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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF AMENDING GUN IMMUNITY LAW
We urge support for two PLCAA amendments to ensure gun manufacturer accountability
Introduction
The Protection of Lawful Commerce in Arms Act (PLCAA) passed in 2005.1 PLCAA
immunizes gun “manufacturers, distributors, dealers, and importers”2 from liability for gun
violence due to a firearm’s “criminal or unlawful misuse.”3 Accordingly, individuals have been
barred from seeking compensation for their injuries, while cities have been unable to recover
economic and public health costs or obtain injunctive relief. Recently marking the anniversary of
the Parkland, Florida school shooting, President Biden called for “eliminating immunity for gun
manufacturers who knowingly put weapons of war on our streets.”4
While PLCAA does not bar all lawsuits against gun manufacturers, causes of action are limited
to six extremely narrow categories.5 Although repealing PLCAA may be politically difficult, a
few word changes to the existing exceptions could restore some accountability and help victims.
One amendment would add manufacturers to the negligent entrustment exception that currently
only covers sellers. The second would ensure that violation of state public nuisance laws would
establish a predicate state law violation allowing manufacturer public nuisance suits to go
forward.
Urgent Problems to Which PLCAA Has Contributed
Manufacturer Sales to Distributors Illegally Trafficking Arms
Before PLCAA, gun manufacturers could be sued under common law negligent entrustment
theories for “supply[ing] weapons to distributors” who they “know or, should know …. facilitate
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unlawful sales.”6 Manufacturers’ negligent practices have included: distribution to gun sellers
who demonstrate a “failure to keep required records,” conducting “transfers to prohibited
persons,” “making false record book entries,” and performing “illegal out-of-state [gun]
transfers7; and distribution to manufacturers who facilitate straw purchasing.8 Some national
surveys estimate that more than 30,000 straw purchases are attempted each year, and
approximately “2,000 firearms dealers and pawnbrokers knowingly sell firearms illegally.”9,10
Gun manufacturer distribution practices have significantly enabled illegal gun trafficking.
Nevertheless, because PLCAA’s negligent entrustment exception only covers gun sellers, suits
against manufacturers for negligent distribution practices are barred.11
Oversupply of Local Criminal Markets
Firearm manufacturers will sometimes knowingly distribute guns to a jurisdiction beyond the
market’s capacity, aware that the guns will be trafficked to states with stricter gun laws.12 Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives (ATF) data indicates that gun oversupply is a
continuing problem. New York data showed that 79% of crime guns were traced to states like
Georgia, Virginia, and South Carolina13 that were “net exporters” of trafficked guns.14, 15
Before PLCAA, suits targeting manufacturer oversupply of criminal markets could be brought
under different theories. For example, in the 1990s, family members of six who were killed and
one who was injured by a handgun sued 25 handgun manufacturers for “indiscriminate
marketing and distribution practices” creating an “underground market”16 of oversupplied
guns.17 This case could not be brought today under PLCAA.
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One specific state theory that has been used to challenge the oversupply of criminal markets is
“public nuisance.” In recent years, cities and states have used public nuisance theories to address
a variety of major public health and safety crises, like the opioid epidemic.18 Since PLCAA was
enacted, cities have tried to fit claims within PLCAA’s “predicate exception,” which allows
suits against manufacturers if they violate other state laws.19 However, judges have viewed these
cases skeptically and have usually dismissed them under PLCAA, finding the predicate
exception as currently written to be inadequate to confer liability.20
What We Support
We support amending two of PLCAA’s exceptions. First, PLCAA’s “negligent entrustment
exception,” 15 USC § 7903(5)(a)(ii), should be amended by adding modified text underlined:
•

an action brought against a seller or manufacturer for negligent entrustment or negligence
per se.

Second, PLCAA’s “predicate exception,” 15 USC § 7903(5)(a)(iii), should be amended with
modified text underlined:
•

an action in which a manufacturer or seller of a qualified product knowingly violated
a State or Federal statute applicable to the sale or marketing of the product, and the
violation was a proximate cause of the harm for which relief is sought – including … (III)
any case in which a manufacturer or seller’s distribution practices violated a state’s
public nuisance laws.

Adopting these amendments would push manufacturers to conduct closer oversight of the sellers
they supply, to ensure they are not engaged in practices likely to fuel the illegal firearms market.
While it may be profitable for manufacturers to sell to any licensed distributor and avoid scrutiny
of their distribution practices, the threat of litigation would be a powerful incentive for
manufacturers to pay closer attention. Manufacturers demanding better practices from gun sellers
will leave sellers no choice but to improve their own practices to stay in business. As a result,
illegal gun trafficking and subsequent injuries and deaths would be reduced nationwide.
Why Opponents Are Mistaken
The NRA argues that without PLCAA, manufacturers and sellers would be driven out of
business from litigation costs.21 However, this did not happen for the many years that such
lawsuits were permitted before PLCAA’s passage. Two changes to PLCAA’s exceptions, which
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would return some measure of accountability to an industry that has otherwise enormous liability
protections, would certainly not destroy the gun industry. As others have written, the inability to
sue gun manufacturers engaged in practices that increase gun trafficking, both “deprives [gun
violence] victims” of redress in “courtrooms” and misses opportunities “to incentivize [the]
industry … to act responsibly.”22
Expected Supporters
We expect our proposed amendments to receive widespread support from many state and local
governments, particularly cities. Cities have been the epicenter of illegal gun trafficking and
suffered greatly from resulting violence. PLCAA foreclosed many opportunities for cities to
obtain injunctive relief and restitution for their gun violence epidemics, due to the law’s limited
exceptions.
Additional supporters would likely include gun safety groups and other progressive-leaning
organizations, such as: The Violence Policy Center, Everytown for Gun Safety, the Coalition to
Stop Gun Violence, the Giffords Law Center to Prevent Gun Violence, New Yorkers Against
Gun Violence, and the Center for American Progress.
For more information, please contact student Daniel Beloosesky,
Daniel.Beloosesky@law.nyls.edu, or Joanne Doroshow, Adjunct Professor and Executive
Director of the Center for Justice & Democracy at New York Law School,
joanned@centerjd.org.
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APPENDIX: VICTIM STORIES
Lilian S. Ileto
Lilian S. Ileto sued Glock, among others, on behalf of her son Joseph, a postal worker killed in a
mass shooting. The killer shot Ileto’s son while fleeing the North Valley, California JCC, having
shot and injured several children and an adult.23 Ileto said that “reckless marketing strategies”
led to the killer obtaining a firearm, and that “the defendants intentionally produced more
firearms than the legitimate market demands,” to facilitate sales to “illegal purchasers.”24 Ileto
also claimed that “the defendants’ marketing and distribution policies” created a “public
nuisance.”25 The District Court dismissed Ileto’s claims under PLCAA, holding that the
“predicate exception” is only trigged by “violation of statutes specifically applicable to the sale
and marketing of firearms.”26
District of Columbia
The District of Columbia, injured victims, and survivors of deceased victims, sued Beretta,
among numerous others, for compensation.27 The victims included paralyzed Bryant Lawson, a
19-year-old, who was shot in Northeast Washington with a semiautomatic firearm, and 17-yearolds Andre Wallace and Natasha Marsh, both of whom were killed with a machine gun “while
unloading groceries.”28 The plaintiffs sued the defendants for “supplying the unlawful flow of
firearms into the district … used to commit crimes….”29 Ruling that violation of the District’s
“Strict Liability Act” did not trigger PLCAA’s “predicate exception,” and no other exceptions
applied, the court found for the defendants.30
Jaquione Johnson
Before PLCAA’s passage, 18-year-old Jacquione Johnson sued Bryco Arms and gun dealers
after he was shot in the head and gravely hurt during a robbery at a New York Wendy’s. Five
others were lined up and killed. Johnson’s claims included “public nuisance” and “negligence.”31
The gun was made in California, traveled through several states, was resold in a straw purchase,
and trafficked to New York City before it was sold to the killers. The case was filed before
PLCAA’s enactment, proceeded. 32 Today, however, PLCAA would likely bar any lawsuits
involving similar facts.
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