lawsuits. 

And one of these reckless lawsuits, filed by the National 
Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
(NAACP), may have found its ideal venue. It landed in the 
court of semi-retired Judge Jack Weinstein, who Keane 
described to Congress as being "well known in legal circles 
as an activist jurist." In fact, it was in Weinstein's court in 
1999 that one of the first HCI-backed reckless lawsuits, 
Hamilton v. Accu-Tek, experienced fleeting success, when a 
jury handed down a verdict that partiall y endorsed HCI's 
judicial agenda. On appeal, however, the verdict and suit 
were completely rejected, first by the New York Court of 
Appeals, and then by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Second Circuit. 

Congress should be outraged that certain lawyers and 
gun-ban advocates feel they can circumvent the legislative 
process by moving their anti-gun efforts into the courts. 
Olson told the Subcommittee the reckless lawsuit agenda 
reveals "an astounding contempt for the democratic process 
and for the lawmakers of this body." And Keane pointed to 
the opening statement of Dennis Hayes, the NAACP's 
General Counsel, as further proof proponents of the reckless 
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lawsuit agenda are trying to use the courts to impose 
restrictions on the firearms industry they are unable to pass 
through Congress. "[Hayes] said the NAACP was asking 
that the court usher in an equitable code of conduct that 
changes the way business is done," Keene explained, "and 
that the case was about asking a federal court to step in and 
regulate the firearms industry." 

Many thanks go out to all of the lawmakers on the 
Judiciary Committee who voted in favor of H.R. 1036, 
especially U.S. Representative Rick Boucher (D-Va.), the 
sole Democrat on the Committee who had the integrity to go 
against his party’s anti -gun leaders and vote in favor of this 
critical reform. We should also thank U.S. Representative 
Chris Cannon (R-Ut.), who Chairs the Subcommittee of 
Commercial and Administrative Law, and Judiciary 
Chairman Sensenbrenner. 

The next step for H.R. 1036 will be a vote by the full 
House of Representatives next week, so please be sure to 
call your U.S. Representative and urge him to support this 
critical reform. You can reach your U.S. Representative by 
calli ng (202) 225-3121. For additional contact information, 
please use our "Write Your Representatives" tool. 

Meanwhile, we still need to add to the list of cosponsors 
for S. 659, the Senate’s version of reckless lawsuit 
preemption. Those Senators who have already signed on to 
S. 659 deserve our thanks, so please contact them to express 
your support. Those who have not should be encouraged to 
sign on as cosponsors. To find out if your U.S. Senators 
have signed on yet, go to the Library of Congress website. 
You can reach your U.S. Senators by calli ng (202) 224-
3121. For additional contact information, use our "Write 
Your Representatives" tool. 

D.C. RESIDENTS DEMAND 
SECOND AMENDMENT FREEDOMS 
The NRA today announced its support for the lawsuit 

filed by five Washington D.C. residents in the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Columbia (D.C.), to vindicate the 
rights of D.C. residents to exercise the same rights held by 
American citizens in every State in the Union to keep and 
bear arms under the Second Amendment of the United 
States Constitution. The plaintiffs; Sandra Seegars, Gardine 
Hailes, Absalom Jordan, Jr., Carmela Brown and Robert 
Hemphill are all residents of D.C. 

NRA Executive Vice President Wayne LaPierre said, 
"Under the majesty of our Constitution, all law-abiding 
Americans, including the law-abiding residents of our 
nation’s capital, have the right to protect themselves and 
their loved ones from criminal harm. These five plaintiffs 
are lifelong residents of Washington, D.C.’s working class 
neighborhoods. Their personal safety and the safety of their 
families have been on the line since this gun ban took effect. 
Some of them have been victims of violent crime and are 

lucky to be alive today. Ex-Senator Warren Rudman best 
distinguishes D.C.’s dangerous state of affairs, Honest 
people don’t have guns and criminals do.?"  

NRA-ILA Executive Director Chris Cox added, "The 
core of any substantive policy designed to reduce violent 
crime ought to be on disarming criminals. The current D.C. 
strategy is senseless. Law-abiding residents have to contend 
with a draconian law that leaves them defenseless when 
confronted by a violent criminal. In our nation’s capital, the 
criminal has the advantage over the victim. That is both 
deplorable and unacceptable." 

Plaintiff Absalom Jordan Jr., a resident of Southeast 
D.C., echoed similar sentiments. "Law enforcement is 
overworked and by definition, arrive after the crime has 
been committed when it’s too late. Why can’t I have the 
right to protect my family? The Mayor and all the VIPs on 
Capitol Hill get abundant protection from their respective 
security details, and at taxpayer expense! Why are their 
lives more valuable than those of my children? All I want is 
a means to protect my family, should the need arise," 
lamented Mr. Jordan. 

In addition to the Second Amendment, the suit also 
raises additional constitutional issues in regard to this gun 
ban. The Fifth Amendment of the United States Constitution 
provides that no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or 
property without due process of law. It is the position of this 
legal action that the D.C. Code deprives D.C. residents of 
liberty and property by authorizing them to possess pistols 
on the condition that they are registered, but simultaneously 
prohibiting them from registering the pistols [see D.C. Code 
§ 7-2502.02(a)]. 

The complaint also cites The Civil Rights Act of 1866 
that provides in part: "All persons within the jurisdiction of 
the United States shall have the same right in every State 
and Territory, the full and equal benefit of all laws and 
proceedings for the security of person and property as is 
enjoyed by white citizens?" This was intended to protect the 
same rights as its counterpart, the Freedmen’s Bureau Act 
of 1866, which guaranteed "the right, to have full and equal 
benefit of all laws and proceedings concerning personal 
liberty, personal security, and [estate], including the 
constitutional right to bear arms." 

The plaintiffs filed the suit against John D. Ashcroft, 
Attorney General of the United States and, Anthony A. 
Williams, Mayor of D.C., in their official capacities. All 
plaintiffs are eligible to own a firearm under federal statute. 

 
IMPORTANT TRAVEL REMINDER 

While surely few NRA members could forget this, the 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) wants to 
remind all travelers that attempting to bring firearms onto a 
plane in carry-on luggage is a serious federal violation. This 
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is a "strict liability" offense, and TSA says violators can be, 
and have been, convicted regardless of criminal intent, or 
even if they simply forgot they possessed a firearm. TSA is 
obliged to enforce all the existing laws within its 
jurisdiction and will do so vigorously. 

 
THE LATEST FROM LOTT 

John Lott, the author of "More Guns Less Crime," 
recently released a new book, "The Bias Against Guns: Why 
Almost Everything You’ve Heard About Gun Control is 
Wrong." This follow-up to "More Guns, Less Crime" 
exposes the media’s anti -gun bias when covering firearm-
related stories, and offers a great deal of accurate 
information that can be used to counter anti-gun extremists. 
To promote his book, Lott is going on a book-signing tour, 
and the following are scheduled stops of which we are 
aware. 

 
SECOND AMENDMENT DEBATE AT HARVARD 
The Harvard Law School Target Shooting Club and the 
Harvard Law School Democrats are cosponsoring a debate 
on constitutional and policy issues surrounding gun 
ownership on Tuesday, April 8, from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. at 
Harvard Law School. The panel will include UCLA 
Professor Eugene Volokh, Harvard Professor Alan 
Dershowitz, and Dennis Henigan, an attorney for the Brady 
Center/HCI who has worked on several of the failed 
reckless lawsuits spearheaded by the gun-ban lobby. The 
debate will be held in the Austin North classroom, and will 
be free and open to the public. 
 
 
 


