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Pick up a newspaper any day of the
week and you will find a ready supply of
horrific shooting incidents. A three year
old finds her parents’ gun and, thinking it
is a toy, playfully pulls the trigger, killing
herself.! A 13 year old obtains a gun and
uses it to murder a teacher.”

These sorts of incidents occur constantly.
In 1998, over 30,000 people were killed with
guns in the United States, more than one
every 20 minutes.” At least three times that
many suffer nonfatal injuries from shoot-
ings.' Perhaps more tragic than the num-
ber is the fact that many of these shootings
could be prevented if gun makers simply
exercised reasonable care in the manner in
which they do business, both in how they
design guns and how they sell them.

Gun manufacturers have long known
ways to prevent many deaths and injuries
caused by guns, They could control the dis-
tribution of their product to prevent guns
from being diverted to the criminal mar-
ket, and they could implement safety fea-
tures to save lives of many children and
adults. Gun makers, however, have simply
refused to take those simple, reasonable
measures. One reason they have been able
to get away with these irresponsible prac-
tices is that their lobbving clout has pre-
vented legislatures from requiring them to
acl responsibly, as is required of other
industries.

For example, Congress carved out a
unique exemption from the Consumer
Product Safety Act, making guns the sole
consumer product in the United States
that is not compelled by the federal gov-
ernment Lo implement life-saving devices
into their designs. Suspect sales that are
common sources for crime guns are not
prohibited. For instance, all but a handful
of states allow gun dealers to sell as many
guns as they wish to purchasers, even
though such multiple sales are often made
to gun traffickers,

Another reason the industry has not
acted responsibly Lo prevent gun injuries
and deaths is that it is not in its financial
interest to do so, for it generally has faced
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no financial costs when it engages in prac-
tices that cause harm. Selling guns in a
manner that allows them to be easily
obtained by criminals brings as much profit
as sales to responsible people—more, in
fact, since if sales intended for the criminal
market were eliminated, overall gun sales
would decrease. Also, incorporating safety
features increases manufacturers’ costs
(though often by just a few cents). Ordinar-

At trial, gun makers
can be expected
to argue to the jury
that there are
other culpable
parties who are
more responsible
for the shooting
than the

manufacturer.

ily, tort litigation would provide a counter-
weight to these socially harmful incentives,
placing a cost on unreasonably dangerous
activities that expose others to risks of
harm. but guns remain an extremely
underlitigated product.

With the recent spate of suits brought
against the industry by governmental enti-
ties and private victims, that is beginning
to change. Victims and courts are realiz-
ing that the industry’s refusal to do what
it can to prevent deaths and injuries pro-
vides ample grounds to recover against
gun makers and sellers in many shooting
cases. Tort litigation can encourage the
industry to behave responsibly, while com-
pensating innocent victims of the indus-
try's irresponsibility.

Although gun makers and sellers would
prefer to characterize litigation against
them as novel attempts to transform or
expand tort law, lawsuils against the gun

industry are based on the most fundamen-
tal tort principles. The primary principles
are negligence, nuisance, and products lia-
bility. These three causes of action will be
examined in turn,

Negligence

The longstanding principle of negli-
gdence imposes on all in society the duty to
use reasonable care so as to minimize the
risk of foreseeable injury to others. Numer-
ous cases have found gun owners and sell-
ers liable for criminal or unintentional
shootings that result from negligently
enabling an irresponsible person to obtain
agun.’

These same principles can be applied
against gun manufacturers for their negli-
gent distribution and marketing of guns.
As a general matter, gun manufacturers
are far more culpable than those dealers
and gun owners who have been found
liable, since gun makers control the distri-
bution and sale of thousands of guns. They
have the power and ability to greatly reduce
(if not eliminate) the criminal gun market
and to prevent countless criminal shoot-
ings. Yel, they intentionally choose to
engage in business practices that endanger
the public in order to maximize profits.
These negligent distribution and market-
ing cases are meeting with increasing suc-
cess in the courts.”

Negligence principles were successfully
applied to hold gun manufacturers liable
for criminal shootings in Hamilton v.

Accu-Tek.” Several shooting victims and

their families sued several major handgun
manufacturers. They claimed that the
manufacturers negligently distributed
handguns, thereby facilitating and main-
taining the unregulated secondary market
by which juveniles and others prohibited
from legally possessing guns easily obtain
them. The plaintiffs also claimed the man-
ufacturers “oversupply” states that have
lenient gun laws with more guns than the
legitimate gun market demands, knowing
that the excess will be trafficked to crimi-
nal markets in New York and other areas
with tighter gun laws.

The plaintiffs proved that manufactur-
ers have the ability to supervise and reg-
ulate the distribution of their product to
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At least one handgun manufacturer and one long gun manufacturer
have announced that they will soon be producing a gun
that will fire only if it recognizes the user.

prevent guns from being funneled into
the criminal market. Expert testimony
demonstrated that mamufacturers could
place conditions in distribution agree-
ments that would obligate distributors
and dealers to engage in respansible sales
practices, but they choose to involve
themselves in distribubion only on issues
of retail prices, rather than criminal
diverston.

After & month-bong trial, the jury found
15 gun manufacturers regligent, ning of
which were held te have proximately
caused injury as a result, and awarded
£4 million in damages to one plaintiff,
slightly over 3500000 of which was recov-
erable (based on the market share of the
three defendants found liable for that
injury). In a lengthy, well-reasoned opin-
iom, Judge Jack B, Weinstein of the East-
eriy District of New York denied the defen-
dants’ motion bo dismiss the verdict and
vender judgment for the defendants as &
matter of law. The couct held that the
manufacturers cwed a duty of care in mar-
keting and distributing products under
New York negligence law and could be
liable for criminal shootings resulting
from a breach of that duty. The court
described the duty as requiring the man-
wfacturers “to exercise reasonable care in
marketing and distributing their products
a0 a5 to guard against the risk of [their]
criminal misuse.™

The court further explained the duty as

one by “manufaciurers of a uniquely haz-

ardous product, designed to kill and wound
human beings, to take reasonable steps
available at the point of their sale to pri-
miary distribubors bo reduce the possibility
that these instruments will fall into the
hands of those likely to misuse them."™
The court held that the gun manufac-
turers not only created a visk of foreseeable
harm to the plaintiffs, but had the ability to
aviid doing so by changing the manner in
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which they distribute their products, The
court also recognized that manufacturers’
relationshipwith downstream distribitors
and retailers enable manufacturers to oom-
trol the latter's conduct for the protection
of prospective victims. '

A slightly different negligence theory
was accepted by the court of appeal of Cal-
ifornia in Merril o Napegar, fric., the first
{and, as of this writing, only) appellate
decision holding that an assault weapon
manufacturer may be liable in neghgence
fior & criminal shooting wsing its product.”
The court fourd that a gun manufacturer
“owed appellants a duty to exercise rea-
somable care not to manufacture, market,
and distribute [its assault weapons| in a
manner that increases the risk of harm
inherent in the presence of handguns in
society,™*

The court held that a gun maker could
be found negligent for manufacturing, dis-
tributing, and marketing to the general
public a high-capacity, rapéd-fire, military-
style assault weapon uniquely suited for
mass shootings and lacking legitimate
civilian uses, and could be held liable for a
il biple shooting where its weapons were
used. The court recognized that under Cal-
{formia law the general rule is that each per-
son has a duty bo use ordinary care and is
liahle for injuries caused by his or her fail-
ure 1o exercise reasonable care under the
cirgumstances. The court found no rea-
son bo exempl the makers of deadly
weapons from that general duby.

The court rejected the argument often
made by gun manufacturers that imposing
liahility on Mavegar would effectively con-
stitute a judicial han on the manufacture
and sale of a begal product. The court noted
that awarding damages for the conse-
quences of conduct is not akin to banning
or enjeining that conduct. It explained,
“Making an activity tortious forces the peo-
plewho derive benefit from it to intermalize

thee costs associated with it, thereby making
stre that the activity will onby be undertaken
if it is desired by encasgh people to cover its
costs. [t does not proseribe it altogether,™

Finally, the court held that a jury could
find that Mavegar's negligence was a cause
of the shooting at issue.

Suits by government entities

Similar negligence theories have been
asserted in suits brought by 32 cities and
counties and New York state against the
fun indhustry. While trial courts have split
on the viability of these cases, several yul-
ings have affirmed the right to recover
against gun manufacturers for damages
resulting from their negligence.

The 1.5, District Court for the Northem
Diskrict of Ohio refused to dismiss a negli-
gent design claim brought against various
gun manufackurers by the city of Cleve-
land. The court held that *[a] duty of care
for the protection of a plainliff against an
unreasonable risk of injury is owed to all
people ‘towhom injury may reasonably be
anticipated. "5

A Massachusetts trial court also denied
gun makers’ motion to dismiss a case
brought by the city of Boston, explaining
that if gun makers created an illegal, sec-
ondary firearms market by failing to exer-
cise adequate control over the distribution
of their firearms, “defendants’ conduct
unreasonably exposed plaintiffs toa risk of
harm," and they may be liahle for the dam-
age caused by their negligence.'®

Other decisions and comrmentators have
agreed that victims can recover in negli-
gence xgainst gun manufacturers.” Addi-
tional support for negligent distribution
claims can be found in negligence cases
brought against other, less dangerous,
product manufacturers.

In Direct Sales Co. o Uniled States, the
115, Suprems Court affirmed the conspir-
acy conviction of a pharmaceutical distrib-
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utor that had received wamings from the
Bureau of Narcotics that it was the source
of supply for a disproporbionate number of
physicians dlegally dispensing morphine. |5
Thee court in Hurzings o, Tevaco, fee, held
that a manufacturer of mineral apirits
could be liable in negligence where its
products were sold to a distributor, then to
awholesaler, then to a vetailey, who sold the
spirits packaged in a wsed milk container
Lo the plaintiffs, whose child died after
drinking from the container."

Similarly, in Suchomaics 1. Hurmel
Chermical Co., the court held that a chem
ical manufacturer could be liable for
mjurses caused by firecracker assembly kits
using its product

Nudgance

Anather potent legal theory by which vic-
tims of gun crime can recover against gun
miakers is public nuisance, A public nui-
sance is an “unreasonabls interference with
aright common to the genwral public."™!

Several suits against the gun industey
hrought by government entities and pri-
vate citizens have claimed that because the
exiztence of the thriving underground gun
market {thal results from gun manufac-
tuirers” negligent distribution) constitutes
a public nuisance, those manufacturers
may be liable for shootings resulting from
that market,#

All factors relevant to finding that an
interference with a commen right is
unreasonzble amd a public nuisance weigh
in favor of such a claim: (1) significant
interference with public health, safety,
peace, comfort, or convenience; {2) con-
dhuct contrary to a statute, ordinance, or
regulation; (3) conduct imwhich the defen-
dant continues to engage despite knowing,
or having reason Lo know, of significant
effect on the public's rights. =

By enabling criminals and others who
are legally prohibited from possessing
guns bo be armed, gun makers” distribu-
tion practices, and the underground gun

miarket that results, significantly interfere
with the safety of the public and enable the
continual circumvention of state and fed-
eral guns laws. Yet, these gun manufac-
fureys persist in their hands-off distribu-
tion approach despite being aware that it
supplies the criminal market,

I a recent Hlinois suit, Cerfale n, Smith
& Weson Corp., the trial court upheld the
right of individual victims of underage
shooters to recover against gun manufac-
turers under public nuisance, even though
the court held that, under Illineis law, a
gun manufzcturer could not be liahle for
such injuries under a negligent distribu-
tion theory.® The court held that the pub-
lic had a right Lo be free from the risk of
danger posed by gun manufacturers inre-
sponsible marketing and distribuition prac-
tices even if manufacturers did not owe the
puhlic a duty to use reasonable care in their
distribution.

The trial court in & lawsuit brought by
the city of Detroit and Wayne County,
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Even ‘perfectly’ manufactured products are defective
if they are unsafe because of the absence of a safety device.

Michigan, agreed that gun manufacturers'
distribution practices can constitute a pub-
lic mudsance and that the claim is distinct
and dives not depend on plaintiffs’ ability to
maintain a negligence action.® Another
trial court upheld the city of Boston's right
Lo bring a public nuisance claim. Com-
mentators have provided further support
for these claims

Products lishility

Products lizhility law also provides a
sound hasis bo recover against gun manu-
[vecturers for shootings that they could pre-
vent by implementing feasible design
changges,

Gun manufacturers may be held lidde for
many unintentional shootings under the
riskutility fest for products ability. Under
the test, a product is defective if the risk of
danger inherent in the challenged design
outweighs the benefits of the design ¥

Even “perfecthy” manufactured products
are defective i they are unsafe because of the
ahsence of a safety device, or because they
lack adequate warnings and instructions.
Products must be made o prevent injury
when foresegably misused, even if such
{mis)use was not “intended.” Several courts
b found that fun manufacturers may be
liahle for Gailing to nchade these safety fea-
tures where preventable shootings result =

Plaintiffs carry their burden to prevail
where, a2 is often the case inunintentional
shoatings, the user would not have fired the
gun if it had been designed to alert users
that a round was in the chamber o if an
internal locking device had been incorpo-
rated that would have prevented unautho-
rized users from firing it. Gun makers will
henve great difficulty carrving their burden
to prove that the bemefits of their design
choice (not including feasible, life-saving
safiety features) outweigh the risks.

There is no benefit to designing a gun
so that it can be fired by unauthorized,
irresponsible users or so that it does not
alert users that it is loaded, These attrib-

utes only put users and innocent victims
at grave rizk of being shot, either acciden-
tally or intentionally. As it is feasible to
make a gun without these dangerous
attributes, most guns are defective under
thee riskfutility test.

Virtually all guns fail to include numer-
ous feasible safety measures that would
prevent many unintentional shootings,
including the following:

Personalized gun lechrology

Gun manufacturers have long known
that numerous people are killed each vear
when people who should not be handling
guns have secess to therm. (ten a juvenile
fireds a parent's gun and, while plaving with
it, unintentionally shoots himself or her-
self, a friend, or a sibling.

To prevent these shootings, safety fea-
tures have been invented that prevent
urauthorized wsers from firing a gun, but
gun makers have refused to implement
thermn. Guns could easily be made with an
internal lock, so that they could only be
fived by somieone whio held the key or knew
the cornbination, One device, "Saf-T-Lok,"
‘was patented in 1989,

A recently enacted Maryland law will
require all handguns sold in Maryland to
include comparable built-in locks.® Mare
high-tech "user recognition” technology is
also feasthle: At least one handgun man-
facturer and one long gun manufacturer
have announced that they will sson be pro-
duscing a gun that will fire only if it recog-
nizes the user {e.g., by recognizing a chip
embedded in & ring worn by the user or by
reading the fingerprint of the user). Under
the recent settlement agreement with the
federal government and some cities and
states, Smith & Wesson has committed to
include such technology in all new models
heginning in 2003.

Charmber lnaded indicators
For at least a century gun makers have
known that many people are killed

because users of all ages are deceived into
thinking that a pistol is not loaded when
the magazine (in which the bullets are
Ioaded) is empty or removed, and then
unintentionally firing the “hidden bullet"
in the chamber, Feasible safety features
hiave long exasted that would prevent these
tragic incidents, One device is a chamber
loaded indicator, which would indicate to
the user when a round is in the chamber,
Despite their eficacy, most guns do not
include any chamber indicators, and those
that do are grossly ineffective, For exam-
ple, Beretta arkets some guns by telling
custormers that its chamber Inaded indica-
tor will inform them that a gun is loaded.
Yet the unlabeled tiny red dot that pro-
trudes slightly on one side when the cham-
ber is loaded makes it virtually impossthle
to ascertain whether the gun is loaded.
Beretta has conceded that the feature was
designed for highly trained law enforce-
ment and military wsers, pot civilians,

Magazine disconnect safeties

Many shootings caused by the hidden-
bullet problem could be prevented by imple-
menting a magazine disconnect safety, an
inexpensive device (at a cost of under 25
cents), The device dizsables a pistol from fir-
ig when the magazine is removed.

The feature was designed in 1910
because of the dangerous scenario—com-
mon even then—that occurs when some-
one removes a pistol's magazine and then
assumes that the gun is unlnaded, unaware
of the live round in the chamber. Despite
the fact thal magazine disconnects are
inexpensive and effective, they are not
ivcluded in most pistols.

Potentially strong cases

To determine whether a shooting makes
a strong case against the gun manufac-
turey, one mviist closely examine all aspects
of thie shooting. Although this article does
not suggest a blusprint for the perfect neg-
ligent gun distribution or products Habil-
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ity case, there are a few key facts to which
one should pay particular attention.

For potential negligent distribution
cases, practitioners should consider;: How
did the shooter get the gun? They need to
follow the history of the gun, from the
manufacturer’s initial sale to the sale to
the shooter. If any of the sales were illegal
or suspect (such as a sale without a back-
ground check), those facts can help sup-
port a negligent distribution claim,

If the gun was sold in the underground
rrarket (which will almost always be the
case where the shooter was prohibited from
huying guns), there may be a negligence
andior nuisance claim. Also, if the dealer had
ahistory of selling guns kraced to crime, that
could show that the manufacturer was on
special notice to exercise greater supervi-
ion, thus strengthening a case against the
marnacturer or distriburtor,

For potertial products fability cases, prac-
titioners should consider: Was the shooter
authorized to use the gun? If not, personal-
ized gun technology could have prevented
the shooting, and there may be a products
lizhility clairm. Also, did the shooter realize
the gunwas loaded? i not, a chamber loaded
indicator or magazine disconnect safety
could have preventid the shooting, and there
miy be aviable design claim.

Litigation tips

After overcoming the legal ohstacles
needed to present & case before a jury,
plaintiffs face other problems that, though
difficult, are surmountable. Among them,
gun makers can be expected to argue that
there are more culpable parties more
responsible for the shooting than the man-
ufacturer—the shooter or, in many unin-
tentional shooting cases involving chil-
dren, the parents who negligently enahled
a minor to obtain a gun, Gun makers will
argue that if they are found liable, the jury
will be allowing these other parties to
“escape responsibility.”

Plaintiff lawyers must be sure to
address these issues early and farthrightly
to the jury and explain that under the law
many parties can be responsible for an
injury and that finding a gun maker liable
does mot relieve others of responsibility, If
anything, the fact that manufacturers
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know that these lethal weapons are often
used by irresponsible and eriminal people
should heighten their duty to do all they
reasonably can to prevent injuries.

Gun cases have been a severely underlit-
igated area of tort law, and judges and juries
are just beginning to comfortably apply
commion kaw principles to irmpose ability
on those who negligently make and sell
gures, However, these cases are well worth
the struggle. They present an opportunity
for plaintifl lawyers to do well by doing good
and to help save lives by providing incentives
that encourage the industry to behave
responsibhy and to become a part of the solu-
tion to the gun vislence problem it has
helped to create, 0

Motes

1. S, e, Gird, 3, Dées Wil Plagaiag aeaith Gure,
MIAMI HERALD, Mar. 24, 2000, available at
hitpitwswheraldcoen (visited Mar, 24, 200,

2. Spp e “What Was I Thinking?™ Asks Tem
Cherged with Killing His Lake Worth Teacher, LAKE
WORTH SUN-SENTIMEL, June 30, 200, wadlable at
it s sur-sentined comimews/daily/ detail 0,
F136, 3200000000 12 193300, bt {visited Sepl- 13,
HHH).

3. Mabional Center for Health Statistics fin the
Unidted States, 30, 708 were kikled with gans in 1998).

4. Baseph L. Annest ot al., Mationad Extirmmtes of
Nomfatal Firenrm-Related frjuries: Beyond the Tp
afthe feebery, 273 JAMA 1749 (1993).

5. Kltchen v, K-Mart, Corp., 697 5o, 24 1200
iFla. 1997); Tamiami Gun Shop v Klein, 116 So. 24
421 (Fla. 19590; Sogo v, Garcia's Nat'l Gur, Inc_ 615
5o, 2d 184 (Fla. Drist, Ct. App, 1953); Williams v.
Bumpass, 568 S0, 2d 979 (Fla, Dhst. CL App. 1990
Postery, Arthur, 519 50 2d 1092 (Fla. Dist CL App,
1588); Angell v, F, Avanzini Lamber Co., 363 S0, 2d
571 (Fia. Dist. Ct. App, 1978); Sisty-Sex, Inc. v. Finley,
224 S0, 2d 381 (Fla, Dist. CL Apg. 1060); Seabronk
v. Tavlor, 199 5o, 2d 315 {Fla Dast, CL App.), cert.
denied, D04 S0, 2d 131 (Fla 1967); Padides v. Nikes
Cun Show, Inc., 637 HE.2d 404 (Ohlo Ct. App.
1%94}; Taylor v. Webster, 231 M.E.2d 870 (Ohio
19671 Laong v Turk, 962 P24 10493 (Kan, 1998); Str-
ever v, Cline, 524 P2d 666 (Mant. 1%96).

5. The products Bability claims discuwssed below
cam also be asserted as negligent design claims. See,
£, White v, Smith & Wesson, 97 F. Supp. 2d 816
(.0, Dhiio 2000).

7. 62 F. Supp. 2d 802 (E.DNY. 19, certiffed
quition acvepded, 2000 WL L2882 (MY, Sept, 12,
2000}

B [l ab 524,

o, ffl ab B2L.

I ETE

11, 88 Cal_ Rptr, 24 146 (T8 App, 1999), revisw
gromatent il sepersened by 92 Cal, Rptr. 2d 256 {20000

12, o at 154,

13, fd. at 178-T9 {quoting Rowland v Christian,
64 Cal. 3 108, 112 (1968]),

14, Jd. (quoting McCarthy v Olin Cosp., 119 F34
148, 169-T0 (3d Cir, 1497} (Calzhresi, J. dissenting)}
{faotnate omikted).

15. White, 97 F. Supp. 2d 516, 828 {quoting
Gedeon v, East Ohio Gas Co., 190 M.E. 524, 926 (Thdo
153413,

16. City af Boston v. Smith & Wesson Corp., Mo,
1999-02550 (Mass., Sufiolk County Super, Ct. July
13, 2000).

17, See, ez, Halberstam v. 5.W, Daniel, 95 Civ.
3313 (E.D.MLY. 1958); see aiso Timathy D. Lyttan,
Halberstam v. Daniel and the Umcerdoin Fulure of

fioerat Mardetig Clad = et Pt M
wfacturers, 64 BROOK. L. REV. 681 (1968).

16, B LS. T03 (1943).

19, 29 F3d 1480 (11th Cir. 1994).

0, 524 F2d 19 (3d Cir. 1975); sse afso Moning v.
Aliann, 254 NW2d 750 (Mich, 1977).

21, RESTATEMENT (SECOND) of TORTS §B2Z1E
{19

22, See, e.g., Flalntiff's Complaint, City of New
Yook v. Az Tech,, Inc., Ko, L00-0v-3641 (EDLNY,
June 20, 2000); First Amended Complaint, City af
Baoston v. Smith & Wessan Corp,, No. 199202590
{Mass., Sufiolk Caunty Super, Ct, Jan_ 26, 2000];
Plaintiff's Comnplaint, Mstrict of Cotumbis v. Beretta
1154 Cop, Mo MWHHH0423 (DUC. Super. CL Jan. 20,
000); Plaantiéf's Comphaint, Cily of 50 Lo v. Cer-
micek, Mo 93201209 (M, ity of S8 Louts Cir. Ct,
Apr. 30, 199); Plaintiifs Complaing, Clty of Chicagn
v. Beretta .54 Corp., Mo, 98 CHOS506 (T, Cook
County Cir. CL Apr. 7, 1999); Plaintiff's Complaint,
Archer v A Tech, Inc., Mo, 99-312658 (Mich.,
Wayne County Cir, Ct. Apr. 26, 1999),

23, RESTATEMENT (SECOND) of TORTS
FAZIBAE) (1077

24, Owders in Ceriabe v, Smith & Wessan Corp.,
Ko, S9L5628 (T, Cook County Cir. O Now 30, 1994,
and May 17, 2000}

95, Archer, W, 99912658,

6, Sev David Bairys, The Covernmental Hamd-
grean Cirsees el et Ederrrerats amd Unolenipng Policies
I Public Muisanee Low, 32 CONM. L. REY, 1175
(2000); Mote, Recoeering Hhe Costs of Pubilic Nui-
sance Abaferment: The Public and Privafe Cify Sue
Hhe G Bradhearey, 113 HARY, L. REV, 1521 (2000},

37, See, eg., Barker v. Lull Eng'g Co., 5T3 P24
443 (Cal. 1978

2%, Soe Hurst by Hurst v, Glock, Inc., 684 A2d
G0 (M. Super. C2. App, Dw. 1996) (fun manufac-
turer may be liable for unintentional shooting with
fun lacking magazine disconnect safety fexturel;
LeMaster v. Glack, I, 610 S0. 2d 1336 (Fla. Dist.
Ct. App. 19911 {a handgun may be deemed unrea-
sonahly dangerous for lack of safety device that
could prevent loreseeable injuries); Dix v. Beretta,
B, 56819 {Cal., Abarneda County Super. Ct. June
16, 1998} {unreported) (handgun manufacturer
may be liable for unintentional shooting where it
Lailed o persanaliize gun or mclude chamber loaded
indicator).

9. Responsible Gun Safety st of 2004, 2000 Md.
Laws ch. 2 (5.8. 211}



