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DECLARATION OF SEAN A. BRADY 
 

C.D. Michel – SBN 144258 
Sean A. Brady – SBN 262007 
MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C.  
180 E. Ocean Blvd., Suite 200 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
Telephone: (562) 216-4444 
Facsimile: (562) 216-4445   
Email: sbrady@michellawyers.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendants and Petitioners  
Blackhawk Manufacturing Group, Inc.; Ryan Beezley and Bob Beezley; Ghost Firearms, LLC; 
MFY Technical Solutions, LLC; and Thunder Guns, LLC 
 

 
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE 

 
      
Coordination Proceeding Special Title (Rule 
3.550) 
 
GHOST GUNNER FIREARMS CASES 
 
Included actions: 
 
Cardenas v. Ghost Gunner, Inc., d/b/a 
GhostGunner.net, et al., Orange County 
Superior Court Case No. 30-2019-01111797-
CU-PO-CJC 
 
McFadyen v. Ghost Gunner, Inc. d/b/a Ghost 
Gunner.net, et al., San Bernardino Superior 
Court Case No. CIVDS1935422 
 

Case No. 5167  
 
Assigned to the Honorable William D. Claster as 
Coordination Trial Judge, Dept. No. CX104 
 
DECLARATION OF SEAN A. BRADY IN 
SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR INCLUSION 
OF ADD-ON CASE IN THE GHOST 
GUNNER FIREARMS CASES, JUDICIAL 
COUNCIL COORDINATED PROOCEDING 
NO. 5167 
 
[Filed concurrently with the Petition for 
Inclusion of Add-On Case and Memorandum of 
Points and Authorities in Support Thereof]  

 
KELLEY and DENNIS O’SULLIVAN, in 
their Individual Capacity and KELLY 
O’SULLIVAN as Administrator of the 
Estate of TARA O’SULLIVAN, Deceased, 
 

Plaintiffs, 
  
 vs. 
 
GHOST GUNNER INC., d/b/a 
GHOSTGUNNER.NET, et al., 
 
  Defendants.  
 

 

 

 

Electronically Filed by Superior Court of California, County of Orange, 09/13/2021 08:00:00 AM. 
JCCP 5167 - ROA # 116 - DAVID H. YAMASAKI, Clerk of the Court By Olga Lopez, Deputy Clerk. 
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DECLARATION OF SEAN A. BRADY 
 

I, Sean A. Brady, declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney at law admitted to practice in the State of California.  I am 

counsel for the following defendants in this coordinated proceeding: Blackhawk Manufacturing 

Group, Inc.; Ryan Beezley and Bob Beezley; Ghost Firearms, LLC; MFY Technical Solutions, 

LLC; and Thunder Guns, LLC. My statements herein are based upon my personal knowledge, 

except those statements that are based upon information and belief.  If I were to be called as a 

witness, I could and would competently testify under oath as to the matters that I have set forth in 

this declaration. 

2. I am also counsel for defendants Blackhawk Manufacturing Group, Inc.; Ryan 

Beezley; Bob Beezley; Ghost Firearms, LLC; MFY Technical Solutions, LLC; Thunder Guns, 

LLC; James Madison Tactical, Inc.; JSD Supply; and Matrix Arms in the matter of Kelley 

O’Sullivan, et al. v. Ghost Gunner, Inc., et al., Case No. 34-2021-00302934-CU-PO-GDS 

(“O’Sullivan”), pending in the Superior Court of Sacramento County. A true and correct copy of 

the operative complaint in O’Sullivan is attached as Exhibit A.  

3.         A true and correct copy of the complaint filed in Francisco Gudino Cardenas v. 

Ghost Gunner, Inc. et al., Case No. 30-2019-01111797-CU-PO-CJC is attached as Exhibit B. 

4.         A true and correct copy of the complaint filed in Troy McFadyen, et al v. Ghost 

Gunner, Inc., et al, Case No. CIV DS 1935422 is attached as Exhibit C.  

5.        Other than the referenced matters, I am unaware of any other actions pending in the 

state sharing a common question of law or fact with these actions.  

6.        I am informed and believe and thereon state that no trial is imminent in the 

O’Sullivan matter nor in the Ghost Gunner Firearms Cases.  

7.        A true and correct copy of the May 7, 2021 Order Granting Petition for 

Coordination of the Ghost Gunner Firearms Cases is attached as Exhibit D.  

8.       The standards for coordination as set forth in Code of Civil Procedure §404 and 

§404.1 are met for adding on O’Sullivan to this coordinated matter, by the following 

circumstances: 

/ / / 
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DECLARATION OF SEAN A. BRADY 
 

a)  The O’Sullivan matter is complex, as defined by California Rule of Court 

3.400, because it will involve time-consuming motions which raise difficult legal issues. There 

will likely be a large number of witnesses and evidence to sort through, given the number of 

defendants in the matter, and several defendants intend to file demurrers and/or anti-SLAPP 

motions. Similarly, the case will involve the management of a large number of separately 

represented parties, I am aware of at least five separate counsel. Finally, the matter is of course 

likely to involve coordination, as is plain by this very petition. Further, plaintiffs in O’Sullivan 

indicated it is complex on their civil case cover sheet, (see Exhibit A), and the Presiding Judge of 

the Superior Court of California for the County of Sacramento has deemed it complex. A true and 

correct copy of the notice and order of complex case determination is attached as Exhibit E.  

b)  Coordination is also proper under §404.1 because significant common 

questions of law predominate, given that the complaints are largely verbatim except for the details 

of each incident, the nearly identical causes of action, and mostly the same named defendants.  

c) The convenience of the parties will be served by the coordination of responsive 

pleadings, written discovery and depositions of both lay and expert witnesses, as well as the 

creation of a common depository of relevant documents, and dispositive motions. 

d) Judicial facilities and resources will be more efficiently utilized if the cases are 

coordinated because there will be a single judge in a single courtroom hearing the large volume of 

pretrial motions anticipated in this case, rather than multiple pretrial motions being heard in 

different courthouses requiring countless extra time from judges and staff, with the attendant risk 

of inconsistent rulings. Multiple rulings will also generate multiple petitions for appellate review, 

which can be avoided by coordination.  

e) Coordination of the actions will encourage settlement because my clients will 

likely not be inclined to settle their cases if common issues are being litigated in other courts in 

front of different judges with the possibility of different outcomes.  

9.       I spoke with other defendants in this matter or their counsel to determine if any of 

them would oppose this petition. Defendants Ghost Gunner, Inc., Defense Distributed, Cody 

Wilson, James Tromblee, Juggernaut Tactical, Inc., and Tactical Gear Heads, LLC have 
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DECLARATION OF SEAN A. BRADY 
 

confirmed that they do not oppose this application. None of the defendants in O’Sullivan that my 

office represents opposes this petition for coordination. I also spoke with counsel for defendant 

WM. C. Anderson, Inc., who does not oppose this petition for coordination. Counsel for 

Polymer80 in the O’Sullivan matter indicated that it would not oppose coordination through 

discovery but reserved the right to oppose coordination for dispositive motion purposes because, 

due to an oversight, I did not contact Polymer80’s counsel in the O’Sullivan matter until 4:00pm 

today to seek his position on this petition; he understandably needed more time to consider his 

client’s position before taking a position and intends to weigh in with this court as he deems 

appropriate for his client. The remaining Defendants have not responded to inquiries as of the 

filing of this petition.   

10.       In their most recent joint case management statement in the Ghost Gunner 

Firearms Cases, Plaintiffs wrote that they “are willing to discuss with Defendants and the 

Plaintiffs in the O’Sullivan case…whether some coordinated discovery across the O’Sullivan case 

makes sense.” A true and correct copy of the case management statement is attached as Exhibit 

F. 

11. The litigation in both O’Sullivan and the Ghost Gunner Firearms Cases is in the 

very early stages, with no responsive pleadings yet filed by any defendant in any of the matters, 

and the matters in the Ghost Gunner Firearms Cases have effectively remain stayed since their 

inception. Currently, the cases remain stayed pursuant to Judge Claster’s August 13, 2021 order 

that the stay will continue so long as the petition to coordinate O’Sullivan is filed by September 

10, 2021, which it now has been. Per the order, the stay will now continue until the O’Sullivan 

add-on petition is ruled on. No discovery has yet been commenced in either matter for any of the 

three related cases. 

12.       O’Sullivan is likewise stayed until September 30, 2021 to allow time for service on 

all of the Defendants, as agreed in a joint stipulation that was approved by the O’Sullivan court on 

August 16, 2021. A true and correct copy of this signed stipulation and order is attached as 

Exhibit G.   

/ / / 
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DECLARATION OF SEAN A. BRADY 
 

13.      I met and conferred with counsel for all Plaintiffs in both the Ghost Gunner 

Firearms Cases and O’Sullivan, and they informed me that all Plaintiffs intend to oppose the 

petition to coordinate O’Sullivan as an add-on case. 

  

I declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

 

Executed this 10th day of September 2021, at Long Beach, California. 

 

______________________________ 

       Sean A. Brady, Declarant 
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Contract 
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Robert J. Nelson (State Bar No. 2999217) 
Caitlin M. Nelson (State Bar No. 335601) 
Lieff Cabraser Heimann & Bernstein, LLP 
275 Battery Street, 29th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111-3339 
Telephone: 415.956.1000 
Facsimile: 415.956.1008 
me Iso n(^lchb. com 
cnelson( l̂chb.com 

Attomeys for Plaintiffs 

Jonathan Lowy (jJFiMs^ice pending) 
Christa Nicols ( p / S i ^ » ^ ® B # ! 8 i 6 i 
Brady: United Aggg^f^j^v^^ence 
840 First Street, ^S?S»l?»fe»ji 
Washington, DC SfetJ57/2021 
Telephone: 2 0 2 - 3 ^ 0 ^ 
Facsimile: 202-89," "^"" 
j lowy@bradyunit( 

California 

100 , Deptpty 
cnicoir@bradyunll€^|*"»"b«r: 

. .34-2021-00302934 
Attorneys jor Plaintiffs 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNL\ 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 

KELLEY and DENIS O'SULLIVAN, in 
their Individual Capacity and KELLY 
O'SULLIVAN as Administrator ofthe 
Estate of TARA O'SULLIVAN, Deceased, 

Plaintiffs, 

GHOST GUNNER INC., d/h/a 
GHOSTGUNNER.NET; 

BLACKHAWK MANUFACTURING 
GROUP INC., d/h/a 
80PERCENTARMS.COM; 

RYAN BEEZLEY and BOB BEEZLEY, 
d/h/a RBTACTICALT00LING.COM; 

GHOST AMERICA LLC, d/b/a 
GH0STGUNS.COM; 

GHOST FIREARMS LLC, d/b/a GRID 
DEFENSE and GH0STRIFLES.COM; 

JUGGERNAUT TACTICAL INC., d/h/a 
JTACTICAL.COM; 

MFY TECHNICAL SOLUTIONS LLC, 
d/h/a 5DTACTICAL.COM; 

TACTICAL GEAR HEADS LLC, d/h/a 
80-LOWER.COM; AR-
15L0WERRECErVERS.COM; and 
80LOWERJIG.COM; 

COMPLAINT 

(DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL) 

CAUSES OF ACTION: 

1. NEGLIGENCE 

2. NEGLIGENCE PER SE 

3. NEGLIGENT ENTRUSTMENT 

4. PUBLIC NUISANCE 

5. VIOLATION OF BUSINESS AND 
PROFESSIONS CODE SECTIONS 
17200, ETSEQ. (UNFAIR AND 
UNLAWFUL BUSINESS PRACTICES) 

2252551.3 

COMPLAINT 
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JAMES TROMBLEE, JR., d/b/a 
USPATRI0TARM0RY.COM; 

INDUSTRY ARMAMENT INC., d/h/a 
AMERICANWEAPONSCOMPONENTS. 
COM; 

THUNDER GUNS LLC, d/h/a 
THUNDERTACTICAL.COM; 

POLYMER80, INC., d/h/a 
POLYMER80.COM and P80 TACTICAL; 

JSD SUPPLY, d/h/a JSDSUPPLY.COM 
and 80PERCENTGUYS.COM; 

JAMES MADISON TACTICAL LLC, 
d/h/a 
JAMESMADIS0NTACTICAL.COM; 

WM. C. ANDERSON, INC., d^/a 
ANDERSONMANUFACTURING.COM; 

MATRIX ARMS, d/h/a 
MATRIXARMS.COM; 

M-16 PARTS SUPPLY LLC, d/b/a M-
16PARTS.COM; and 

DOES 1-50, 

Defendants. 

COMPLAINT 

1. COME NOW PLAINTIFFS KELLEY AND DENIS O'SULLFVAN, in their 

Individual Capacity and KELLY O'SULLTVAN as Administrator ofthe Estate of TARA 

O'SULLFVAN ("O'SULLFVAN" or "OFFICER O'SULLIVAN"), Deceased, by and through 

their attomeys of record ("PLAINTIFFS"), and allege the following against DEFENDANTS 

GHOST GUNNER INC., d/b/a GHOSTGUNNER.NET; BLACKHAWK MANUFACTURING 

GROUP INC., d/b/a 80PERCENTARMS.COM; RYAN BEEZLEY and BOB BEEZLEY, d/h/a 

RBTACTICALTOOLING.CpM; GHOST AMERICA LLC, d/h/a GH0STGUNS.COM; 

GHOST FIREARMS LLC, d/b/a GRID DEFENSE and GH0STRIFLES.COM; JUGGERNAUT 

TACTICAL INC., d/h/a JTACTICAL.COM; MFY TECHNICAL SOLUTIONS LLC, d/h/a 

2252551.3 - 2 -

COMPLAINT 



1 5DTACTICAL.COM; TACTICAL GEAR HEADS LLC, d/h/a 80-LOWER.COM, AR-

2 15L0WERRECEIVERS.COM, and 80LOWERJIG.COM; JAMES TROMBLEE, JR., d/h/a 

3 USPATRI0TARM0RY.COM; INDUSTRY ARMAMENT INC., d/b/a 

4 AMERICANWEAP0NSC0MP0NENTS.COM; THUNDER GUNS LLC, d/h/a 

5 THUNDERTACTICAL.GOM; POLYMER80, INC., d/h/a POLYMER80.COM and P80 

6 TACTICAL; JSD SUPPLY, d/h/a JSDSUPPLY.COM and 80PERCENTGUYS.COM; JAMES 

7 MADISON TACTICAL LLC, d/h/a JAMESMADIS0NTACTICAL.COM; WM. C. 

8 ANDERSON, INC., d/h/a ANDERSONMANUFACTURING.COM; MATRIX ARMS, d/b/a 

9 MATRIXARMS.COM; M-16 PARTS SUPPLY LLC, d/h/a M-16PARTS.COM; and DOES 1-50 

10 ("DEFENDANTS"). 

11 INTRODUCTION 

12 1. DEFENDANTS are companies that have chosen to intentionally undermine 

13 federal and state firearms laws by designing, manufacturing, marketing, distributing and/or 

14 selling kits and/or parts that are easily assembled by the purchaser into fuUy functional weapons, 

15 including AR-T5 style assault weapons, to consumers across the nation, including within the State 

16 of California. DEFENDANTS have chosen to engage in this business primarily through online 

17 sales that enable purchasers to acquire such weapons without a background check or any 

18 interaction with an authorized Federal Firearms Licensee ("FFL") and in violation of state laws 

19 prohibiting assault weapons, including in the State of California. 

20 2. The weapons assembled from DEFENDANTS' kits and/or parts are termed "ghost 

21 gims." This name reflects the fact that such weapons generally lack a serial number, and are 

22 difficult—if not impossible—for law enforcement to trace back to their manufacturer and/or 

23 seller when recovered from a crime scene. 

24 3. DEFENDANTS knew when they entered this business that they would be 

25 supplying firearms to those who would not be allowed to purchase fu-earms from an FFL, 

26 including criminals, violent persons, and other individuals whose possession of firearms pose an 

27 unacceptably high threat of injury or death to members of the public. 

28 
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4. DEFENDANTS fiirther knew that selling these kits and/or parts violated state and 

federal statutes regarding the registration, ownership, sale, and marketing of firearms. 

5. DEFENDANTS failed to use reasonable safety measures that could have limited 

the risk of their products falling into the hands of such dangerous individuals. 

6. Instead, DEFENDANTS targeted their business toward precisely such individuals 

by intentionally emphasizing features of their products that make them attractive to such 

individuals as major selling points. For example, DEFENDANTS intentionally emphasized that 

their products can be used to assemble imtraceable weapons, and enable purchasers to evade 

background checks and interaction with a FFL. 

7. DEFENDANTS chose profits over people and public safety, and launched and 

maintained their businesses in the imreasonably dangerous manner described herein. 

8. Since DEFENDANTS launched their "ghost guns" businesses, they have leamed 

with certainty that their firearms are a massive and growing source of the crime guns that are 

claiming innocent lives in Califomia and elsewhere. 

9. DEFENDANTS could have changed their business practices to employ reasonable 

safety measures to minimize the damage their products cause. Instead, DEFENDANTS have 

doubled down on their despicable, willfiil, wanton, and malicious conduct. By doing so, 

DEFENDANTS have and are acting with a conscious disregard to a known and obvious risk that 

threatens the life and safety of others. 

10. Upon information and belief, all DEFENDANTS designed, advertised, marketed, 

sold, distributed, and/or offered, one or more "ghost gun" kits and/or parts that could be easily 

assembled into un-serialized high-powered "ghost gun" rifles. 

11. PLAINTIFFS bring this suit because their beloved daughter TARA O'SULLIVAN 

was killed as a direct, foreseeable, and proximate result of DEFENDANTS' despicable, willful, 

wanton, and malicious conduct. 

12. Specifically, PLAINTIFFS' 26-year-old daughter, Sacramento Police Officer 

TARA O'SULLIVAN, was killed while on duty by one or more "ghost guns" wielded by a 

dangerous Sacramento resident, ADEL SAMBRANO RAMOS ("RAMOS"). RAMOS' criminal 
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1 record for domestic violence and active warrant at the time of the shooting likely would have 

2 barred him from legally purchasing a firearm in Califomia, and his status as a CaHfomia resident 

3 would have barred him from legally purchasing an assault weapoa Nevertheless, one or more 

4 DEFENDANTS sold "ghost gun" kits and/or parts to RAMOS prior to June 19, 2019, and 

5 RAMOS used DEFENDANTS' products to assemble at least three unserialized automatic 

6 . machine guns and three unserialized semi-automatic assault rifles. 

7 13. On June 19, 2019, Sacramento Police, including OFFICER O'SULLIVAN, 

8 responded to a domestic disturbance call at a residence in Sacramento, Califomia. As OFFICER 

9 O'SULLIVAN was helping a woman safely remove belongings from the residence, RAMOS 

10 opened fire, hitting OFFICER O'SULLIVAN and forcing the other police officers to retreat. For 

11 nearly an hour, shots continued to fall around OFFICER O'SULLIVAN as she lay injured at the 

12 scene, awaiting rescue from her fellow police officers who were held at bay and unable to assist 

13 her because ofthe ongoing and persistent "ghost gun" fire. OFFICER O'SULLIVAN, who had 

14 long dreamed of serving the people of Sacramento as a peace officer, died later that evening, less 

15 than one year after her graduation from the police academy. 

16 14. DEFENDANTS, upon information and belief, continue to ofifer "ghost gun" 

17 products to Califomia residents using marketing strategies and business practices that are 

18 identical or essentially the same as those used during and before OFFICER O'SULLIVAN's 

19 death in June 2019. 

20 15. PLAINTIFFS now seek to hold DEFENDANTS accountable for their reckless 

21 business practices, in the memory of their beloved daughter and to prevent further loss of life. 

22 16. PLAINTIFFS will make all reasonable efforts through discovery and use of 

23 experts to make a good faith determination as to which of DEFENDANTS' "ghost gun" products 

24 killed TARA O'SULLIVAN. However, if it is not possible to make such a determination, 

25 PLAINTIFFS respectfully request that in the event that they prove that one or more 

26 DEFENDANTS manufactured and/or sold the "ghost gun" kits and/or parts that killed TARA 

27 O'SULLIVAN, but cannot prove which Defendants' product(s) caused this harm, the court award 

28 damages consistent with each DEFENDANT'S market share at the time of the shooting. On 
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1 information and belief, DEFENDANTS together comprise a substantial share of the national 

2 "ghost gun" market 

3 17. PLAINTIFFS'claims are timely brought In response to the ongoing pandemic, 

4 the Judicial Coimcil of Califomia issued Emergency Rule 9, which provides: "Notwithstanding 

5 any other law, the statutes of limitations and repose for civil causes of action that exceed 180 days 

6 are tolled from April 6, 2020, until October 1, 2020." Each cause of action asserted by 

7 PLAINTIFFS has a statute of limitation in excess of 180 days, such that all coimts in this 

8 Complaint are tolled for approximately six months pursuant to the Rule. Even without these 

9 additional 180 days, this suit is brought within all applicable statutes of limitation. 

10 JURISDICTION 

11 18. This is a civil action for negligence, public nuisance, and violations of the 

12 CaHfornia Unfair Competition Law (Cal. Bus. & Prof Code §§ 17200, et seq.). This Court has 

13 subject matter jurisdiction over this action as the amount of the claims exceeds $25,000.00. 

14 19. Venue is proper in this court because TARA O'SULLIVAN was killed by 

15 RAMOS using DEFENDANTS' products while she was on duty in Sacramento County, 

16 CaHfornia. 

17 20. PLAINTIFFS seek an award of compensatory damages, as well as punitive 

18 damages pursuant to Cal. Civil Code § 3294, statutory damages pursuant to Cal. Bus. & Prof 

19 Code §§ 17200, et seq., injunctive and declaratory reUef, costs and expenses, and reasonable 

20 attorney's fees under Cal. Code of Civil Procedure .§ 1021.5. 

21 PARTIES 

22 21. At all times pertinent hereto, PLAINTIFFS KELLEY AND DENIS 

23 O'SULLIVAN were residents of Martinez, CaHfornia. PLAINTIFFS are the surviving parents of 

24 TARA O'SULLIVAN, deceased. PLAINTIFFS KELLEY AND DENIS O'SULLIVAN bring 

25 this action in their individual capacity, and PLAINTIFF KELLEY O'SULLIVAN brings this 

26 action as Administrator of the Estate of TARA O'SULLIVAN. TARA O'SULLIVAN lived in 

27 Sacramento, California at the time of her death. 

28 
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1 22. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT GHOST GUNNER INC. ("GHOST 

2 GUNNER"), d/b/a GHOSTGUNNER.NET, was a Texas corporation with its principal place of 

3 business in Austin, Texas. At all times pertinent hereto, GHOST GUNNER was engaged in the 

4 business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or seUing kits and/or firearms 

5 parts used to assemble "ghost guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles to consimiers 

6 across the nation, including to consumers within the State of Califomia. GHOST GUNNER's 

7 registered agent is a Texas company named DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED. DEFENSE 

8 DISTRIBUTED and GHOST GUNNER ("DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED/GHOST GUNNER") 

9 should be viewed as interchangeable and inextricably linked for purposes of this Complaint. 

10 Upon information and belief, the same individual, Cody Wilson, was involved with nmning both 

11 entities. DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED's website still links to GHOST GUNNER. See 

12 https://defdistorg/. 

13 23. At ah times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT BLACKHAWK 

14 MANUFACTURING GROUP INC. ("BLACKHAWK"), d/b/a 80PERCENTARMS.COM, was a 

15 Califomia domestic corporation, with its principal place of business in Garden Grove, Califomia. 

16 At all times pertinent hereto, BLACKHAWK was engaged in the business of designing, 

17 marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to assemble 

18 "ghost guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the nation, including 

19 to consumers within the State of Califomia. 

20 24. At aU times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANTS RYAN BEEZLEY and BOB 

21 BEEZLEY have maintained addresses in Apple Valley, Califomia and were doing business as 

22 RBTACTICALT00LING.COM. At all times pertinent hereto, RBTACTICALT00LING.COM 

23 has maintained a business address in Apple Valley, Califomia. At all times pertinent hereto, 

24 RBTACTICALT00LING.COM was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, 

25 distributing, manufacturing and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to assemble "ghost 

26 guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to 

27 consumers within the State of Califomia. 

28 
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1 25. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT GHOST AMERICA LLC ("GHOST 

2 AMERICA"), d/b/a GH0STGUNS.COM, was a Califomia limited liability company with its 

3 principal place of business in Yorba Linda, California. At all times pertinent hereto, GHOST 

4 AMERICA was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing 

5 and/or selHng kits arid/or firearms parts used to assemble "ghost guns," including AR-15 style 

6 "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of 

7 California. ' 

8 26. At all times pertinent hereto, GHOST FIREARMS LLC ("GHOST FIREARMS"), 

9 d/b/a GRID DEFENSE and GH0STRIFLES.COM, was a limited liability company registered in 

10 Florida with its principal place of business in Daytona Beach, Florida. At all times pertinent 

11 hereto, GHOST FIREARMS was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, 

12 manufacturing and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to assemble "ghost guns," including 

13 AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the 

14 State of Califomia. 

15 27. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT JUGGERNAUT TACTICAL INC. 

16 ("JUGGERNAUT"), d/h/a JTACTICAL.COM, was a CaHfomia corporation with its principal 

17 place of business in Orange, Califomia. At all times pertinent hereto, JUGGERNAUT was 

18 engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or seUing kits 

19 and/or firearms parts used to assemble "ghost guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, to 

20 consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of California. 

21 28. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT MFY TECHNICAL SOLUTIONS 

22 LLC ("MFY TECHNICAL"), d/b/a 5DTACTICAL.COM, was a Massachusetts limited liability 

23 company with its principal place of business in Westborough, Massachusetts. At all times 

24 pertinent hereto, MFY TECHNICAL was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, 

25 distributing, manufacturing and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to assemble "ghost 

26 guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gtm" rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to 

27 consumers within the State of Califomia. 

28 
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1 29. At aU times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT TACTICAL GEAR HEADS LLC 

2 ("TACTICAL GEAR HEADS"), d/h/a 80-LOWER.COM; AR-15L0WERRECEIVERS.COM; 

3 and 80LOWERJIG.COM, was an Indiana limited liability company with its principal place of 

4 business in Indianapolis, Indiana and/or in Fishers, Indiana. At all times pertinent hereto, 

5 TACTICAL GEAR HEADS, via its various retail websites, was engaged in the business of 

6 designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to 

7 assemble "ghost guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the nation, 

8 including to consumers within the State of Califomia. 

9 30. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT JAMES TROMBLEE, JR., has 

10 maintained a mailing address in Apple Valley, Califomia. Upon information and belief, 

11 TROMBLEE began doing business as USPATRI0TARM0RY.COM on April 25, 2014. 

12 |USPATRIOTARMORY.COM has maintained a business and mailing address in Apple Valley, 

13 CaHfornia. At all times pertinent hereto, USPATRI0TARMY.COM was engaged in the business 

14 of designing, marketing, distributir̂ , manufacturing and/or selHng kits and/or firearms parts used 

15 to assemble "ghost guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the 

16 nation̂  including to consumers within the State of California. 

17 31. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT INDUSTRY ARMAMENT TNC. 

18 ("INDUSTRY ARMAMENT"), d/h/a AMERICANWEAP0NSC0MP0NENTS.COM, was a 

19 Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Mesa, Arizona. At all times pertinent 

20 hereto, INDUSTRY ARMAMENT was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, 

21 distributing, manufacturing and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to assemble "ghost 

22 guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to 

23 consumers within the State of CaHfomia. 

24 32. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT THUNDER GUNS LLC 

25 ("THUNDER GUNS"), d/b/a THUNDERTACTICAL.GOM, was a limited liability company 

26 registered in Florida with its principal place of business in Daytona Beach, Florida. At all times 

27 pertinent hereto, THUNDER TACTICAL was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, 

28 distributing, manufacturing and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to assemble "ghost 
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1 guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to 

2 consumers within the State of CaHfomia. 

3 33. At aU times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT POLYMER80, INC. 

4 ("POLYMER80"), d/b/a POLYMER80.COM and P80 TACTICAL, was a Nevada corporation 

5 with its principal place of business in Dayton, Nevada. At iall times pertinent hereto, 

6 POLYMER80 was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing 

7 and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to assembley'ghost guns," including AR-15 style 

8 "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of 

9 Califomia. 

10 34. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT JSD SUPPLY ("JSD SUPPLY"), 

11 d/h/a JSDSUPPLY.COM and 80PERCENTGUYS.COM, was a Pennsylvania corporation with its 

12 principal place of business in Butler, Pennsylvania. At all times pertinent hereto, JSD SUPPLY 

13 was engaged in die business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or selling 

14 kits and/or firearms parts used to assemble "ghost gims," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" 

15 rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of Califomia. 

16 35. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT JAMES MADISON TACTICAL 

17 LLC ("JAMES MADISON TACTICAL"), d/b/a JAMESMADIS0NTACTICAL.COM, was a 

18 Washington corporation with its principal place of business in Richland, Washington. At all 

19 times pertinent hereto, JAMES MADISON TACTICAL was engaged in the business of 

20 designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to 

21 assemble "ghost guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gtm" rifles, to consumers across the nation, 

22 including to consumers within the State of Califomia. 

23 36. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT WM. C. ANDERSON, INC., 

24 ("ANDERSON MANUFACTURING"), d/b/a ANDERSONMANUFACTURING.COM, was a 

25 Kentucky corporation with its principal place of business in Hebron, Kentucky. At all times 

26 pertinent hereto, ANDERSON MANUFACTURING was engaged in the business of designing, 

27 marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to assemble 

28 
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1 "ghost guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the nation, including 

2 to consumers within the State of Califomia. 

3 37. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT MATRIX ARMS ("MATRIX 

4 ARMS"), d/b/a MATRIXARMS.COM, was a New Hampshire corporation with its principal 

5 place of business in Claremont, New Hampshire. At all times pertinent hereto, MATRIX ARMS 

6 was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or selling 

7 kits and/or firearms parts used to assemble "ghost guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" 

8 rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of Califomia. 

9 38. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFEND ANT M-16 PARTS SUPPLY LLC ("M-16 

10 PARTS"), d/h/a M-16PARTS.COM, was a Florida corporation with its principal place of 

11 business in Old Town, Florida. At all times pertinent hereto, M-16 PARTS was engaged in the 

12 business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or selling kits and/or firearms 

13 parts used to assemble "ghost guns," including AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers 

14 across the nation, including to consumers within the State of CaHfomia. 

15 39. DEFENDANTS DOE ONE through DOE ONE HUNDRED ("DOE 

16 DEFENDANTS") are sued herein under fictitious names. PLAINTIFFS assert that DOE 

17 DEFENDANTS are engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing 

18 and/or selling kits and/or firearms parts used to assemble "ghost guns," including AR-15 style 

19 "ghost gun" rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of 

20 California. PLAINTIFFS do not at this time know the true names or capacities of said DOE 

21 DEFENDANTS, but pray that the same may be alleged herein should that information be 

22 ascertained. 

23 40. The true names or capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate or 

24 otherwise, of DEFENDANT DOES ONE through ONE HUNDRED, inclusive, are unknown to 

25 PLAINTIFFS, who therefore sue said DEFENDANTS by such fictitious names. PLAINTIFFS 

26 are informed and believe and thereon allege that each ofthe DEFENDANTS designated herein as 

27 a DOE is negHgently, intentionally, or in some other manner, responsible for the events and 

28 
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1 happenings herein referred to and negligently, intentionally, or in some other manner, caused 

2 injury and damages proximately thereby to the PLAINIFFS as herein alleged. 

3 41. DEFENDANTS were all actively engaged in the business of designing, marketing, 

4 distributing, manufacturing and/or selling these products to CaHfornia residents leading up to and 

5 during June of 2019, while emphasizing features of their products that made them particularly 

6 attractive to dangerous actors like RAMOS. 

7 42. All actions of DEFENDANTS were done with a conscious disregard and 

8 deliberate disregard for the rights and safety of others, and in a willful and reckless manner 

9 making the infliction of grievous bodily injury and/or death highly probable. DEFENDANTS' 

10 conduct was despicable, willful, wanton, and malicious within the meaning of Califomia Civil 

11 Code § 3294, so as to warrant the imposition of punitive and exemplary damages against them in 

12 the fullest extent allowed by law. DEFENDANTS acted in a conscious disregard for the rights 

13 and safety of otiiers, in a manner that shocks the conscience, and in a despicable manner 

14 sufficient to warrant the imposition of punitive damages against each and every DEFENDANT 

15 sued herein. 

16 FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

17 43. PLAINTIFFS incorporate by reference all previous paragraphs of this Complaint 

18 as if fully set forth here and further allege as follows: 

19 I. The "Ghost Gun" Industry Knowingly and Negligently Arms Criminals and Other 
Dangerous Persons Like Ramos, and Intentionally Circumvents California and 

20 Federal Firearms Laws. 

21 44. Every year in America, firearms are used to commit over 500,000 crimes, and over 

22 100,000 people are shot (40,000 or more fatally). This means that more than 100 people in 

23 America are killed every day as a result of firearms use. 

24 45. Federal and state laws recognize the grave risk posed by firearms in the wrong 

25 person's hands, and, as a result, regulate and restrict their sale and possession in nimierous ways. 

26 46. Only FFLs may legally engage in the business of selling firearms. Felons, 

27 domestic abusers, the dangerously mentally ill, and certain other categories of people deemed to 

28 pose too great a danger to themselves or others are prohibited from possessing guns as a matter of 
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1 federal and Califomia law. FFLs are required to conduct background checks on gun buyers to 

2 prevent sales to such prohibited piu-chasers. Firearms sold by FFLs must include stamped serial 

3 numbers, to enable accurate record keeping and aid law enforcement in tracing the gun to its 

4 initial retail seller if it is later misused in a crime. Such tracing can help identify the chain of 

5 possession and ultimate user of such a crime gun. 

6 47. FFLs are also required to exercise common sense in protecting the public by 

7 refusing firearms sales—even where a buyer passes a background check—if the buyer is 

8 displaying disturbing or erratic behavior suggesting a significant psychological disturbance. 

9 FFLs always retain discretion to refuse a firearms sale for any reason. 

10 48. FFLs must carefully leam and comply with all federal laws, as well as the laws of 

11 the state in which they reside and, for certain sales to residents of other states, the laws of those 

12 states. Some states, including California, prohibit sales of military-style assault weapons like 

13 AR-15 style rifles. 

14 49. DEFENDANTS sought, and continue to seek, to tmdermine and circumvent these 

15 federal and state public safety laws. 

16 50. DEFENDANTS are not FFLs. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANTS 

17 knew, and continue to know, that law-abiding persons who desire firearms can and do obtain 

18 firearms through FFLs. 

19 51. DEFENDANTS are companies and entities that chose, at all times pertinent 

20 hereto, to manufacture and/or sell unserialized, unfinished firearms parts (such as frames and 

21 receivers) or firearms assembly kits that can be used to produce "ghost guns," including AR-15 

22 style assault "ghost gun rifles." 

23 52. Much of DEFENDANTS' business involves online sales, and DEFENDANTS, at 

24 all times pertinent hereto, marketed, advertised, targeted and/or sold their products to individuals 

25 across the country, including in CaHfomia. 

26 53. DEFENDANTS, at all times pertinent hereto, manufactured and/or sold "ghost 

27 gun" parts that require minimal additional milling before they can be easily combined with other 

28 
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largely unregulated gun parts—often included in DEFENDANTS' assembly kits—to form a fully 

functioning "ghost gun." 

54. One common "ghost gun" part sold by DEFENDANTS is an 80% receiver, which 

is designed to fell just outside of the federal definition of a "firearm" so as to evade federally 

required background checks and other regulations applicable to "firearms." 

55. The process of converting such parts into a "ghost gun," whether it be a semi­

automatic handgun or an AR-15 style assault rifle, involves just a few steps. DEFENDANTS' 

kits and/or firearms parts can be used to create a fully functional "ghost gun" in as little as a few 

minutes without the consumer possessing any specialized skill or abilities. 

56. DEFENDANTS thus enable anyone, including individuals prohibited from 

possessing any firearms or individuals prohibited from possessing assault weapons by virtue of 

state law, to build "ghost guns," including but not limited to assault weapons. 

57. Once assembled, "ghost guns" are just as deadly and dangerous as traditional 

firearms. 

58. DEFENDANTS purposefully chose and continue'to choose not to stamp serial 

numbers on these or other parts included in their firearms assembly kits. This means that the 

"ghost guns" produced from DEFENDANTS' products cannot be traced back to the initial 

manufacturer and/or seller, making it harder to identify the chain of possession and ultimate user 

of a gun recovered from a crime scene. This makes DEFENDANTS' products eyen more 

dangerous to the public. 

59. Because DEFENDANTS' products were and continue to be readily available 

online for purchase without a background check, they are especially attractive to criminals, 

domestic abusers, and other dangerous individuals who would otherwise be prevented from 

purchasing a fnearm due to their inability to pass a background check. 

60. Similarly, because DEFENDANTS' products were and continue to be capable of 

purchase without any interaction between the buyer and a FFL, these products are also attractive 

and accessible to individuals with dangerous psychological or behavioral issues who know or 

who fear they may not be able to pass muster at a responsible FFL. 
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1 61. As a special agent in charge of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and 

2 Explosives' ("ATF") Los Angeles field division told reporters in 2018, "Criminals are making 

3 their own weapons because they cannot buy them legally . . . or they are paying other people to 

4 make those guns for them to get aroimd the gun laws."' Gun violence prevention advocates have 

5 continued to sound the alarm regarding the proliferation of these products and the grave pubHc 

6 safety risk that they pose, particularly in vulnerable communities. ̂  

7 62. DEFENDANTS were and stiH are aware that the proliferation of "ghost guns" 

8 poses a serious public safety risk. Nevertheless, DEFENDANTS intentionally targeted and 

9 continue to target precisely the criminals and other dangerous parties described above. 

10 63. In their marketing and advertising, DEFENDANTS affirmatively emphasize as a 

11 major selling point the untraceable nature of "ghost guns" due to the absence of a serial number. 

12 DEFENDANTS also affirmatively emphasize as major selling points the fact that their products 

13 can be purchased without a background check or interaction with a FFL. 

14 64. DEFENDANTS'marketing to the criminal market includes but is not limited to 

15 the following examples: 

16 a. RBTACTICALT00LING.COM emphasizes the untraceable nature of its 

17 products. See https:,̂ www.rbtacticaltooling.com/' ("Building the lower receiver, [sic] yourself 

18 legaUy prevents the requirement of a govemment traceable serial number. The lack of a serial 

19 number on your lower receiver prevents a tyrannical state govemment from knowing you even 

20 have it. If they don't know you have it, they can't take it!") 

21 b. BLACKHAWK's webpage for AR-15 80% lower receivers states: " I f 

22 you've been looking at building an AR-15 rifle, but you don't want to deal with the hassle of an 

23 FFL, or you want a project to complete at home, then you've been looking for an 80% AR-15 

24 lower receiver. Because it's not a completed firearm, an AR-15 80 lower can ship directly to your 

25 

26 ' Richard Winton, L.A. Gangs stockpile untraceable 'ghost guns' that members make themselves, 
Los Angeles Times, July 6, 2018, available at https:.v\vwvv.latitries.com.%cal/lanow./la-me-la-

27 gangsters-homemade-guns-20t80706-stor\-.htm]. 
" See Abene Clayton, Ordered online, assembled at home: the deadly toll of California's 'ghost 

28 guns', The Guardian, May 18, 2021, available at https://www.thegiiardian.com^us-
nevvs/2021 ,-'mav/18/california-ghost-giins-deadlv-toU. 
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1 doorstep, and requires no background check provided that you finish the last 20% out yourself" 

2 See https://www.80percentarms.com/ar-15-80-lower-receivers/. 

3 c. INDUSTRY ARMAMENT'S weteite states, on a page listing an AR-15 

4 receiver for sale, that "[t]he purchase of this component does not constitute the purchase of a 

5 firearm and as such does not require a FFL for transfer." See 

6 https://americanweaponscomponents.coin/product/polv80-gl50-p2-ar-15-receiver-kit. 

7 d. Until April 2021, a Q & A section on one of TACTICAL GEAR HEAD's 

8 retail websites stated: "An AR-15 built using an 80% lower [receiver] will have no serialization 

9 or paperwork attached to it by default. Therefore, it is typically impossible to determine the 

10 firearm's origin or history." See https:.//web.archive.org/web./20201021221553./https:./vvww.80-

11 lower.coiWfaqs/. The site further emphasized that a purchaser need not interact with a FFL to 

12 acquire its kits and/or firearms parts and make a "ghost gun" AR-15 style rifle. See 

13 https: /'/web, archive.org/web,'2020 i 112010 i 34/'https :/ww\v. 80-lower. com''products/ar-15-build-

14 kit-5-56mm-nato- [ 6-me]onite-barrel-classic-a2-handguard-vv-S0-]ow er-l -7-twist/. 

15 e. M-16 PARTS' web page for an AR-15 compatible 80% lower receiver 

16 makes clear to purchasers that it requires little work to finish, and yet is not a "firearm" requiring 

17 the purchaser to go through a FFL: "80 percent complete - No FFL required, these are not lower 

18 receivers but are 80% complete until the following are completed. . . . [detailing 5 simple steps 

19 and how to carry them out]." See https://www.ni-16parts.com/contents/'en-us/p 136 80-percent-

20 Iower-receiver.html. 

21 65. The above examples are illustrative rather than exhaustive. Upon information and 

22 belief, they are also identical to or essentially the same as DEFENDANTS' marketing tactics for 

23 "ghost gun" kits and/or parts that can be assembled into AR-15 style "ghost gun" assauh style 

24 rifles during the relevant time period. 

25 66. Sales of "ghost gun" kits and/or parts have increased significantly in recent years. 

26 Not surprisingly, the use of "ghost guns" in crimes has also increased exponentially. 

27 67. According to the ATF, as many as 30 percent of all guns now recovered at 

28 California crime scenes are untraceable "ghost guns." 
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1 68. "Ghost guns"—and, in particular, AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles—have been used 

2 in many incidents of violence in Califomia. For example: 

3 a. In June 2013, John Zawahri went on a shooting spree with a "ghost gun" 

4 and killed five people in Santa Monica, Califomia. Zawahri, who had a documented history of 

5 mental illness, was a prohibited purchaser and the "ghost gun" he used was an AR-15 style rifle. 

6 b. In July 2014, gunmen in Stockton, Califomia used an AK-47-style "ghost 

7 gim" in an attempted bank robbery, where three people were held hostage. 

8 c. In July 2015, Scott Bertics shot and killed a woman with whom he was 

9 romantically involved, and then used a second gun to kiU himself in Walnut Creek, Califomia. 

10 Both gtms used were "ghost gims." 

11 d. In November 2017, Kevin Neal went on a shooting spree across Tehama 

12 County, Califomia, using AR-15 style "ghost guns" that left five people dead and eighteen 

13 injured. 

14 e. In August 2019, a convicted felon used an AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifle to 

15 kill California. Highway Patrol officer Andre Moye and wotmd two of his colleagues during a 

16 freeway shootout in Riverside, California. 

17 69. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS were aware of one or all of these 

18 and other incidents involving the luilawful use of "ghost guns." 

19 70. AR-15 style rifles are prohibited assauh weapons under California law. See Cal. 

20 Pen. Code § 30510(a)(5) (assauh weapons include semiautomatic rifles within the "CoU AR-15 

21 series"); § 30510(f) ("As used in this section, 'series' includes all other models that are only 

22 variations, with minor differences, of those models Hsted in subdivision (a), regardless of the 

23 manufacturer."); § 30605(a) (criminalizing possession of an assault weapon). 

24 71. Federal law requires all FFLs—even those outside of a purchaser's state—to 

25 comply with the laws of a purchaser's state when selling long guns like AR-15 style rifles. See 

26 18 U.S.C. § 922(b)(3). 

27 72. "Ghost gun" kits and/or parts enable dangerous people in Califomia like RAMOS 

28 to obtain such banned weapons. 
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.1 73. In September 2020, then-California Attorney General Xavier Becerra filed a 

2 lawsuit demanding that ATF correct its interpretation of what qualifies as a firearm to make 

3 "ghost guns" subject to the same regulations as other firearms. In a press release, Becerra stated: 

4 "Ghost gims are untraceable weapons that have been used in mass shootings throughout the 

5 coimtry and right here in Califomia—from Santa Monica in 2013, to Tehama County in 2017, 

6 and at Saugus High School just last year. We can't afford to wait for another tragedy to happen 

7 before we take action. It's time for ATF to prioritize the safety of our communities by callii^ 

8 these products what they are: firearms, and regulating them accordingly." ' 

9 74. In April 2021, the Biden administration called on the Department of Justice to 

10 issue a proposed mle to stop the proliferation of ghost giins. The White House commented: "We 

11 are experiencing a growing problem: criminals are buying kits containing nearly all ofthe 

12 components and directions for finishing a firearm within as little as 30 minutes and using these 

13 firearms to commit crunes. When these firearms turn up at crime scenes, they often caimot be 

14 traced by law enforcement due to the lack of a serial number.'"' Upon issuing the proposed mle, 

15 which would modernize the definition of "framer or receiver" to close the regulatory loophole 

16 that "ghost guns" exploit, the Department noted that law enforcement recovered more than 

17 23,000 unserialized firearms from potential crime scenes between 2016 and 2020.̂  

18 75. DEFENDANTS could have taken steps to avoid supplying individuals in 

19 Califomia with prohibited assault weapons and/or violating various federal firearms laws. Below 

20 is a non-exhaustive list of feasible steps that a reasonable and law-abiding company would have 

21 taken to avoid undermining California law and/or federal law: 

22 

23 \ 
Attorney General Becerra and Giffords Law Center Lead Lawsuit Demanding the Trump 

^. Administration Address the Threat of Unregulated Ghost Guns, Press Release, September 29, 
2020, available at https:/7oag.ca.gov/news/press-releases./attornev-general-becerra-and-giffords-

2^ law-center-lead-lawsuit-demanding-trump. 
'* Biden-Harris Administration Announces Initial Actions to Address the Gun Violence Public 

26 Health Epidemic, Press Release, April 7, 2021, available at https://w vvw.whi tehouse.gov/briefing-
room/statements-releases/2021/04./07/fact-sheet-biden-harris-administration-announces-initial-

27 actions-to-address-the-gun-violence-public-health-epidemic/. 
^ Justice Department Proposes New Regidation to Update Firearm Definitions, Press Release, 

28 May 7, 2021, available at https://www.iustice.gov/opa/pr/iustice-department-pioposes-new-
regulation-update-firearm-definitions. 
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1 a. DEFENDANTS could have blocked Intemet Protocol ("IP") so that 

2 Internet users located in Califomia could not access their websites and/or the portions of their 

3 websites listing products enabling the assembly of AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles; 

4 b. DEFENDANTS could have refused to ship such products to California 

5 because possession of assault weapons is illegal in California; 

6 c. DEFENDANTS could have required that their products only be transferred 

7 through a sale carried out by a FFL; 

8 d. DEFENDANTS could have required that only individuals who could 

9 legally purchase and possess firearms could purchase their products; and 

10 e. DEFENDANTS could have included serial numbers on their products. 

11 76. Upon information and belief, none ofthe DEFENDANTS took these, or any other 

12 reasonable safety precautions, to prevent dangerous Califomia residents from violating CaHfornia 

13 and/or federal law and endangering the safety of others with "ghost gtins" made from 

14 DEFENDANTS' products. 

15 77. Instead, upon information and behef, all ofthe DEFENDANTS intentionally 

16 targeted California consumers to increase sales. 

17 78. For example, Cody Wilson of DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED/GHOST GUNNER 

18 stated that he aimed to undermine gim violence prevention legislation, and in particular, 

19 Califomia's regulatory regime. Wilson, shortly after the Tehama attack in 2017, confirmed that 

20 much of DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED/GHOST GUNNER's business comes from Califomia. 

21, 79. Similariy, on its website, BLACKHAWK specifically emphasizes that "it is 100% 

22 legal for you to purchase, complete, and own an 80% firearm in the Golden State." See 

23 https:.//ww\v.80peicentamis.conVpages/faq.html. 

24 80. Upon information and belief, these and other DEFENDANTS were all 

25 intentionally designing, advertising, manufecturing, marketing and/or selling ghost gun kits 

26 and/or firearms parts designed and intended to be assembled into AR-15 style rifles to Califomia 

27 consumers like RAMOS. 

28 
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1 81. As noted above, DEFENDANTS also purposefully emphasized features of their 

2 products they knew to be particularly attractive to criminals and dangerous parties like RAMOS, 

3 such as their untraceable nature and the absence of a background check or interaction with a FFL. 

4 82. DEFENDANTS knew that "ghost guns" are frequently used by criminals and 

5 dangerous individuals and have continued to gain additional knowledge confirming this. 

6 83. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS have, nevertheless, failed to change 

7 their reckless and unlawful business practices. 

8 II. "Ghost Guns" Were Used to Harm PLAINTIFFS and OFFICER O^SULLIVAN. 

9 84. On June 19,2019, 26-year-old Sacramento PoHce Officer TARA O'SULLIVAN 

10 was fatally shot in the line of duty by RAMOS while she was responding to a domestic 

11 disturbance call at a residence in Sacramento, California. OFFICER O'SULLIVAN was helping 
f 

12 a woman remove belongings from the residence when RAMOS opened fire. Because RAMOS 

13 continued to shoot at police after OFFICER O'SULLIVAN was hit, it took approximately forty , 

14 minutes for OFFICER O'SULLIVAN to be removed from the scene. During this time, OFFICER 

15 O'SULLIVAN was in great pain, distress, and fear for her life, as gunfire continued to surround 

16 her while she awaited rescue. After being shot a second time, OFFICER O'SULLIVAN 

17 succumbed to her injuries. Nearly eight hours after the attack began, RAMOS surrendered and 

18 was taken into custody. 

19 85. Photos released by the Sacramento Police Department show that RAMOS had 

20 barricaded the front door to the residence, indicating that the attack was likely premeditated. 

21 RAMOS had also strategically placed four firearms, including two AR-15 style "ghost gun" 

22 semiautomatic rifles built on unfinished 80% lower receivers, throughout the residence. RAMOS 

23 fired all foiu" firearms at officers during the course of the attack. 

24 86. Following the attack, law enforcement seized a substantial amount of "ghost gun" 

25 equipment from the residence, indicating that RAMOS was manufacturing "ghost guns" in his 

26 garage as an unofficial business at the time of the attack. 

27 87. Prior to the shooting, RAMOS would likely not have been able to legally purchase 

28 a fu-earm. RAMOS had prior arrests for domestic violence, driving under the influence, and 
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misdemeanor battery, and an active warrant for battery at the time of the shooting. RAMOS had 

also been subject to domestic violence restraining orders in 2004 and 2007, imder which he was 

required to transfer firearms in his possession to law enforcement 

88. Further, upon information and belief, RAMOS could not have legally acquired an 

AR-15 style rifle like those utilized in the attack from a FFL either inside or outside of California, 

because of his status as a California resident and California's ban on the possession of assault 

weapons. 

89. Upon information and belief, at the time of the shooting, RAMOS' "ghost guns" 

lacked any identifying serial numbers. 

90. It is unknown how and where RAMOS acquired the "ghost gun" kits and/or parts 

used to assemble the weapons used in the attack. Given DEFENDANTS' actions, it may be 

impossible to determine the exact manufacturer(s) and/or seller(s) of the "ghost gun" kits and/or 

parts RAMOS used to assemble the AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles used in the attack. 

91. The above discussion is not intended to be an exhaustive listing of the reasons why 

RAMOS could not have purchased a serialized, fiilly assembled AR-15 style rifle from a FFL. 

Various other Califomia or federal firearms restrictions may also have blocked such a sale, 

including RAMOS' exhibiting erratic or otherwise suspicious behavior at the time of an 

attempted purchase. 

92. RAMOS was only able to acquire his arsenal of weapons through the negligence 

of DEFENDANTS. Had DEFENDANTS complied with the law and relevant standards of care, 

RAMOS would not have been able to use "ghost guns" to murder TARA O'SULLIVAN and 

harm PLAINTIFFS. 

DL DEFENDANTS Are Substantial Players in the "Ghost Gun" Industry. A Market 
Inyolving Fungible, Dangerous Goods. 

93. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS were all intentionally making, 

marketing, and/or selHng "ghost gun" kits and/or parts designed and intended to be assembled 

into AR-15 style rifles in California leading up to and at the time of RAMOS' purchase of the 

relevant "ghost gun" kits and/or parts. 
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1 94. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS also all purposefully targeted 

2 dangerous persons who had no or limited access to these weapons by virtue of disqualifying 

3 records, mental illness, and/or relevant legal restrictions. 

4 95. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS, in the aggregate, were responsible 

5 for manufacturing and/or selling a substantial percentage of aU "ghost gun" kits and/or parts 

6 enabling assembly of AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles which entered Califomia leading up to and 

7 during June 2019. 

8 96. Upon information and belief, there is a substantial probability that one or more of 

9 the DEFENDANTS sold RAMOS one or more "ghost gun" kits and/or parts used to assemble the 

10 AR-15 style rifles used in the attack, either onHne or via some other medium, with full knowledge 

11 that (1) RAMOS was a resident of California, (2) that Califomia prohibits the possession of AR-

12 15 style rifles, and (3) AR-15 style rifles have frequently been used in mass shootings. 

13 97. Upon information and belief, there is a substantial probability that one or more of 

14 the DEFENDANTS shipped one or more "ghost gun" kits and/or parts used to assemble the 

15 weapons used in the OFFICER O'SULLIVAN attack to RAMOS' Califomia residence. 

16 98. "Ghost gun" kits and/or parts that can be used to assemble unserialized AR-15 

17 style rifles are fiingible products. Such kits and/or firearms parts share the same core 

18 characteristics and present an equivalent risk of danger to members of the public like 

19 PLAINTIFFS and OFFICER O' SULLIVAN. These products provide dangerous persons like 

20 RAMOS the ability to possess untraceable assault weapons without going through a FFL. 

21 99. Had one or more DEFENDANTS compHed with the law and relevant standards of 

22 care, RAMOS would never have obtained access to their inherently dangerous products. 

23 100. Without access to DEFENDANTS' products, RAMOS could not have assembled 

24 his "ghost guns" and could not have used them to harm PLAINTIFFS and OFFICER 

25 O'SULLIVAN. 

26 101. RAMOS' misuse of these assembled products was particularly foreseeable to 

27 DEFENDANTS because RAMOS fell within the group of dangerous persons specifically targeted 

28 by DEFENDANTS. 
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1 COUNT I: NEGLIGENCE (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

2 102. PLAINTIFFS incorporate by reference all previous paragraphs of this Complaint 

3 as if fully set forth here and further allege as follows: 

4 103. A seller of "ghost gun" kits and/or parts —^particularly kits and/or firearms parts 

5 intended to be assembled into highly dangerous AR-15 style weapons commonly used in criminal 

6 activity—owes a standard of care to the general public when selling such items. 

7 104. This standard of care imposes a duty to take all reasonable and practical safety 

8 precautions to prevent dangerous and irresponsible individuals like RAMOS from gaining access 

9 to "ghost gun" kits and/or parts designed and intended for assembly into AR-15 style rifles. 

10 105. , Such safety precautions would include, but are not limited to: carefiilly leaming 

11 and continually checking relevant state and federal firearms laws regarding assault weapons; 

12 never shipping to states where the possession of an AR-15 style weapon created from one of 

13 DEFENDANTS' kits and/or firearms parts would be deemed illegal; and blocking Intemet users 

14 whose IP addresses indicate that they are located in such states. Additionally, a responsible seller 

15 of such products would take steps to verify that only individuals legally permitted to possess 

16 firearms and not displaying signs of significant psychological disturbance were buying its 

17 products, such as by requiring all transactions to go through a FFL in the buyer's home state. 

18 106. Upon information and belief, none of these DEFENDANTS had, at the time 

19 RAMOS purchased the relevant product(s) from the DEFENDANT(s), taken these or other 

20 reasonable safety precautions which would have blocked RAMOS' purchase of the relevant 

21 products. 

22 107. DEFENDANTS' violation of the above standards of care proximately caused 

23 PLAINTIFFS' harm by granting RAMOS access to highly lethal weapons he could not have 

24 legally acquired. 

25 108. Had RAMOS been denied access to the kits and/or firearms parts used to make his 

26 two AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, he could not have used these weapons to harm PLAINTIFFS. 

27 109. As a direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result ofthe actions and 

28 conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted RAMOS access to highly lethal, illegal and dangerous 

2252551.3 - 23 - ' 

COMPLAINT 



1 weapons, TARA O'SULLIVAN was fatally injured, and endured great pain and suffering before 

2 succumbing to her injuries. 

3 110. As a fiuther direct proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions and 

4 conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted RAMOS access to highly lethal, illegal, and 

5 dangerous weapons, TARA O'SULLIVAN sufifered damage to her clothing and other personal 

6 property at the scene of the crime. 

7 111. As a fiuther direct proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions and 

8 conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted RAMOS access to highly lethal, illegal and dangerous 

9 weapons, TARA O'SULLIVAN required critical emergency medical care prior to her death, and 

10 incurred expenses for such care. 

11 112. As a fiirther direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions and 

12 conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted RAMOS access to highly lethal, illegal and dangerous 

13 weapons, PLAINTIFFS incurred funeral and burial expenses for their beloved daughter, TARA 

14 O'SULLIVAN. 

15 113. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

16 actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted RAMOS access to highly lethal, illegal 

17 and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFFS lost fiiture contributions and the value of the personal 

18 services of their beloved daughter, TARA O 'SULLIVAN. 

19 114. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

20 actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted RAMOS access to highly lethal, illegal 

21 and dangerous weapons,, PLAINTIFFS have sufifered, and wiU continue to sufifer, great anguish 

22 for the preventable, tragic killing of their daughter, TARA O' SULLIVAN. 

23 115. As a fiirther, direct proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

24 actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS which granted RAMOS access to highly lethal, iUegal 

25 and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFFS were compelled to retain legal counsel to protect their 

26 rights. 

27 116. DEFENDANTS' negligence, as set forth above, was a direct and substantial factor 

28 in causing PLAINTIFFS'harm. 
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1 117. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe and thereon allege that DEFENDANTS' 

2 conduct was done with a willfiil and conscious disregard for the rights and safety of others, 

3 including PLAINTIFFS, and in a willfiil and reckless manner making the infliction of grievous 

4 bodily injury and/or death highly probable. DEFENDANTS' conduct was despicable, willfiil, 

5 wanton, and malicious within the meaning of Califomia Civil Code § 3294, so as to warrant the 

6 imposition of punitive and exemplary damages against them to the fullest extent allowed by law. 
I, 

7 118. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe and thereon allege that each 

8 DEFENDANT sells the type of AR-15 "ghost gun" product(s) that kUled TARA O'SULLIVAN. 

9 Accordingly, PLAINTIFFS demand damages from each DEFENDANT that is unable to prove 

10 that they did not manufacture or sell the specific "ghost gun" product(s) which killed TARA 

11 O'SULLIVAN, in an amount consistent with each DEFENDANT'S market share at the time of 

12 the shooting. 

13 COUNT II: NEGLIGENCE PER SE FOR VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA AND/OR 
FEDERAL FIREARMS LAWS (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

119. PLAINTIFFS incorporate by reference all previous paragraphs of this Complaint 

as if fully set forth here and fiirther allege as follows: 

120. RAMOS' purchase of "ghost gun" kits and/or parts and the use of them to 

assemble AR-15 style rifles violated California's assauh weapons ban. See Cal. Pen. Code 

§ 30510(a)(5) (assault weapons include semiautomatic rifles within the "Cok AR-15 series"); 

§ 30510(f) ("As used in this section, 'series' includes all other models that are only variations, 

with minor dififerences, of those models listed in subdivision (a), regardless ofthe 

manufacturer."); § 30605(a) (criminalizing possession of an assault weapon). 

121. DEFENDANTS are manufacturers and/or sellers of "ghost gun" kits and/or parts 

that intentionally targeted, and continue to target, the Califomia market and ship "ghost gun" kits 

and/or parts designed for assembly into AR-15 style rifles to California consumers like RAMOS. 

DEFENDANTS did and continue to do so, with the knowledge and intention that those 

consumers will use these products to assemble weapons prohibited under California law. 
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1 122. DEFENDANTS are therefore responsible to PLAINTIFFS as knowing 

2 accomplices, for their consumers' direct violations of, at minimum, Califomia's ban on the 

3 possession of assauh weapons. See Cal Pen. Code § 31 (anyone who "aid[s] and abet[s]" in the 

4 commission of an offense is a principal); § 971 ("all persons concerned in the commission of a 

5 crime, who by the operation of other provisions of this code are principals therein, shall hereafter 

6 be prosecuted, tried and punished as principals"); § 27(a)(1) (Califomia has jurisdiction over 

7 crimes where at least part of the ofifense takes place within the state). 

8 123. DEFENDANTS may also be responsible, either directly or as an accomplice, for 

9 violation one or more additional state or federal firearriis laws, including, but not limited to, 

10 various provisions of the Gun Control Act of 1968 and/or the National Firearms Act. For 

11 example, the Gun Control Act prohibits licensed firearms dealers from selling firearms to 

12 consumers where the consumers' purchase or possession of such firearm violates state law, 18 

13 U.S.C. § 922(b)(2), prohibits licensed firearms dealers from selling machineguns to members of 

14 the general pubhc who have not undergone the required registration process, 18 U.S.C. § 

15 922(b)(4), and prohibits anyone without a license from engaging in the business of importing, 

16 manufacturing, or deahng in firearms, 18 U.S.C. § 922(a)(1)(A). See also 26 U.S.C.A. § 5845 

17 (defining "machinegun" as "any weapon which shoots, is designed to shoot, or can be readily 

18 restored to shoot, automatically more than one shot, without manual reloading, by a single 

19 fimction of the trigger"). 

20 124. In addition to these laws explicitly referencing firearms, DEFENDANTS also 

21 violated Califomia statutes prohibiting imfair, immoral and reckless business practices and the 

22 creation and maintenance of public nuisances, as discussed further below. See Cal. Bus. & Prof 

23 Code §§ 17200, et seq.; Cal. Civ. Code §§ 3479, 3480. 

24 125. Whichever DEFENDANT or DEFENDANTS are responsible, either directly or as 

25 an accomplice, for selling RAMOS one or more "ghost gun" kits and/or parts in violation of one 

26 or more statutes including, at minimum, California's assault weapons ban, breached the standard 

27 of care imposed by statute. 

28 
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1 126. This violation proximately caused PLAINTIFFS' harm by providing RAMOS 

2 access to highly lethal weapons that he could not have legally acquired in California. 

3 127. Had RAMOS been denied access to the "ghost gun" kits and/or parts used to make 

4 his two AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, he could not have used these weapons to harm 

5 PLAINTIFFS. 

6 128. As a direct, foreseeable, and proximate result of and foreseeable result of the 

7 actions and conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted RAMOS access to highly lethal, illegal, 

8 and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFFS suffered damages as described above in paragraphs 109-

9 18. ' 

10 129. DEFENDANTS'neghgence, as set forth above, was a substantial factor in causing 

11 PLAINTIFFS' harm. 

12 130. PLAINTIFFS are informed and bel ieve and thereon allege that DEFENDANTS' 

13 conduct was done with a conscious disregard and deliberate disregard for the rights and safety of 

14 others, including PLAINTIFFS, and in a willfiil and reckless manner making the infliction of 

15 grievous bodily injury and/or death highly probable. DEFENDANTS' conduct was despicable, 

16 willfiil, wanton, and malicious within the meaning of California Civil Code § 3294, so as to 

17 warrant the imposition of punitive and exemplary damages against them in the fullest extent 

18 allowed by law. 

19 131. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe and thereon allege that each 

20 DEFENDANT sells the type of AR-15 compatible "ghost gun" product(s) that killed TARA 

21 O'SULLIVAN. Accordingly, PLAINTIFFS demand damages from each DEFENDANT who is 

22 unable to prove that it did not manufacture or sell the specific "ghost gun" product(s) which killed 

23 OFFICER O'SULLIVAN, in an amount consistent with each DEFENDANT'S market share at the 

24 time of the shooting. 

25 COUNT ni: NEGLIGENT ENTRUSTMENT (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

26 132. PLAINTIFFS incorporate by reference all previous paragraphs of this Complaint 

27 as if fiilly set forth here and fiirther allege as foUows: 

28 
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1 133. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS piuposefiilly targeted residents of 

2 states like Califomia with strict gun violence prevention regimes, like Califomia, who were 

3 seeking to bypass the laws of their home state. 

4 134. By targeting and supplying dangerous individuals aheady showing contempt for 

5 the mle of law and disrespect towards the safety mles accepted by their communities, 

6 DEFENDANTS were purposefiiUy selHng to a class of purchasers who were inherently showing a 

7 high likelihood of misusing their "ghost gun" kits and/or parts in a dangerous manner that would 

8 cause harm to third parties like PLAINTIFFS. 

9 135. Whichever DEFENDANT or DEFENDANTS sold or shipped one or more "ghost 

10 gim" kits and/or parts capable ofand intended to be assembled into AR-15 style rifles prohibited 

11 by CaHfomia law to RAMOS, despite knowing that he was a Califomia resident and that 

12 CaHfornia prohibits such weapons were, thus, negHgently entmsting these one or more items. 

13 136. Additionally or altematively, by marketing and selHng "ghost gun" product(s) to 

14 consumers that DEFENDANTS knew sought to avoid interaction with FFLs and compliance with 

15 relevant federal and state firearm regulations, DEFENDANTS negHgently entrusted their 

16 product(s). 

17 137. This violation of relevant standards of care proximately caused PLAINTIFFS' 

18 harm by granting RAMOS access to highly lethal weapons that he could not have legally acquired 

19 in Califomia. 

20 138. Had RAMOS been denied access to the "ghost gun" kits and/or parts he used to 

21 assemble his two AR-15 style "ghost gun" rifles, he could not have used these weapons to harm 

22 PLAINTIFFS. 

23 139. As a direct foreseeable, and proximate result of and foreseeable result ofthe 

24 actions and conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted RAMOS access to highly lethal, iUegal, 

25 and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFFS suffered damages as described above in paragraphs 109-

26 18. 

27 140. DEFENDANTS' negligent entmstment of the dangerous instmmentalities, as set 

28 forth above, was a substantial factor in causing PLAINTIFFS' harm. 
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1 141. PLAINTIFFS are infonned and believe and thereon allege that DEFENDANTS' 

2 conduct was done with a conscious disregard and dehberate disregard for the rights and safety of 

3 others, including PLAINTIFFS, and in a willfiil and reckless marmer making the infliction of 

4 grievous bodily injury and/or death highly probable. DEFENDANTS' conduct was despicable, 

5 willfiil, wanton, and malicious within the meaning of California Civil Code § 3294, so as to 

6 warrant the imposition of punhive and exemplary damages against them in the fiillest extent 

7 allowed by law. 

8 142. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe and thereon allege that each 

9 DEFENDANT seUs the type of AR-15 compatible "ghost gun" product(s) that killed TARA 

10 O'SULLIVAN. Accordingly, PLAINTIFFS demand damages from each DEFENDANT who is 

11 unable to prove that it did not manufacture or seU the specific "ghost gun" product(s) which killed 
( 

12 TARA O'SULLIVAN, in an amount consistent with each DEFENDANT'S market share at the 

13 time of the shooting. 

14 COUNT rV: PUBLIC NUISANCE (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

15 143. PLAINTIFFS incorporate by reference all previous paragraphs of this Complaint 

16 as if fiiUy set forth here and fiirther allege as follows: 

17 144. In addition to using DEFENDANTS' product(s) to kill OFFICER O'SULLIVAN, 

18 law enforcement believe that RAMOS may have been manufecturing other "ghost guns" in his 

19 garage as an unofficial business at the time of the attack. 

20 145. By negligendy, recklessly, and/or intentionally selling vast quantities of "ghost 

21 gun" kits and/or parts enabling the assembly of AR-15 style rifles to buyers in Califomia in 

22 violation of, at a minimum, California law, DEFENDANTS have negligently and/or knowingly 

23 participated in creating and maintaining an unreasonable interference with the rights held in 

24 common by the general public. This constitutes a public nuisance under California law, including 

25 California Civil Code §§ 3479 and 3480. 

26 146. Without limitation, the acts of DEFENDANTS as alleged herein caused, created, 

27 and continue to maintain a substantial and unreasonable interference with the public's health, 

28 safety, convenience, comfort, peace, and use of public property and/or private property. These 
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1 activities are injiu"ious to health and offensive to the senses so as to interfere with the comfortable 

2 enjoyment of life or property in an entire community or neighborhood. Numerous members of 

3 the public are threatened, killed, injured, or are victims of criminal acts as a result of "ghost gun" 

4 kits and/or parts sold by DEFENDANTS. DEFENDANTS' acts and omissions as alleged herein 

5 cause a substantial and unreasonable increase in the number of members of the general public 

6 who are threatened, killed, and injured by "ghost guns." 

7 147. The acts and omissions of DEFENDANTS, as alleged herein, substantially and 

8 unreasonably interfere with the public's use of public facilities, including the use of pubhc 

9 highways and walkways. Public highways and walkways are made substantially and 

10 unreasonably unsafe because of the presence of ghost guns intentionally, negligently and 

11 unlawfiilly supplied by DEFENDANTS. 

12 148. DEFENDANTS'acts and omissions as aUeged herein substantially and 

13 unreasonably (a) increase the number of "ghost guns" in and on public facilities, including on 

14 public highways and walkways; (b) increase the degree to which unlawfiil possessors in and on 

15 public facilities, mcluding on highways and walkways, are illegally armed with weapons; and (c) 

16 allow for banned assault weapons to be present in Califomia, including on public highways and 

17 walkways. 

18 149. DEFENDANTS' acts and omissions as alleged herein cause substantial and 

19 unreasonable interferences with the public's health, safety, convenience, comfort, and peace in 

20 numerous other ways, including: (a) increasing the number of unlawfiil possessors of weapons 

21 who use these weapons to commit violent crimes against innocent members ofthe general public; 

22 (b) increasing the number and severity of property crimes committed by those in possession of 

23 "ghost guns" against innocent members of the general public; (c) increasing the number and 

24 severity of incidents in which those in possession of "ghost guns" disturb the peace by being 

25 disorderly; and (d) increasing the amount of society's resources that are diverted toward deahng 

26 with the problems associated with the possession of "ghost guns." 

27 150. DEFENDANTS know or have reason to know that the acts and omissions alleged 

28 herein caused substantial and unreasonable interferences with the public's health, safety, 
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convenience, comfort, peace, and use of public facilities. DEFENDANTS' acts and omissions as 

alleged herein were imdertaken with negligent and/or intentional disregard of the rights of the 

general public. DEFENDANTS knew that they could have taken precautions as outlined above 

that would have eliminated or minimized the injuries to the general public. Instead, they chose 

not to take those precautions and, in fact actively exacerbated these risks with the irresponsible 

marketing campaign described herein in order to maximize their profits. 

151. DEFENDANTS' interference with the piiblic's health, safety, convenience, 

comfort, peace, and use of public facihties is unreasonable, unlawful, substantial, significant 

continuing, and long-lasting. This interference, is annoying, offensive, and disturbing to an 

ordinary persoa The interference is not insubstantial or fleeting, and involves deaths and serious 

injuries suffered by many people and a severe dismption of public health, peace, order, and 

safety. 

152. The manner in which DEFENDANTS make, sell, and market their products has no 

social utility. Even if it did, the seriousness of DEFENDANTS' interference with the rights df 

the public and harm DEFENDANTS cause far outweighs any social utiHty associated with 

DEFENDANTS' conduct. 

153. DEFENDANTS' unlawfiil, negligent and/or intentional creation and maintenance 

of the pubhc nuisance directly and proximately caused significant harm, including serious 

physical injury and associated harm to PLAINTIFFS that is different from the harm suffered by 

other members ofthe public, including loss of enjoyment of life, as well as damages set forth in 

paragraphs 109-118 above, all to their detriment in an amount to be determined at a trial of this 

matter. 

154. PLAINTIFFS have not, at any time, consented to DEFENDANTS' conduct. 

155. At all times herein mentioned, DEFENDANTS had notice and knowledge that 

their actions created a pubhc nuisance. 

156. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe and thereon allege that DEFENDANTS' 

conduct was in conscious and deliberate disregard for the rights and safety of others, including 

PLAINTIFFS, and in a wiHfiil and reckless manner making the infliction of grievous bodily 
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1 injury and/or death highly probable. DEFENDANTS' conduct was despicable, willful, wanton, 

2 and malicious within the meaning of California Civil Code § 3294, so as to warrant the 

3 imposition of punitive and exemplary damages against them in the fiillest extent allowed by law. 

4 157. PLAINTIFFS also seek appropriate injunctive relief in order to abate the nuisance 

5 that DEFENDANTS have created by causing the proliferation of "ghost guns" and the 

6 corresponding public safety crisis in the California. 

7 158. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe and thereon allege that each 

8 DEFENDANT sells the type of AR-15 compatible "ghost gun" product(s) that killed TARA 

9 O'SULLIVAN. Accordingly, PLAINTIFFS demand damages from each DEFENDANT who is 

10 unable to prove that it did not manufacture or seU the specific "ghost gun" product(s) which killed 

11 TARA O'SULLIVAN, in an amount consistent with each DEFENDANT'S market share at the 

12 time of the shooting. 

13 COUNT V: VIOLATION OF BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE SECTIONS 17200, 
E T SEQ. (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

14 (Unfair and Unlawful Business Practices) 

15 159. PLAINTIFFS incorporate by reference all previous paragraphs of this Complaint 

16 as if fiiUy set forth here and fiirther allege as follows: 

17 160. DEFENDANTS, in the course of their retail business of seUing "ghost guns," 

18 engaged in business acts or practices that were unlawful, unfair, deceptive, or misleading, and 

19 which therefore violated Bus. & Prof Code § § 17200, et seq. 

20 161. By selHng to RAMOS—a dangerous individual likely prohibited from purchasing 

21 and possessing firearms—"ghost gun" kits and/or parts for prohibited assault-style weapons in 

22 violation of state and/or federal law, DEFENDANTS engaged in business practices that were 

23 unlawful, immoral, unethical, oppressive, and unscmpulous. 

24 162. By supplying dangerous persons capable of misusing DEFENDANTS' "ghost 

25 gun" kits and/or parts in a manner that would cause serious or deadly harm to third parties like 

26 PLAINTIFFS, DEFENDANTS engaged in business practices that were unlawfiil, immoral, 

27 imethical, oppressive, and unscmpulous. 

28 
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1 163. DEFENDANTS also intentionally targeted prohibited purchasers and other 

2 dangerous individuals lUce RAMOS by employing marketing tactics which emphasized that their 

3 "ghost gun" products, including illegal assault weapons, were untraceable and could be acquired 

4 without a background check or an interaction with a FFL. These business practices were 

5 unlawfiil, immoral, unethical, oppressive, and unscmpulous. 

6 164. As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing acts and practices, 

7 DEFENDANTS have received income, profits, and other benefits, which they would not have 

8 received if DEFENDANTS had not engaged in the violations of Bus. & Prof Code §§ 17200, et 

9 seq., as described in this Complaint. 

10 165. To prevent their unjust enrichment DEFENDANTS should be required, pursuant 

11 to Business and Professions Code §§ 17200, et seq., to disgorge their ill-gotten gams for the 

12 purpose of making full restitution to PLAINTIFFS as a consequence of DEFENDANTS' 

13 unlawful and unfair activities, as weU as appropriate injunctive relief, and attorney's fees and 

14 costs. . 

15 166. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe and thereon allege that each 

16 DEFENDANT sells the type of AR-15 compatible "ghost gun" product(s) that kiUed 

17 O'SULLIVAN. Accordingly, PLAINTIFFS demand damages from each DEFENDANT that is 

18 unable to prove that it did not manufacture or seU the specific "ghost gun" product(s) which killed 

19 O'SULLIVAN, in an amount consistent with each DEFENDANT'S market share at the time of 

20 the shooting. 

21 PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

22 WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS PRAY FOR A JURY TRIAL and judgment against 

23 DEFENDANTS as follows: 

24 1. For general damages for TARA O'SULLIVAN, for her pain and suffering prior to 

25 her death, against each DEFENDANT, jointly and severally, in an amount to be determined at 

26 trial; 

27 

28 
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1 2. For special damages for TARA O'SULLIVAN, for the loss of clothing and 

2 personal property damaged dining the homicide, against each DEFENDANT, jointly and 

3 severally, in a sum according to proof; 

4 3. For special damages for TARA O'SULLIVAN, for medical expenses incurred 

5 prior to her death, against each DEFENDANT, jointly and severally, in a sum according to proof; 

6 4. For special damages for PLAINTIFFS, for fimeral and burial expenses for TARA 

7 O'SULLIVAN, against each DEFENDANT, jointly and severally, in a siun according to proof; 

8 5. For special damages for PLAINTIFFS, for fiiture contributions and value of 

9 personal services as to TARA O'SULLIVAN, against each DEFENDANT, jointly and severally, 

10 in a sum according to proof; 

11 6. For punitive damages for PLAINTIFFS, against each DEFENDANT, in an amount 

12 appropriate to punish each DEFENDANT and deter others from engaging in similar misconduct; 

13 7. For an Order, pursuant to Business and Professions Code Section 17203, that each 

14 DEFENDANT be permanently enjoined from committing any unlawful, unfair, or fraudulent acts 

15 of unfair competition in Violation of Business and Professions Code Sections 17200, et seq.; 

16 8. For fiirther appropriate injunctive relief against each DEFENDANT, including but 

17 not limited to implementation of responsible business practices to protect public safety and to 

18 abate the pubhc nuisance created by their "ghost gun" products.; 

19 9. For prejudgment interest, as allowed by law; 

20 10. For attomey's fees and costs of this suit pursuant to Cal. Code of Civil Procedure 

21 §1021.5; and 

22 11. For such other and fiirther relief as this Court deems equitable or appropriate. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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1 Dated: June 17,2021 RespectfiiUy submitted, 

2 

3 
Robert J. Nelson (State Bar No. 132797) 

4 Caitlin M. Nelson (State Bar No. 335601) 
Lieff Cabraser Heimann & Bernstein, LLP 

5 275 Battery Street, 29th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111-3339 

6 Telephone: 415.956.1000 
Facsimile: 415.956.1008 

7 melsoii@lchb.com 
^ cnelson@lchb.com 

^ A ttorneys for Plaintiffs 

/s/ Jonathan Lowy 
10 Jonathan Lowy (pro/?oc v/ce pending) 

Christa Nicols (pro hac vice pending) 
11 Brady: United Against Gun Violence 

840 Fhst Street, NE Suite 400 
12 Washington, DC 20002 

Telephone: 202-370-8100 
13 Facsimile: 202-898-8100 

jlowy@bradyu nited. org 

14 crucols@bradyunited.org 

15 Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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GERALD B. SINGLETON (SBN 208783) 
SINGLETON LAW FIRM 
450 A Street, 5th Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Tel: (619) 586-5820 
Fax: (619) 255-1515 
gerald@SLFfirm.com 
 
BEN ROSENFELD (SBN 203845) 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
115 ½ Bartlett Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 
Tel: (415) 285-8091 
Fax: (415) 285-8092 
ben.rosenfeld@comast.net 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Francisco Gudino Cardenas 
 

 
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE 

 
 

FRANCISCO GUDINO CARDENAS, an 
individual 
 
                    Plaintiff, 
 
                    vs. 
 
GHOST GUNNER INC., d/b/a 
GHOSTGUNNER.NET; 
 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED d/b/a 
GHOSTGUNNER.NET 
 
CODY WILSON d/b/a GHOSTGUNNER.NET 
 
BLACKHAWK MANUFACTURING GROUP 
INC., d/b/a 80PERCENTARMS.COM; 
 
RYAN BEEZLEY and BOB BEEZLEY, d/b/a 
RBTACTICALTOOLING.COM;  
 
GHOST AMERICA LLC, d/b/a 
GHOSTGUNS.COM;  
 
GHOST FIREARMS LLC, d/b/a GRID 

No. 
   
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

 
(DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL) 
 
(Personal Injury/Wrongful Death) 

 
CAUSES OF ACTION: 

 
1. NEGLIGENCE 

 
2. NEGLIGENCE PER SE 
 
3. NEGLIGENT ENTRUSTMENT 

 
4. PUBLIC NUISANCE 
 
5. VIOLATION OF BUSINESS AND 
PROFESSIONS CODE SECTION 17200 
(UNFAIR AND UNLAWFUL SALES 
PRACTICES)  
 
6. VIOLATION OF BUSINESS AND 
PROFESSIONS CODE SECTION 17200 

Electronically Filed by Superior Court of California, County of Orange, 11/14/2019 02:13:55 PM.
DAVID H. YAMASAKI, Clerk of the Court By Briana Jurado, Deputy Clerk. 30-2019-01111797-CU-PO-CJC ROA # 2
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DEFENSE and GHOSTRIFLES.COM; 
 
JUGGERNAUT TACTICAL INC., d/b/a 
JTACTICAL.COM; 
 
MFY TECHNICAL SOLUTIONS LLC, d/b/a 
5DTACTICAL.COM;  
 
TACTICAL GEAR HEADS LLC, d/b/a 80- 
LOWER.COM; AR-
15LOWERRECEIVERS.COM; and 
80LOWERJIG.COM; 
 
JAMES TROMBLEE, JR., d/b/a 
USPATRIOTARMORY.COM; 
 
INDUSTRY ARMAMENT INC., d/b/a 
AMERICANWEAPONSCOMPONENTS.COM; 
 
THUNDER GUNS LLC, d/b/a 
THUNDERTACTICAL.COM; 
 
DOES 1-100, Inclusive, 
 
                      Defendants. 

(UNFAIR MARKETING TACTICS) 
 

 
 

  
 

COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

1. COMES NOW PLAINTIFF FRANCISCO GUDINO CARDENAS, in his 

Individual Capacity ( “PLAINTIFF”), by and through his attorneys of record, and alleges 

the following against DEFENDANTS GHOST GUNNER INC., d/b/a 

GHOSTGUNNER.NET; BLACKHAWK MANUFACTURING GROUP INC., d/b/a 

80PERCENTARMS.COM; RYAN BEEZLEY and BOB BEEZLEY, d/b/a 

RBTACTICALTOOLING.COM; GHOST AMERICA LLC, d/b/a GHOSTGUNS.COM;  

GHOST FIREARMS LLC, d/b/a GRID DEFENSE and GHOSTRIFLES.COM; 

JUGGERNAUT TACTICAL INC., d/b/a JTACTICAL.COM; MFY TECHNICAL 

SOLUTIONS LLC, d/b/a 5DTACTICAL.COM; TACTICAL GEAR HEADS LLC, d/b/a 

80- LOWER.COM; AR-15LOWERRECEIVERS.COM; and 80LOWERJIG.COM; JAMES 
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TROMBLEE, JR., d/b/a USPATRIOTARMORY.COM; INDUSTRY ARMAMENT INC., 

d/b/a AMERICANWEAPONSCOMPONENTS.COM; THUNDER GUNS LLC, d/b/a 

THUNDERTACTICAL.COM; and DOES 1-50 (collectively “DEFENDANTS”).  Further, 

PLAINTIFF demand a jury trial.  

INTRODUCTION 

2. DEFENDANTS are companies that have chosen to intentionally undermine 

federal and state firearms laws by designing, manufacturing, marketing, distributing and/or 

selling kits and firearms parts that are easily assembled by the purchaser into fully functional 

weapons, including AR-15 style assault weapons to consumers across the nation, including 

within the State of California.  DEFENDANTS have chosen to engage in this business 

primarily by utilizing online sales that enable purchasers to acquire such weapons without a 

background check or any interaction with a Federal Firearms Licensee (“FFL,” an authorized 

gun dealer) and in violation of state law restrictions governing assault weapons, including 

restrictions in the State of California.  

3. The weapons assembled from DEFENDANTS’ kits and firearms parts are 

termed “ghost guns.”  This name reflects the fact that such weapons lack a serial number 

unless specifically required by state law and are difficult, if not impossible, for law 

enforcement to trace back to their manufacturer/seller when recovered from a crime scene.  

4. DEFENDANTS knew when they entered this business that they would 

foreseeably be supplying criminals, killers, and others whose possession of firearms pose an 

unacceptably high threat of injury or death to others. 

5. DEFENDANTS further knew that selling these kits and firearm parts violated 

state and federal statutes applicable to the registration, ownership, sale, and marking of 

firearms. 
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6. DEFENDANTS refused to use reasonable safety measures that could have 

limited the risk of their products falling into the hands of such dangerous individuals.  

7. Instead, DEFENDANTS targeted their business at precisely such individuals 

by intentionally emphasizing features of their products that make them particularly attractive 

to such dangerous parties as major selling points.  For example, DEFENDANTS intentionally 

emphasized that 1) their products can be used to assemble untraceable weapons and 2) enable 

the purchaser to evade background checks and interaction with an FFL.     

8. DEFENDANTS chose profits over people and public safety, and launched and 

maintained their business in the unreasonably dangerous manner described herein. 

9. Since DEFENDANTS have launched their “ghost guns” business they have 

learned with certainty that their business is a massive and growing source of crime guns that 

are claiming innocent lives in California and elsewhere. 

10. DEFENDANTS could have changed their business practices to institute 

reasonable safety measures to minimize the damage done by the problem they created.  

Instead DEFENDANTS have continued to choose profits over people and public safety and 

have doubled down on their dangerous and irresponsible practices. By doing so, 

DEFENDANTS have and are acting with a reckless disregard, conscious disregard or 

deliberate indifference to a known and obvious risk that threatens the life and safety of 

others.  

11. Upon information and belief, all DEFENDANTS designed, advertised, 

marketed, sold, distributed and/or offered, one or more “ghost gun” kits/parts that could be 

easily assembled into un-serialized AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles that are prohibited under 

California’s assault weapons ban to California residents leading up to and/or during 

November 2017.   

12. PLAINTIFF brings this suit because he was shot and injured as a direct, 
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foreseeable, and proximate result of DEFENDANTS’ negligent, reckless, and intentionally 

unlawful actions.   

13. Specifically, PLAINTIFF was shot and injured by a dangerous, mentally 

disturbed California resident named KEVIN NEAL, who was barred from firearms 

possession by one or more state court orders.  NEAL would not have been able to legally 

acquire a firearm in the State of California. NEAL purchased parts/kits from one or more of 

the DEFENDANTS leading up to and/or during November 2017 and used these parts/kits to 

assemble at least two AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles barred under California’s prohibition 

on assault weapons.  NEAL used these “ghost guns” in a rampage shooting that killed or 

injured PLAINTIFF or their loved ones on November 13-14, 2017.  

14. DEFENDANTS, upon information and belief, continue to offer these 

products to California residents using marketing strategies and business practices that are 

identical or essentially the same as those used during and before November 2017.  

JURISDICTION 

15. This is a civil action for negligence and violations of the California Unfair 

Competition Law (Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § § 17200 et seq). This Court has subject matter 

jurisdiction over this action as the amount of the claims exceeds $25,000.00 

16. Venue is proper in this court because several of the DEFENDANTS, RYAN 

BEEZLEY and BOB BEEZLEY d/b/a RBTACTIALTOOLING.COM, and DEFENDANT 

JAMES TROMBLEE, JR., d/b/a USPATRIOTARMORY.COM are California residents 

and/or  California Corporations who at all relevant times reside in and/or have their 

principal place of business in the City of Apple Valley, County of San Bernardino, State of 

California. 

17. PLAINTIFF seeks an award of compensatory damages, punitive damages 

pursuant to Cal. Civil Code § 3294, statutory damages pursuant to Cal. Bus. And Prof. Code 
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§ 17200, injunctive and declaratory relief, costs and expenses, and reasonable attorney’s 

fees. 

NOTICE OF RELATED CASE 

18. This case is related to McFadyen, et al. v. Ghost Gunner Inc., et al., Case No. 

_______________, filed in this San Bernadino County Court on November 13, 2019, in that 

it is bath on the same nucleus of operative facts, the same incident, and is brought against 

the same defendants. 

THE PARTIES 

19. Plaintiff FRANCISCO GUDINO CARDENAS is a natural person of 

majority age who resided at the time of this incident in Tehama County, CA and presently 

resides in San Diego County, CA.  

20. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT GHOST GUNNER INC. 

(“GHOST GUNNER”), d/b/a GHOSTGUNNER.NET, was a Texas corporation with its 

principal place of business in Austin, County of Travis, State of Texas. At all times pertinent 

hereto, GHOST GUNNER was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, 

distributing, manufacturing and selling parts/kits used to assemble “ghost guns,” including 

AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles to consumers across the nation, including to consumers 

within the State of California.  GHOST GUNNER’s registered agent is a Texas company 

named DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED. DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED and GHOST GUNNER 

(“DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED/GHOST GUNNER”) should be viewed as interchangeable 

and inextricably linked for purposes of this Complaint for Damages; upon information and 

belief, the same individual, Cody Wilson, was involved with running both entities.  

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED’s website still links to GHOST GUNNER.  See 

https://defdist.org.  

21. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT BLACKHAWK 
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MANUFACTURING GROUP INC. (“BLACKHAWK”), d/b/a 80PERCENTARMS.COM, 

was a California domestic corporation, with its principal place of business in the Garden 

Grove, County of Orange, State of California.  At all times pertinent hereto, BLACKHAWK 

was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or 

selling parts/kits used to assemble “ghost guns,” including AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles to 

consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of California.   

22. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANTS RYAN BEEZLEY and BOB 

BEEZLEY have maintained addresses in Apple Valley, County of San Bernardino, State of 

California and were doing business as RBTACTICALTOOLING.COM.  At all times 

pertinent hereto, RBTACTICALTOOLING.COM has maintained a business address in 

Apple Valley, County of San Bernardino, State of California.  At all times pertinent hereto, 

RBTACTICALTOOLING.COM was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, 

distributing, manufacturing and selling parts/kits used to assemble “ghost guns,” including 

AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles to consumers across the nation, including to consumers 

within the State of California.   

23. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT GHOST AMERICA LLC 

(“GHOST AMERICA”), d/b/a GHOSTGUNS.COM, was a California limited liability 

company with its principal place of business in Yorba Linda, County of Orange, State of 

California.  At all times pertinent hereto, GHOST AMERICA was engaged in the business 

of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and selling parts/kits used to assemble 

“ghost guns,” including AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles to consumers across the nation, 

including to consumers within the State of California.   

24. At all times pertinent hereto, GHOST FIREARMS LLC (“GHOST 

FIREARMS”), d/b/a GRID DEFENSE and GHOSTRIFLES.COM, was a limited liability 

company registered in Florida with its principal place of business in Daytona Beach, County 
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of Volusia, State of Florida.  At all times pertinent hereto, GHOST FIREARMS was 

engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and selling 

parts/kits used to assemble “ghost guns,” including AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles to 

consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of California.   

25. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT JUGGERNAUT TACTICAL 

INC. (“JUGGERNAUT”), d/b/a JTACTICAL.COM, was a California corporation with its 

principal place of business in Orange, County of Orange, State of California.  At all times 

pertinent hereto, JUGGERNAUT was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, 

distributing, manufacturing and selling parts/kits used to assemble “ghost guns,” including 

AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles to consumers across the nation, including to consumers 

within the State of California.   

26. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT MFY TECHNICAL 

SOLUTIONS LLC (“MFY TECHNICAL”), d/b/a 5DTACTICAL.COM, was a 

Massachusetts limited liability company with its principal place of business in 

Westborough, County of Worcester, State of Massachusetts.  At all times pertinent hereto, 

MFY TECHNICAL was engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, 

manufacturing and selling parts/kits used to assemble “ghost guns,” including AR-15 style 

“ghost gun” rifles to consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of 

California.   

27. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT TACTICAL GEAR HEADS 

LLC (“TACTICAL GEAR HEADS”), d/b/a 80-LOWER.COM; AR-

15LOWERRECEIVERS.COM; and 80LOWERJIG.COM, was an Indiana limited liability 

company with its principle of business in Indianapolis, County of Marion, State of Indiana 

and/or in Fishers, County of Hamilton, State of Indiana.  At all times pertinent hereto, 

TACTICAL GEAR HEADS, via its various retail websites, was engaged in the business of 
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designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and selling parts/kits used to assemble 

“ghost guns,” including AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles to consumers across the nation, 

including to consumers within the State of California.   

28. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT JAMES TROMBLEE, JR., has 

maintained a mailing address in Apple Valley, County of San Bernardino, State of 

California.  Upon information and belief, TROMBLEE began doing business as 

USPATRIOTARMORY.COM on April 25, 2014.  USPATRIOTARMORY.COM has 

maintained a business and mailing address in Apple Valley, County of San Bernardino, 

State of California. At all times pertinent hereto, USPATRIOTARMY.COM was engaged in 

the business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and selling parts/kits used 

to assemble “ghost guns,” including AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles to consumers across the 

nation, including to consumers within the State of California.   

29. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT INDUSTRY ARMAMENT 

INC. (“INDUSTRY ARMAMENT”), d/b/a  

AMERICANWEAPONSCOMPONENTS.COM, was a Delaware corporation with a 

principal place of business in Mesa, County of Maricopa, State of Arizona.  At all times 

pertinent hereto, INDUSTRY ARMAMENT was engaged in the business of designing, 

marketing, distributing, manufacturing and selling parts/kits used to assemble “ghost guns,” 

including AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles to consumers across the nation, including to 

consumers within the State of California. 

30. At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANT THUNDER GUNS LLC 

(“THUNDER GUNS”), d/b/a THUNDERTACTICAL.COM, was a limited liability 

company registered in Florida with its principal place of business in Daytona Beach, County 

of Volusia, State of Florida.  At all times pertinent hereto, THUNDER TACTICAL was 

engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, manufacturing and selling 
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parts/kits used to assemble “ghost guns,” including AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles to 

consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of California.   

31. DEFENDANTS DOE ONE through DOE ONE HUNDRED (“DOE 

DEFENDANTS”) are sued herein under fictitious names.  PLAINTIFF assert that DOE 

DEFENDANTS are engaged in the business of designing, marketing, distributing, 

manufacturing and/or selling parts/kits used to assemble “ghost guns,” including AR-15 style 

“ghost gun” rifles, to consumers across the nation, including to consumers within the State of 

California.  PLAINTIFF do not at this time know the true names or capacities of said DOE 

DEFENDANTS, but pray that the same may be alleged herein should that information be 

ascertained. 

32. The true names or capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate or 

otherwise, of DEFENDANT DOES ONE through ONE HUNDRED, inclusive, are 

unknown to PLAINTIFF, who, therefore sue said DEFENDANTS by such fictitious names.  

PLAINTIFF are informed and believe and thereon allege that each of the DEFENDANTS 

designated herein as a DOE is negligently, intentionally, or in some other manner, 

responsible for the events and happenings herein referred to and negligently, intentionally, 

or in some other manner, caused injury and damages proximately thereby to the PLAINIFFS 

as herein alleged. 

33. DEFENDANTS were all actively engaged in the business of designing, 

marketing, distributing, manufacturing and/or selling these products to California residents 

leading up to and during November of 2017, while emphasizing features of their products that 

made them particularly attractive to dangerous actors like NEAL.  

34. All herein complained actions of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, were 

done in a conscious disregard and deliberate disregard for the rights and safety of others, 

and in a willful and reckless manner making the infliction of grievous bodily injury and/or 
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death highly probable. DEFENDANTS’ conduct was despicable, willful, wanton and 

malicious within the meaning of California Civil Code §§ 3294, so as to warrant the 

imposition of punitive and exemplary damages against them in the fullest extent allowed by 

law. DEFENDANTS and each of them acted in a conscious disregard for the rights and 

safety of others, in a manner that shocks the conscience, and in a despicable manner 

sufficient to warrant the imposition of punitive damages against each and every 

DEFENDANT sued herein.   

CASE SPECIFIC ALLEGATIONS 

35. PLAINTIFF hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as 

though set out in full herein. 

A. The “Ghost Gun” Industry Negligently and Knowingly Arms Criminals and 
Other Dangerous People Like Neal and Intentionally Circumvents California 
and Federal Firearms Laws 
 
36. Every year in America, firearms are used to commit over 500,000 crimes, and 

over 100,000 people are shot – close to 40,000 fatally.   

37. Federal and state laws recognize the grave risk posed by firearms in the wrong 

hands, and as a result, regulate and restrict their sale and possession in numerous ways. 

38. Only FFLs may engage in the business of selling firearms.  Felons, domestic 

abusers, the dangerously mentally ill, and certain other categories of people are deemed to 

pose too great a danger to themselves or others are prohibited from possessing guns as a 

matter of federal and/or state law.  FFLs are required to conduct background checks on gun 

buyers to prevent sales to such prohibited purchasers.  Firearms sold by FFLs must include 

stamped serial numbers, to enable accurate record keeping and aid law enforcement in 

tracing the gun to its initial retail seller if it is later misused in a crime.  Such tracing can help 

identify the chain of possession and ultimate user of such a crime gun.   
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39. FFLs are also required to exercise common sense in protecting the public by 

refusing firearms sales, even where a buyer passes a background check, if the buyer is 

displaying disturbing or erratic behavior suggesting a significant psychological disturbance.  

A FFL always retains discretion to refuse a firearms sale for any reason.  

40. A FFL must carefully learn and comply with all federal laws, as well as the 

laws of the state in which it resides and, for certain sales to residents of other states, the laws 

of those states.  Some states, like California, prohibit sales of military-style assault weapons 

like AR-15 style rifles.    

41. DEFENDANTS sought – and continue to seek -- to undermine and 

circumvent these federal and state public safety laws.  

42. DEFENDANTS are not FFLs.  At all times pertinent hereto, DEFENDANTS 

knew, and they continue to know, that law-abiding persons who desire firearms can and do 

obtain manufactured firearms through FFLs. 

43. DEFENDANTS are companies and entities who chose, at all times pertinent 

hereto, to manufactured and/or sold unserialized, unfinished firearms parts (such as frames 

and receivers) or firearms assembly kits that can be used to produce “ghost guns,” including 

AR-15 style “ghost gun rifles.”   

44. Much of DEFENDANTS’ business involves online sales, and 

DEFENDANTS, at all times pertinent hereto, marketed, advertised, targeted and/or sold their 

products to individuals across the country, including in California.  

45. DEFENDANTS, at all times pertinent hereto, manufactured and/or sold 

“ghost gun” parts that require very limited additional milling before they can be easily 

combined with other largely unregulated gun parts – which are often included in 

DEFENDANTS’ assembly kits— to form a fully functioning “ghost gun.”    
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46. One common “ghost gun” part sold by DEFENDANTS is an 80% receiver, 

which is designed to fall just outside of the federal definition of a “firearm” so as to evade 

federally required background checks and other regulations applicable to “firearms.” 

47. The process of converting such parts into a “ghost gun,” whether it be a semi-

automatic handgun or an AR-15 style assault rifle, involves just a few steps.  

DEFENDANTS’ parts/kits can be used to create a fully functional “ghost gun” in as little as 

a few minutes without the consumer possessing any specialized skill or abilities.  

48. DEFENDANTS thus enabled anyone, including individuals prohibited from 

possessing any firearms or individuals prohibited from possessing assault weapons by virtue 

of state law, to build “ghost guns,” including but not limited to assault weapons. 

49. Once assembled, “ghost guns” are just as deadly and dangerous as traditional 

firearms.  

50. DEFENDANTS purposefully chose – and continue to choose-- not to stamp 

serial numbers on these parts or other parts included in their firearms assembly kits.  This 

means that the “ghost guns” produced from DEFENDANTS’ products cannot be traced back 

to the initial manufacturer or seller, making it harder to identify the chain of possession and 

ultimate user of a gun recovered from a crime scene.  This makes the parts/kits used to 

assemble these weapons highly attractive to criminals and illegal gun traffickers. 

51. Because DEFENDANTS’ products were – and continue to be – readily 

available online for purchase with no background check, they are also very attractive to 

criminals, prohibited domestic abusers, and other dangerous individuals who would 

otherwise be prevented from purchasing a gun due to the inability to pass a background 

check.   

52. Similarly, because DEFENDANTS’ products were – and continue to be – 

capable of purchase without the buyer having any interaction with an FFL, these products are 
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also attractive and accessible to individuals with psychological or behavioral issues who fear 

they may not be able to pass muster at a responsible FFL.  

53. DEFENDANTS were, and still are, well aware that, as a special agent in 

charge of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives’ (“ATF”) Los Angeles 

field division recently told reporters, “Criminals are making their own weapons because they 

cannot buy them legally … or they are paying other people to make those guns for them to 

get around the gun laws.” 

54. DEFENDANTS intentionally targeted and continue to target precisely the 

criminals and other dangerous parties described above.  

55. In their marketing and advertising, DEFENDANTS purposefully emphasize 

the untraceable nature of “ghost guns” due the absence of a serial number as a major selling 

point. 

56.  In their marketing and advertising, DEFENDANTS purposefully emphasize 

the fact that their products can be purchased without a background check or interaction with 

an FFL as major selling points.   

57. DEFENDANTS’ marketing to the criminal market includes but is not limited 

to the following examples:  

a. RBTACTICALTOOLING.COM emphasizes that its products allow the 
production of unserialized weapons. See 
https://www.rbtacticaltooling.com/about/.  One of its AR-15 receivers 
includes a stamp of an individual giving the middle finger to law enforcement 
personnel who would be looking for a serial number to trace a “ghost gun” 
recovered from a crime scene  See 
https://www.rbtacticaltooling.com/product/magpul-lower-receiver-ar-15/: 
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b. A Q & A section on one of TACTICAL GEAR HEAD’s retail websites 
includes this disclosure:  "An AR-15 built using an 80% lower [receiver] will 
have no serialization or paperwork attached to it by default. Therefore, it is 
typically impossible to determine the firearm’s origin or history.” See 
https://www.80-lower.com/faqs/.  The site further emphasizes that a purchaser 
need not interact with an FFL to acquire its parts/kits and make a “ghost gun” 
AR-15 style rifle.  See https://www.80-lower.com/products/ar-15-build-kit-5-
56mm-nato-16-melonite-barrel-classic-a2-handguard-w-80-lower-1-7-twist/: 

 
 
c.  INDUSTRY ARMAMENT’s website states, on a page listing an AR-15 

receiver for sale, that “[t]he purchase of this component does not constitute 
the purchase of a firearm and as such does not require a FFL for transfer.” See 
https://americanweaponscomponents.com/product/80-ar-15-forged-anodized-
lower-receiver.  

 
d.  THUNDER GUNS’ website states, on a page offering a pack of 5 AR-15 

lower receivers, that “[t]hese products are not FFL items.”  See 
https://thundertactical.com/product/80-ar-lower-receiver-5-pack/.  

 
58. The above examples are illustrative rather than exhaustive.  Upon information 

and belief, they are also identical to or essentially the same as DEFENDANTS’ marketing 
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tactics for “ghost gun” parts/kits that can be assembled into AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles 

during the relevant time period.   

59. Sales of “ghost gun” parts/kits have increased significantly in recent years.  

Not surprisingly, the use of “ghost guns” in crimes has also increased exponentially.  

60. According to ATF, 30 percent of all guns recovered at California crime scenes 

are now untraceable “ghost guns.” 

61. “Ghost guns” – and, in particular, AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles—have been 

used in many incidents of violence in California.  For example: 

a. In June 2013, John Zawahri went on a shooting spree with a “ghost gun” and 
killed five people in Santa Monica, California.  Zawahri, who had a 
documented history of mental illness, was a prohibited purchaser and the 
“ghost gun” he used was an AR-15 style rifle. 
 

b. In July 2015, Scott Bertics shot and killed a woman with whom he was 
involved in a romantic relationship and he then used a second gun to kill 
himself in Walnut Creek, California.  Both of the guns used were “ghost 
guns.” 
 

c. In July 2015, in Stockton, California, gunmen used an AK-47-style “ghost 
gun” in an attempted bank robbery, and held three people hostage.   
 

d. In June 2019, 26-year-old Sacramento Police Officer Tara O’Sullivan was 
shot and killed with an AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifle while responding to a 
domestic disturbance call.  
 

e. In August 2019, a convicted felon used an AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifle to 
kill California Highway Patrol officer Andre Moye and wound two of his 
colleagues, during a freeway shootout in Riverside, California.  
 

62. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS were aware of one or all of 

these and other incidents involving the unlawful use of “ghost guns.”  

63. AR-15 style rifles are, and were, prohibited assault weapons under California 

law.  See Cal. Pen. Code § 30510(a)(5) (assault weapons include semiautomatic rifles within 

the “Colt AR-15 series”); § 30510(f) (“As used in this section, ‘series’ includes all other 

models that are only variations, with minor differences, of those models listed in subdivision 
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(a), regardless of the manufacturer.”); § 30605(a) (criminalizing possession of an assault 

weapon).   

64. Federal law requires all FFLs—even those outside of a purchaser’s state–to 

comply with the laws of a purchaser’s state when selling long guns like AR-15 style rifles.  

See 18 U.S.C. § 922(b)(3).   

65. California’s ban on AR-15 style rifles is a reasonable and responsible reaction 

to the grave threat that AR-15 style weapons pose to the health and safety of Californians.  

These types of weapons are favored by mass shooters.  As illustrative examples, in addition 

to this case, the shooters in the Aurora, Colorado move theater shooting in July 2012, the 

Newtown, Connecticut elementary school shooting in December 2012, and the 

aforementioned Santa Monica, California shooting in June 2013, all used AR-15 style rifles.   

66. Upon information and belief, all DEFENDANTS were aware that AR-15 style 

rifles are frequently used by mass shooters. 

67.  “Ghost gun” parts/kits enable dangerous people in California like NEAL to 

obtain such banned weapons. 

68. In September 2019, New York Attorney General Letitia James announced that 

she had ordered 16 websites to immediately stop selling products enabling the assembly of 

“ghost guns” in New York.  Attorney General James acknowledged the reality that “ghost 

guns” had been providing the means to violate the state’s assault weapons ban, stating: 

“There is only one purpose for the products that these companies are selling — to 

manufacture illegal and deadly assault weapons.”  James went on to note that “[t]he 

proliferation of these types of weapons has not only caused indescribable suffering across the 

country, but gravely endangers every New Yorker."  DEFENDANTS’ business practices 

similarly undermine California’s assault weapons ban and endanger every Californian. 
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69. DEFENDANTS could have taken steps to avoid supplying individuals in 

California with prohibited assault weapons and/or violating various federal firearms laws.  

Below is a non-exhaustive list of feasible steps that a reasonable and law-abiding company 

would have taken to avoid undermining California law and/or federal law: 

a. DEFENDANTS could have blocked Internet Protocol (“IP”) addresses 
associated with California from accessing their websites and/or the portions of 
their websites listing products enabling the assembly of AR-15 style “ghost 
gun” rifles; 

b. DEFENDANTS could have refused to ship such products to California; 
c. DEFENDANTS could have required that their products only be transferred 

through a sale carried out by an FFL; 
d. DEFENDANTS could have required that only individuals who could legally 

purchase and possess firearms could purchase their products; and 
e. DEFENDANTS could have included serial numbers on their products. 

 
70. Upon information and belief, none of the DEFENDANTS took these, or any 

other reasonable safety precautions, to prevent dangerous California residents from violating 

California and/or federal law and endangering the safety of others with “ghost guns” 

produced from DEFENDANTS products. 

71. Instead, upon information and belief, all of the DEFENDANTS intentionally 

targeted California consumers.  

72. For example, Cody Wilson of DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED/GHOST GUNNER 

stated that he aimed to undermine gun violence prevention legislation, and in particular, 

California’s regulatory regime.  Wilson, shortly after the Tehama attack in 2017, confirmed 

that much of DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED/GHOST GUNNER’s business comes from 

California. 

73. Similarly, on its website, BLACKHAWK specifically emphasizes that “in our 

home state of California, as well as almost every other state in the U.S., it is legal to build 

your own firearm for personal use.”  See https://www.80percentarms.com/pages/faq.html.  

74. Upon information and belief, these and other DEFENDANTS were all  

intentionally designing, advertising, manufacturing, marketing and/or selling ghost guns 
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parts/kits designed and intended to be assembled into AR-15 style rifles to California 

consumers like NEAL. 

75. DEFENDANTS also, as noted above, purposefully emphasized features of 

their products they knew to be particularly attractive to criminals and dangerous parties like 

NEAL– such as their untraceability and the absence of a background check or interaction 

with a FFLs.   

76. DEFENDANTS knew that “ghost guns” are frequently used by criminals and 

dangerous individuals and have continued to gain additional knowledge of this reality.  

77. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS have, nevertheless, not changed 

their reckless and unlawful business practices. 

B. “Ghost Guns” Were Used To Harm PLAINTIFF 
 

78. On November 13-14, 2017, NEAL engaged in a rampage shooting spree 

spanning across multiple locations in Tehama County, California which left PLAINTIFF 

seriously injured for life, when NEAL pulled up alongside PLAINTIFF’S car in NEAL’s 

stolen car on Rancho Tehama Road, in the community of Rancho Tehama Reserve (outside 

of the City of Corning, CA), and opened fire on PLAINTIFF, actually shooting PLAINTIFF 

through a femoral artery.  PLAINTIFF almost bled out before he was evacuated by air 

ambulance and barely escaped with his life, arriving at a trauma center in Redding, CA with 

almost no pulse. 

79. Prior to the shooting, NEAL was prohibited from possession firearms by one 

or more court orders.  The order(s) required authorities to arrest NEAL if he violated these 

orders.  Multiple PLAINTIFF and/or their loved ones were named as protected parties on one 

or more of these orders, including PLAINTIFF BOB STEELE and G.E., as well as decedent 

DIANA STEELE.  
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80. During his rampage, NEAL was in possession of and used at least two AR-15 

style semiautomatic rifles.  Both of these firearms were “ghost guns.”  

81. Upon information and belief, at the time of the shooting, NEAL’s “ghost 

guns” lacked any identifying serial numbers.   

82. It is unknown how and where NEAL acquired the “ghost gun” parts/kits used 

to assemble the weapons used in the attack.  Given DEFENDANTS’ actions, it may be 

impossible to determine the exact manufacturer(s)/seller(s) of the “ghost gun” parts/kits 

NEAL used to assemble the AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles used in the attack.  

83. Upon information and belief, NEAL could not have legally acquired an AR-

15 style rifle like those utilized in the attack from a FFL either inside or outside of California, 

because of his status as a California resident and California’s ban on the possession of assault 

weapons.   

84. Upon information and belief, NEAL also could not have secured an AR-15 

style rifle – or, indeed, any firearm – from an FFL because he was displaying erratic and 

disturbing behavior for a significant period of time leading up to the shooting due to severe 

mental illness.   

85. The above discussion is not intended to be an exhaustive listing of the reasons 

why NEAL could not have purchased a serialized, fully assembled AR-15 style rifle from an 

FFL.  Various other California or federal firearms restrictions may also have blocked such a 

sale. 

86. NEAL was only able to acquire his arsenal of weapons through the negligence 

of DEFENDANTS.  Had DEFENDANTS complied with the law and relevant standards of 

care, NEAL would not have been able to use “ghost guns” to harm PLAINTIFF.  

C. The “Ghost Gun” Industry and Defendants’ Role as Substantial Players in A 
Market Involving Fungible, Dangerous Goods 
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87. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS were all intentionally 

making/marketing/selling “ghost guns” parts/kits designed and intended to be assembled into 

AR-15 style rifles into California leading up to and at the time of NEAL’s purchase of the 

relevant “ghost gun” parts/kits.   

88. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS also all purposefully targeted a 

dangerous subclass of California consumers who had no or limited access to these weapons 

by virtue of disqualifying records, mental illness, and/or relevant legal restrictions.   

89. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS, in aggregate, were responsible 

for manufacturing and/or selling a substantial percentage of all “ghost gun” parts/kits 

enabling assembly of AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles which entered into California leading up 

to and during November 2017. 

90. Upon information and belief, there is a substantial probability that one or 

more of the DEFENDANTS sold NEAL one or more “ghost gun” parts/kits used to assemble 

the AR-15 style rifles used in the attack, either online or via some other medium, with full 

knowledge that (1) NEAL was a resident of California, (2) that California prohibits the 

possession of AR-15 style rifles, and (3) AR-15 style rifles have frequently been used in 

mass shootings.   

91. Upon information and belief, there is a substantial probability that one or 

more of the DEFENDANTS shipped one or more “ghost gun” parts/kits used to assemble the 

weapons used in the attack to NEAL’s California residence.  

92. “Ghost gun” parts/kits that can be used to assemble unserialized AR-15 style 

rifles are fungible products.  Such parts/kits share the same core characteristics and present 

an equivalent risk of danger to members of the public like PLAINTIFF.  These products 

provide dangerous parties like NEAL with an identical capability to possess untraceable 
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assault weapons without going through an FFL and in violation of California’s assault 

weapons ban.   

93. Had these one or more DEFENDANTS complied with the law and relevant 

standards of care, NEAL would never have had access to the relevant products.  Any and all 

DEFENDANTS named herein could and should have made, sold, distributed and/or 

marketed their products with greater precautions to (1) make it more difficult for California 

consumers to use their products to produce dangerous weapons that violated California law 

and (2) to make it more difficult for dangerous individuals like NEAL to assemble “ghost 

guns” from their products.  

94. Without access to DEFENDANTS’ one or more products, NEAL could not 

have assembled his “ghost guns” and could not have used them to harm PLAINTIFF. 

95. NEAL’s misuse of these assembled products was particularly foreseeable to 

PLAINTIFF because NEAL fell within the dangerous subclass of consumers specifically 

targeted by DEFENDANTS.  

CAUSE OF ACTION I:  NEGLIGENCE (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

96. PLAINTIFF hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as 

though set out in full herein. 

97. A seller of “ghost gun” parts/kits – particularly parts/kits intended to be 

assembled into highly dangerous AR-15 style weapons commonly used by mass shooters like 

NEAL – owes the highest degree of care to the general public when selling such items.  

98. This standard of care imposes a duty to take all reasonable and practical safety 

precautions to prevent dangerous and irresponsible individuals like NEAL from gaining 

access to “ghost gun” parts/kits designed and intended for assembly into AR-15 style rifles.    

99. Such safety precautions would include, but are not limited to, carefully 

learning and continually checking relevant state and federal firearms laws regarding assault 
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weapons, never shipping to states where the possession of an AR-15 style weapon created 

from one of a defendant’s parts/kits would be deemed illegal, and blocking all IP addresses 

from such states.   Additionally, a responsible seller of such products would take steps to 

verify that only individuals legally permitted to possess firearms and not displaying signs of 

significant psychological disturbance were buying its products—such as by requiring all 

transactions to go through an FFL in the buyer’s home state.  

100. Upon information and belief, none of these DEFENDANTS had, at the time 

NEAL purchased the relevant product(s) from the DEFENDANT(s), taken these or other 

reasonable safety precautions which would have blocked NEAL’s purchase of the relevant 

products.   

101. DEFENDANTS’ violation of the above standards of care proximately caused 

PLAINTIFF’S harm by granting NEAL access to highly lethal weapons he could not have 

legally acquired.  

102. Had NEAL been denied access to the parts/kits used to make his two AR-15 

style “ghost gun” rifles, he could not have used these weapons to harm PLAINTIFF. 

103. As a direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions and 

conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted NEAL access to highly lethal, illegal and 

dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF was injured and suffered grievous and permanent injuries 

to his physical, mental, emotional and nervous systems, all to his detriment in an amount 

greatly in excess of the minimum jurisdiction of this Court.   

104. As a further direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions 

and conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted NEAL access to highly lethal, illegal, and 

dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF had to, and will have to in the future, rely on surgeons and 

other physicians, and undergo other and further expense for his medical care, in amounts 

which cannot yet be fully ascertained. 
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105. As a further direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions 

and conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted NEAL access to highly lethal, illegal, and 

dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has lost wages and suffered great reduction in his working 

capacity and future wages as a result of his disabling gunshot injury proximately caused by 

DEFENDANTS.  PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and, on such information and belief 

states, that this said reduction in earning capacity will continue into the future in an amount 

which cannot yet be ascertained. 

106. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, which granted NEAL access to 

highly lethal, illegal and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has suffer loss of companionship 

and consortium with his wife.  

107. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, which granted NEAL access to 

highly lethal, illegal and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has suffered, and will continue to 

suffer in the future, consequential damages and other incidental damages and out-of-pocket 

expenses, all to PLAINTIFF’Sgeneral damages in a sum to be determined at the time of 

trial.  

108. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, which granted NEAL access to 

highly lethal, illegal and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has had to retain legal counsel to 

protect and vindicate his rights.  Therefore, DEFENDANTS, and each of them, are liable to 

PLAINTIFF for attorney’s fees incurred by PLAINTIFF in a sum to be determined at the 

time of trial. 

109. DEFENDANTS, and each of their negligence, as set forth above, was a 

substantial factor in causing PLAINTIFF’S harm. 
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110. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon allege that 

DEFENDANTS and each of their conduct was done in a conscious disregard and deliberate 

disregard for the rights and safety of others, including PLAINTIFF, and in a willful and 

reckless manner making the infliction of grievous bodily injury and/or death highly 

probable. DEFENDANTS conduct was despicable, willful, wanton and malicious within the 

meaning of California Civil Code §§ 3294, so as to warrant the imposition of punitive and 

exemplary damages against them in the fullest extent allowed by law.  

111. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon allege that DEFENDANTS, 

and each of them, are negligent or in some other way responsible for acts of which 

PLAINTIFF is unaware. 

CAUSE OF ACTION II:  NEGLIGENCE PER SE FOR VIOLATION OF 
CALIFORNIA AND/OR FEDERAL FIREARMS LAWS (AGAINST ALL 

DEFENDANTS) 
 

112. PLAINTIFF hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as 

though set out in full herein. 

113. NEAL’s purchase of “ghost gun” parts/kits and the use of them to assemble 

AR-15 style rifles violated California’s assault weapons ban.  See Cal. Pen. Code § 

30510(a)(5) (assault weapons include semiautomatic rifles within the “Colt AR-15 series”); § 

30510(f) (“As used in this section, ‘series’ includes all other models that are only variations, 

with minor differences, of those models listed in subdivision (a), regardless of the 

manufacturer.”); § 30605(a) (criminalizing possession of an assault weapon). 

114. DEFENDANTS are manufacturer/sellers of “ghost gun” parts/kits who 

intentionally targeted – and continue to target -- the California market and ship “ghost gun” 

parts/kits designed for assembly into AR-15 style rifles to California consumers like NEAL.  

DEFENDANTS did so, and continue to do so, with the knowledge and intention that those 

consumers will use these products to assemble weapons prohibited under California law.   
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115. All of the DEFENDANTS are, thus, responsible as knowing accomplices, for 

their consumers’ direct violations of, at minimum, California’s ban on the possession of 

assault weapons. See Cal. Pen. Code § 31 (anyone who “aid[s] and abet[s]” in the 

commission of an offense is a principal); § 971 (“all persons concerned in the commission of 

a crime, who by the operation of other provisions of this code are principals therein, shall 

hereafter be prosecuted, tried and punished as principals”); § 27(a)(1) (California has 

jurisdiction over crimes where at least part of the offense takes place within the state).   

116. All of the DEFENDANTS may also be responsible, either directly or as an 

accomplice, for violation one or more additional state or federal firearms laws, including, but 

not limited to, various provisions of the Gun Control Act of 1968 or the National Firearms 

Act.  

117. In addition to these laws explicitly referencing firearms, DEFENDANTS also 

violated California statutes prohibiting unfair, immoral and reckless business practices and 

the creation and maintenance of public nuisances, as discussed further below.  See Cal.  Bus. 

& Prof Code § 17200”; Cal. Civ. Code §§ 3479, 3480.   

118. Whichever DEFENDANT or DEFENDANTS are responsible, either directly 

or as an accomplice, for selling NEAL one or more “ghost gun” parts/kits in violation of one 

or more statutes including, at minimum, California’s assault weapons ban, breached the 

standard of care imposed by statute.  

119. This violation proximately caused PLAINTIFF’S harm by providing NEAL 

access to highly lethal weapons that he could not have legally acquired in California.  

120. Had NEAL been denied access to the “ghost gun” parts/kits used to make his 

two AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles, he could not have used these weapons to harm 

PLAINTIFF.  

121. As a direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions and 
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conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted NEAL access to highly lethal, illegal and 

dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF was injured and suffered grievous and permanent injuries 

to his physical, mental, emotional and nervous systems, all to his detriment in an amount 

greatly in excess of the minimum jurisdiction of this Court.   

122. As a further direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions 

and conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted NEAL access to highly lethal, illegal, and 

dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF had to, and will have to in the future, rely on surgeons and 

other physicians, and undergo other and further expense for his medical care, in amounts 

which cannot yet be fully ascertained. 

123. As a further direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions 

and conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted NEAL access to highly lethal, illegal, and 

dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has lost wages and suffered great reduction in his working 

capacity and future wages as a result of his disabling gunshot injury proximately caused by 

DEFENDANTS.  PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and, on such information and belief 

states, that this said reduction in earning capacity will continue into the future in an amount 

which cannot yet be ascertained. 

124. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, which granted NEAL access to 

highly lethal, illegal and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has suffer loss of companionship 

and consortium with his wife.  

125. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, which granted NEAL access to 

highly lethal, illegal and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has suffered, and will continue to 

suffer in the future, consequential damages and other incidental damages and out-of-pocket 

expenses, all to PLAINTIFF’Sgeneral damages in a sum to be determined at the time of 
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trial.  

126. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, which granted NEAL access to 

highly lethal, illegal and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has had to retain legal counsel to 

protect and vindicate his rights.  Therefore, DEFENDANTS, and each of them, are liable to 

PLAINTIFF for attorney’s fees incurred by PLAINTIFF in a sum to be determined at the 

time of trial. 

127. DEFENDANTS, and each of their negligence, as set forth above, was a 

substantial factor in causing PLAINTIFF’S harm. 

128. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon allege that 

DEFENDANTS and each of their conduct was done in a conscious disregard and deliberate 

disregard for the rights and safety of others, including PLAINTIFF, and in a willful and 

reckless manner making the infliction of grievous bodily injury and/or death highly 

probable. DEFENDANTS conduct was despicable, willful, wanton and malicious within the 

meaning of California Civil Code §§ 3294, so as to warrant the imposition of punitive and 

exemplary damages against them in the fullest extent allowed by law.  

129. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon allege that DEFENDANTS, 

and each of them, are negligent or in some other way responsible for acts of which 

PLAINTIFF are unaware. 

CAUSE OF ACTION III:  NEGLIGENT ENTRUSTMENT 
(AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

 
130. PLAINTIFF hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as 

though set out in full herein. 

131. Upon information and belief, DEFENDANTS purposefully targeted residents 

of states with strict gun violence prevention regimes, like California, who were seeking to 

bypass the laws of their home state. 
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132. By targeting and supplying dangerous individuals already showing contempt 

for the rule of law and disrespect towards the safety rules accepted by their communities, 

DEFENDANTS were purposefully selling to a class of purchasers who were inherently 

showing a high likelihood of misusing their “ghost gun” parts/kits in a dangerous manner that 

would cause harm to third parties like PLAINTIFF. 

133. Whichever DEFENDANT or DEFENDANTS sold or shipped one or more 

“ghost gun” parts/kits capable of and intended to be assembled into AR-15 style rifles 

prohibited by California law to NEAL, despite knowing that he was a California resident and 

that California prohibits such weapons were, thus, negligently entrusting these one or more 

items.  

134. This violation of relevant standards of care proximately caused PLAINTIFF’S 

harm by granting NEAL access to highly lethal weapons that he could not have legally 

acquired in California.  

135. Had NEAL been denied access to the “ghost gun” parts/kits he used to 

assemble his two AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles, he could not have used these weapons to 

harm PLAINTIFF. 

136. As a direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions and 

conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted NEAL access to highly lethal, illegal and 

dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF was injured and suffered grievous and permanent injuries 

to his physical, mental, emotional and nervous systems, all to his detriment in an amount 

greatly in excess of the minimum jurisdiction of this Court.   

137. As a further direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions 

and conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted NEAL access to highly lethal, illegal, and 

dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF had to, and will have to in the future, rely on surgeons and 

other physicians, and undergo other and further expense for his medical care, in amounts 
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which cannot yet be fully ascertained. 

138. As a further direct, proximate, immediate and foreseeable result of the actions 

and conduct of DEFENDANTS, which granted NEAL access to highly lethal, illegal, and 

dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has lost wages and suffered great reduction in his working 

capacity and future wages as a result of his disabling gunshot injury proximately caused by 

DEFENDANTS.  PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and, on such information and belief 

states, that this said reduction in earning capacity will continue into the future in an amount 

which cannot yet be ascertained. 

139. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, which granted NEAL access to 

highly lethal, illegal and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has suffer loss of companionship 

and consortium with his wife.  

140. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, which granted NEAL access to 

highly lethal, illegal and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has suffered, and will continue to 

suffer in the future, consequential damages and other incidental damages and out-of-pocket 

expenses, all to PLAINTIFF’S general damages in a sum to be determined at the time of 

trial.  

141. As a further, direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the aforementioned 

actions, and conduct of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, which granted NEAL access to 

highly lethal, illegal and dangerous weapons, PLAINTIFF has had to retain legal counsel to 

protect and vindicate his rights.  Therefore, DEFENDANTS, and each of them, are liable to 

PLAINTIFF for attorney’s fees incurred by PLAINTIFF in a sum to be determined at the 

time of trial. 

142. DEFENDANTS negligent entrustment of the dangerous instrumentalities, as 
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set forth above, was a substantial factor in causing PLAINTIFF’S harm. 

143. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon allege that 

DEFENDANTS and each of their conduct was done in a conscious disregard and deliberate 

disregard for the rights and safety of others, including PLAINTIFF, and in a willful and 

reckless manner making the infliction of grievous bodily injury and/or death highly 

probable. DEFENDANTS conduct was despicable, willful, wanton and malicious within the 

meaning of California Civil Code §§ 3294, so as to warrant the imposition of punitive and 

exemplary damages against them in the fullest extent allowed by law.  

144. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon allege that defendants, and 

each of them, are negligent or in some other way responsible for acts of which PLAINTIFF 

are unaware. 

CAUSE OF ACTION IV:  PUBLIC NUISANCE (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

145. PLAINTIFF hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as 

though set out in full herein. 

146.  By negligently, recklessly, and/or intentionally selling vast quantities of 

“ghost gun” parts/kits enabling the assembly of AR-15 style rifles to buyers in California in 

violation of, at a minimum, California law, DEFENDANTS have negligently and/or 

knowingly participated in creating and maintaining an unreasonable interference with the 

rights held in common by the general public.  This constitutes a public nuisance under 

California law, including California Civil Code §§ 3479 and 3480.   

147. Without limitation, the acts of DEFENDANTS as alleged herein caused, 

created, and continue to maintain a substantial and unreasonable interference with the 

public’s health, safety, convenience, comfort, peace, and use of public property and/or 

private property.  These activities are injurious to health and offensive to the senses so as to 

interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property in an entire community or 
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neighborhood.  Numerous members of the public are threatened, killed, injured, or are 

victims of criminal acts as a result of “ghost gun” parts/kits sold by DEFENDANTS.  

DEFENDANTS’ acts and omissions as alleged herein cause a substantial and unreasonable 

increase in the number of members of the general public who are threatened, killed, and 

injured by “ghost guns.”  

148. The acts and omissions of DEFENDANTS, as alleged herein, substantially 

and unreasonably interfere with the public’s use of public facilities, including the use of 

public highways and walkways.  Public highways and walkways are made substantially and 

unreasonably unsafe because of the presence of ghost guns intentionally, negligently and 

unlawfully supplied by DEFENDANTS.   

149. DEFENDANTS’ acts and omissions as alleged herein substantially and 

unreasonably (a) increase the number of “ghost guns” in and on public facilities, including on 

public highways and walkways; (b) increase the degree to which unlawful possessors in and 

on public facilities, including on highways and walkways, are illegally armed with weapons; 

and (c) allow for banned assault weapons to be present in California, including on public 

highways and walkways.  

150. DEFENDANTS’ acts and omissions as alleged herein cause substantial and 

unreasonable interferences with the public’s health, safety, convenience, comfort, and peace 

in numerous other ways, including: (a) increasing the number of unlawful possessors of 

weapons who use these weapons to commit violent crimes against innocent members of the 

general public; (b) increasing the number and severity of property crimes committed by those 

in possession of “ghost guns” against innocent members of the general public; (c) increasing 

the number and severity of incidents in which those in possession of “ghost guns” disturb the 

peace by being disorderly; and (d) increasing the amount of society’s resources that are 

diverted toward dealing with the problems associated with the possession of “ghost guns.”  
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151. DEFENDANTS know or have reason to know that the acts and omissions 

alleged herein caused substantial and unreasonable interferences with the public’s health, 

safety, convenience, comfort, peace, and use of public facilities.  DE FENDANTS’ acts and 

omissions as alleged herein were undertaken with negligent and/or intentional disregard of 

the rights of the general public.  DEFENDANTS knew that they could have taken 

precautions as outlined above that would have eliminated or minimized the injuries to the 

general public.  Instead they chose not to take those precautions and, in fact, actively 

exacerbated these risks with the irresponsible marketing campaign described herein in order 

to maximize their profits. 

152. DEFENDANTS’ interference with the public’s health, safety, convenience, 

comfort, peace, and use of public facilities is unreasonable, unlawful, substantial, significant, 

continuing, and long-lasting.  This interference, is annoying, offensive, and disturbing to an 

ordinary person.  The interference is not insubstantial or fleeting, and involves deaths and 

serious injuries suffered by many people and a severe disruption of public health, peace, 

order, and safety.    

153. The manner in which DEFENDANTS make, sell, and market their products 

has no social utility.  Even if it did, the seriousness of their interference with the rights of the 

public and harm they cause far outweighs any social utility associated with DEFENDANTS’ 

conduct.   

154. DEFENDANTS’ unlawful, negligent and/or intentional creation and 

maintenance of the public nuisance directly and proximately caused significant harm, 

including serious physical injury and associated harm to PLAINTIFF that is different from 

the harm suffered by other members of the public, including loss of enjoyment of life, as well 

as those damages set forth in paragraphs 121-131 above, all to their damage in an amount to 

be determined at a trial of this matter.   
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155. PLAINTIFF have not, at any time, consented to DEFENDANTS’ conduct.  

156.  At all times herein mentioned, DEFENDANTS had notice and knowledge 

that their actions created a public nuisance. 

157. PLAINTIFF are informed and believe and thereon allege that defendants and 

each of their, conduct was done in a conscious disregard and deliberate disregard for the 

rights and safety of others, including PLAINTIFF, and in a willful and reckless manner 

making the infliction of grievous bodily injury and/or death highly probable. Defendants 

conduct was despicable, willful, wanton and malicious within the meaning of California 

Civil Code §§ 3294, so as to warrant the imposition of punitive and 

exemplary damages against them in the fullest extent allowed by law.  

CAUSE OF ACTION V:  VIOLATION OF BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS 
CODE SECTION 17200 (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

(Unfair and Unlawful Competition in Sales Practices) 
 

158. PLAINTIFF hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as 

though set out in full herein. 

159. DEFENDANTS in the course of their retail business of selling “ghost guns,” 

engaged in business acts or practices that were unlawful, unfair, deceptive, or misleading, 

and which therefore violated Bus. & Prof Code § 17200. 

160. By selling to NEAL, a dangerous individual, who was prohibited from 

purchasing and possessing firearms, “ghost gun” parts/kits for a prohibited assault-style 

weapons, in violation of state and/or federal law, DEFENDANTS engaged in business 

practices that were unlawful, immoral, unethical, oppressive, and unscrupulous.  

161. Also, by supplying to a subclass of purchasers who are inherently showing a 

high likelihood of misusing their “ghost gun” parts/kits in a dangerous manner that would 

cause harm to third parties like PLAINTIFF, DEFENDANTS engaged in business practices 

that were unlawful, immoral, unethical, oppressive, and unscrupulous.  
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162. As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing acts and practices, 

DEFENDANTS have received income, profits, and other benefits, which they would not 

have received if DEFENDANTS had not engaged in the violations of Bus. & Prof Code 

§ 17200 as described in this Complaint for Damages.  

163. Further, upon information and belief, had DEFENDANTS not violated 

California’s prohibition on such unethical and unlawful marketing and business practices, 

NEAL could not have acquired the parts/kits used to assemble his AR-15 style “ghost gun” 

rifles or used these items to harm PLAINTIFF. 

164. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon allege that 

DEFENDANTS and each of their conduct was done in a conscious disregard and deliberate 

disregard for the rights and safety of others, including PLAINTIFF, and in a willful and 

reckless manner making the infliction of grievous bodily injury and/or death highly 

probable. DEFENDANTS conduct was despicable, willful, wanton and malicious within the 

meaning of California Civil Code §§ 3294, so as to warrant the imposition of punitive and 

exemplary damages against them in the fullest extent allowed by law.  

165. To prevent their unjust enrichment, DEFENDANTS and each of them, 

should be required, pursuant to Business and Professions Code sections 17200, et seq, to 

disgorge their ill-gotten gains for the purpose of making full restitution to PLAINTIFF as a 

consequence of DEFENDANTS unlawful and unfair activities, injunctive relief, as well as 

all attorney’s fees and costs.  

CAUSE OF ACTION VI:  VIOLATION OF BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS 
CODE SECTION 17200 (AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS) 

(Unfair Marketing Tactics) 
 

166. PLAINTIFF hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as 

though set out in full herein. 
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COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

167. DEFENDANTS in the course of their retail business of selling ghost guns, 

engaged in business acts or practices that were unfair, deceptive, or misleading, and which 

therefore violated Bus. & Prof Code § 17200. 

168. Specifically, by employing marketing tactics which emphasized that their 

products, including banned assault weapons, were untraceable and could be acquired without 

a background check or an interaction with an FFL, DEFENDANTS intentionally targeted 

prohibited persons and other dangerous individuals like NEAL.  Such tactics and practices 

were unfair, immoral, unethical, oppressive, and unscrupulous. 

169. As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing acts and practices, 

DEFENDANTS have received income, profits, and other benefits, which they would not 

have received if DEFENDANTS had not engaged in the violations of Bus. & Prof Code 

§ 17200 as described in this Complaint for Damages.  

170. Further, upon information and belief, had DEFENDANTS not violated 

California’s prohibition on such unethical and unlawful marketing and business practices, 

NEAL could not have acquired the parts/kits used to assemble his AR-15 style “ghost gun” 

rifles or used these weapons to harm PLAINTIFF. 

171. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon allege that defendants and 

each of their conduct was done in a conscious disregard and deliberate disregard for the 

rights and safety of others, including PLAINTIFF, and in a willful and reckless manner 

making the infliction of grievous bodily injury and/or death highly probable. Defendants 

conduct was despicable, willful, wanton and malicious within the meaning of California 

Civil Code §§ 3294, so as to warrant the imposition of punitive and 

exemplary damages against them in the fullest extent allowed by law.  

172. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereon allege that 

DEFENDANTS and each of their conduct was done in a conscious disregard and deliberate 
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COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

disregard for the rights and safety of others, including PLAINTIFF, and in a willful and 

reckless manner making the infliction of grievous bodily injury and/or death highly 

probable. DEFENDANTS conduct was despicable, willful, wanton and malicious within the 

meaning of California Civil Code §§ 3294, so as to warrant the imposition of punitive and 

exemplary damages against them in the fullest extent allowed by law.  

173. To prevent their unjust enrichment, DEFENDANTS and each of them, 

should be required, pursuant to Business and Professions Code sections 17200, et seq, to 

disgorge their ill-gotten gains for the purpose of making full restitution to PLAINTIFF as a 

consequence of DEFENDANTS unlawful and unfair activities, injunctive relief, as well as 

all attorney’s fees and costs. 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

174. Plaintiff requests and demands trial by jury as to each and every fact, claim, 

and cause of action alleged and pleaded herein. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

175. WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFF prays for judgment and relief against 

DEFENDANTS, jointly and severally, as follows:  

a Compensatory damages for physical and emotional pain and suffering, 
including those non-economic damages which are enumerated under Cal. Civil 
Code § 1431.2(b)(2); 

b Compensatory damages for past medical expenses; 

c Compensatory damages for future medical expenses and medical monitoring; 

d Compensatory damages for past and future wage loss and loss of earning 
capacity; 

e Compensatory damages for damage to or destruction of personal property; 

f Punitive (exemplary) damages; 

g Incidental damages; 

h Presumed damages; 
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COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

i Nominal damages; 

j Attorney’s fees, including pursuant to Code of Civ. Pro. § 1021.5 (California 
Private Attorney General Doctrine) and § 2033.420(a) (in the event plaintiff has 
to prove up any facts which defendants refused to admit in their responses to 
plaintiffs’ Requests for Admissions); 

k Costs of litigation; 

l Pre- and post-judgment interest awardable at the highest legal rate(s) allowable, 
including without limitation under Cal. Civil Code §§ 3287 and/or 3291; and 

m Such further relief as the Court deems just and proper.  

Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Dated:  November 14, 2019 By: Ben Rosenfeld 

Gerald B. Singleton 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Cardenas 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT C 



11 13 2419 wEo 15 a7 FAx j005 052

1 L IJGA N BA tR State B r No 40663
l OUGLAS MUDFORD tate ar Na 156392
ESTEE LE VI tate Bar 1 to 2 358
CATIE I3ARR State iar l lo 2 5538

3 supER ou r F r oe aBRA It ON STO MENT St te Bar l a 261260 couN Y o s
aRD v o

4 BARR MUDFCIRD LL A RNAh JINO pISTRiCT
1824 Cc urt StreetlPost C ffice Box 943 Q

5 Redding Californi 96Q99 4390 Q1
Telephane s3a saos

Facsimile 530 243 1648
A M to R

1

urY
Attorneys for PlainkilFfs

9 IN THE SUPERIOR OC1RT F CALIFORNIA

10 IN TF F CCIUNTY F SA1V DERNARDIN4

11
Q g3 2

1 TR JY MCFADY I in his Individual No

Capacity and s Heir at Law and Succ ssar
in Inter st to MICHELLE MCFADYEN CQMPLATNT Ol UAMA ES

14
eceased

L1E11 TAND t It i JRY TRIAL

PHILLIP BOW anc
SIA BG1W as Ceirs at Law an Success rs Persc n i I rxylWrangful T eath

16 in interest to MICM LE MGFADYEN

I eceased CAUSFS FACTI N

I

1 i Bt B ST ELE a Dependent A iult by and 1 NE GYtYENCE

through his Guardian ad Litem bAV1D STE LE

19 Hei at Law aad Successor in 2 2 EGLI ENCE F R SE
Interest to D1ANA S C ELE I Cea ed

20 3 NEGLIGEN ENTR JS 1 1V TwIT
MICHAEL LLiCITT eir at Lavu and

l Successor in Iz terest to DAIdIEL LEE 4 PUBLIC i 1X1 SAI TCE
LLIC I lI J eceased and2

DIANA STEBLE Deceased 5 Vit LA 1C N OF BUS IitESS A tD
23 PROF SSIC NS COI E SECT 1V

G E a Minor by and through his u rdi z ad 172Q0 UNFAIR A tI Ul 1LAWFLIL
24 Litem ALMA FELTCLB RC Heir tLaw SAL S P ItACTICES

2
aed Su cessar in lnteres t I ANIEL LEE
ELLIQT II D cea ed and 6 VI LATION OF BU YN SS AND
I IANA STEELE I eceased FRUF S IQN CODE SECTI N

17zQa LINFAI 1VIAItKETING

27 M t Min r by and thrau h her Guardian ad TACTIC

i Litem LAT SHA CORI iWALL T eir at X tw
Z and Sueee sor in Interest tv I ANIEL LEE

HAkk MUUFORD
aornayaat Il ii G 1tlZa t atsrt fitmet

we o r uox sn vn Corn lai ttfor D tttsgea
Redd ng CA 960N1 499 1

SJII 243 K1kk1



11 13 2019 WED 15 47 FAX f 006 052
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2

MARCIA MCT JGH Heir t Law and Successor

in lnterest to JOSEPH IV CHUGH Deceased
4

GRAC MCI LTGH Heir at aw and Successor
5 in I terest ta JOSEPH MCHUCrH Deceased

6 A H a M nor Uy and through his Guardian ad
Litem MARIA MONROY

g TIFFANY PH MIV A HEP

9 JO iN PHON MATHEP SR

10
J p II a Minor by and thmugh his Guardi n

11
dLitem TIFFAN PHOMMATHGP

12 J 1 a Minor by and through his Guardian
ad Litem TIFFANYP IQMMATHEP

13

14
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MCFADYEN PHILLIP BOW and SIA BOW as l Ieirs t Law and Successars in Interest to I

23
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1 L it m AL MA FEITELB R G H ir t Law ant Successor in Intere t ta L ANIEL LEE ELLIOT

II I7eceased and A NA a BLL I ec sed G E minor and M a Minor by and

thraagh her Guardian a Literr LATISHA t3RIYVt AL Heir at L w nd Su cessor in

4
Inter st tc DAN1 E t T II I eceas d and I 1 A S EELE i c s d M a

5
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6
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1 FLAINTIrFS demand a jury triaL

Z NTRODUCTION

2 DEFENDANTS are companies that h ve chasen to intentionally undermine federal
4

and st Ce firearms la uvs y designing manufacturing mark ting distri uting and or selling kits

and firearms parts that are easily assembled by the purchaser into fully functional weapons
6 includiilg AR 15 style assault w apons to consumers acxass the nation including within the State

af Califorx t D FENDANTS have chosen to engage in this business primarily by utilizing
8

online sales that enable purchasers to acquire such weapans without a background check or aray
9 interaction with Federal Firearms Licensee FFL an authorized gnn dealer and in violation of

X st te law restz ictxo s govezning assault weapons including restrictions in the State of California
11 3 The weapons assembled from D FENDANTS kits and firearms parts are tern ed

12
ghost guns This name refleets the fact that such wettpons l ck a serial number unless

13 specifically required by staCa law and are difficult if not impossible for law enforcement to trace
1 back ta their manuFacturer seller when recovered from a crime scene

15 4 DEPENDANTS knew when they entered this t usiness thar they would foreseeably
16 be supplying rizt iz 2 ls kiaaexs and othets vvhose possession of firearms pose an unacceptably

h rgh threat of injury or death to others
1 5 D FENDANTS further knew that selling these kxls axtd irearm parts vialated state
19 and federal statules pplicable to the registratzon ownarship sale and marking of firearms
20 6 DEFENDANTS refused Co use reasonable safety measures that could have limited
21 the riskof their products fallin ii to the hands of such dangerous individu ls

22 7 Instead DEFENDANTS targeted their buszr ess at recisely such individuals by
23

intentionally ennphas zing eaCures of their products that make lhem particularly attractive to such
2 dangerous parCies as major selling points For ex xt le DEFENDANTS intentionally

25 emphasized that 1 their products can be used to assemble untraceab e Weapons and 2 enable the

26 purchaser to ev de b ckground chec s and intera ction with an FFL

S DEFENDANTS chose profits over people and public safety and launched and
28 inaintained their business in the urireasonab y dangerous m nner described herein
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I a orr o s90 Cvmpls nt fvr an ages
I Reilulnp C A 96P14 439t1

530J 7A1 BOD9



11 13 2019 wED 15 C8 FAx j410 052

1 9 Si nce DEFENDANTS have launched their ghost guns business they have

2 lea ned wiCh certainty that their business is a massive and growing source of crime guns that are

el iming t n cent lives in C ifornia and elsewhere

4 10 DEFENDANTS could have changed their business practices to institute

5 reasonable safeky measures to rninimize the darr ge clone by the proble they c ated Insteacl

6 DEFENDANTS have cantinued to chpose profiCs over people and public safety and have
7

8
doubled down on their dang rous and irresponsible practices By doing so DEFENDANTS

ve and are acting with a reckless disregard conscious disre ard or deliberate indifference to a
9

1 knouvn and obvious rask tk at threatens the life and safety of others

1 11 Upon infarmation and belief all DEFENDANTS designed advertised marketed

12 sold distributed and or offered on or morc ghost gun kits parts that could be easiiy

13
ssembled into un serialized AR 15 style ghost gun rifles that are prohibited under

14
Califprnia s assault weapons ban to Cali o ia residents lead ng up to and or duxang November

15
2017

16

12 1 I AINri YFFS bring this suit because they ar their loved ones w re killed or

18 irtjured s direct foreseeable and proxim te result of DEFENDANTS negligent reckless

19 and intentivn lly unlawful actions

ZD 13 5pecitically PLAINTIFFS or their loved ones vvere killed ar injured by
2

dan erous mentally disturbed California resident nlmed KEV1N NEAL who was barred fram
22

firearms possession by one or more state court orders NEA would not have been able to

23

leg lly acquire a firearm in the State of California NEAL purchased parts kits from one or more
24

25 of the DEFENDANTS leading up to and or duri ng November 2Q17 and used these parts kiks to

Z assemblc at least two AR 15 style ghost gun rifles barred under California s prohibition on

27 ssault weapons IVEAL used these ghost guns in a rampage shooting that lcilled or i ijured

Z PLAINTIFFS or cheir loved ones on November 13 14 2p17
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1 14 I3EFENDANTS upon infr rm tian an lbel ef contitiue ta offer these pradu ts to

California res c ents usii g marketing strate ies and business practi es that are identica o

3
ssential y the sa ie as thase used dur ng and bef re Noveinber 20 7

L

TRI I TI 1

5
l I his js ivil activn f r ne fi ence artd viol tions 4f the GalifQrnia CTn air

6

Ct mpetitic n L w Cal F3us Prc f Codc ti 172Q0 et se This Cc urt h s sut jeUt znakter

jurisdicti nover this action as the amount crf the laim xc eds 25 OOAU

g Venue is prop r i tk zs couit because several af the aEFEIwtDANTS RYAN

1f1 BEEZLEY and B Fi BEEZLEY d b a I BTA CTIALT 1 1G COM and I7EFE1 1 17rANT

JAME TRQIv BLEE Jl d t a J PATRiC TARMOI Y Ct M are Calift rnia resad z t nd or

12
California Corp ratidns wk c t all rel vant times reside in nd or have their principal pla e o

13

busi ess in the Ci y vf Apple Valley Cou ty Uf San Bernardinv State af alifarnia
14

3 PLAINTI S seek an award of compensatQry darnages punitiv d inages

1 l ursuant to Cal Civil Cc dc 3294 statutc ry ciamagas pursupxat tc C 1 us And Prof Cade

17 17200 injunctive and declaraCory reli f c asts ar ci expenses anci reasonable attcrrney s feEs

18 HE 1 A tTY S

1 15 At ail time5 portine t k eretn PLAINTIFF TRC1 M FADYEN was resident of

2
Cottonwood County of Shasta St te of Ca i ac aa TRCM C MCrAI7 CEN is the surviving

2l

spouse s fMI HE LE MCFADYEN deceas d TRC Y MCPADYEN b r ngs this actian in his
22

indiviclual c pacity as a victim and s the heir of MICHELLE MCFADYEN deceased
23

16 A Z tiznes pertinent hereto P ATN T1 PHILLIP S W was 1 resident c f the

ZS Santa R osa ounty of Spnoma Stat f California PHILLIP BUVtj is the suiviving adult son

c f Iv CHELLE 1VICFAD YEN deceased

27 7 tinrtes pertinent hereta PT AII TIFF SIA BQW w s a resident crf Redding
28
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County of Shasta 5tat of California SIA BOW is the surviving adult daughter of MICHELLE

Z MGFAI XEN deceased

3
18 At all times pertinent hereto TRQY MCFADYEN PHILLIP BOW and SIA

4

BOW were the surviving heirs of decedent MICHEL E MCFADYEN based on California
5

1I t 5tF1C AWS

6

19 At all times ertinent hereto PLAINTtFF BQB STEELE vtiras a resident of

g Cornin Coui ty of T hama St te af California BOB STEELE currently residcs in Red Biuff

9 County of Tehama State of Califarni At all times peitinent hereto BOB STEELE was

i0
apacxtated nd a dependent adult clue tv numerous physic l nd xaent l dilrnents BO

11
TEELE is being represented by his Guardian ad Litern DAVID STEELE BQB STEELE

l2

was at all rel vant tim s a protected person puisuant to one or more court orders in effect
13

14
gAinst NCAL

15 20 At 11 ti es peztinent hereto P A INT RF MIC A BG ELL OT was a resxdent of

l6 the Mayville Cou ney of Traill State af North Dakoca

l 21 At all Cimes p rtinent hereto PLAiNTIFF G E an S year o1d was a rEsident ofI

1
Corning Coui ty of Tehama 5tate af California G E is currently a resident of Ware Coanty

19
oF Hampshire State of M ssachusetts and is bexng represented by b s Guardian d Likenn

20

ALMA FEITELBERG G E w s all reler anC times a prqtecCed person pursuant to one or mare
21

22
court orders in effect against NEAL

23 22 At all times pertinent hereto I AINTIF M a 10 year old was a resident of

4 Rio inda Caunty of Sacramento State of California M E is being represented by her

25 Guardian ad LiCen LATISHA C NWALL M E remains a resident of the County of
26

Sacramento

27
23 BOB STC LE was the surviving husband of decedent DIANA ST ELE and is

2
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1 ati heir to decedent DIANA STEELE DIANA STEELE was also at all relevAnt times a

2 protected persan pursuant to one or more court orders xr e fect against NEAL

3
24 At all t r zes pertinent hereto MICHAEL ELLII T G and M E were tt e

4
suxviving ehildren and heirs of decedent DANIEL E 10TY II and the dditxonai heirs af their

5

grandmother DIANA STEELE based on Califomia intestacy l ws
6

25 At all times pertinent hereto LA NTIk P MARCIA MCHUGH was a resident

g of the City of Car t ng County oF Tehama State of California and is the surviving mother whp

9 was dependenr on JOSEPH MCHUGH

ld
26 At all times pertinent hereto PLAINTIFF GR CE MCHUUH was a resident of

11
the Ceres County of Stanislaus StAte o California and is the surviving adult daughter of

12

JOSEPH MCHUGH
13

14
27 At all times pertinent h reto MAI CTA MCHUGH nd GRACE MCHUGH

15 were the surviving heirs of decedent yOSEP I MCI LJGH based on California int stacy laws

16 2 At all times pertinent hereto PLAII1iTIFF A H a rninor was a resident af the

I 17 Corning County ehama State af Califarnia A H is b ing represented by his Gu rd az ad
I

a8
Litem MARtA MONROY

19
29 At all times er inent hereto PLAINTIFF FANY PHQMMATHEP is and

20

was a resident ofCorning in the County of ehama StaCe of California
21

ZZ
30 At All times ert nent hereto PLAINTIFF JOHN P OIvIMATHEP is and was a

23 reszdent a Cort ing in the County oi Tehama State of California

24 31 At all times l ertinent hcreto PLAINTIFF J F II minor is and was a resident

5
of Corning in th County of Tehama State of Califor xt J P IT a minor is being represented

6
by his Cruard ian ad Litem T FFANX PHQMMATHCP

27
32 At all times pertinent herEto PLAIN rY P J P a minor is nd vvas a resident of

28
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1 Corning in the County af Tehama State of California J P is beang epresented by his Guardian

ad Litem TIFFANY P IQMMATHEP

33 At all times pertinent hereto PLATN IF 1 a minor is and was t cesident of

Corning in the County of eh z catt State of CA I Ox 1iA N P is being represented by his
S

Gu rdian d LiCem TiFFANY PHOMMATHEP
6

34 At all tirnes pertinent her to PLAINTIFF JAM S V1100D5 JR is and was a

g resident ofCorning in the Caunty of Tehama State of Califarni

9 35 At all ti es pertir ent ereto PLAiI 1TIFF JAMES WQODS SR is and was a

Z resident of Corning in the County of Tehama State of California
11

36 At all tim s pertinent her to DLFENDANT GT OST CyUNNER INC GHOST

12
CrUNN R d b a CxHQSTC7UNNER N T was a Texas corpozdtion with its prineipal place ot

13

14
business in Austin County df Tr vis State of Texas At all times pertinent hereto GI IOST

5 GUIVNER was engaged in the business ot desigrting marketing distributing manafacturing aud

16 selling parts kits used to assemble ghost guns includin AR 15 style ghost gun ri es to

17 eonsumers across the nAtion including to cvnsumers withir the State af Galifornia GHQST

g
Ci JNIVE t s registered age tt is a Texas Cc mpany named DLFENS DISTRIBUTED

19
DEFENSE DISTRISUTED and GHO T GUNNER DEFENSE DYSTRC UTBD G COS7

zo

GUNNER should be viewed as int rch ngeable and inextricably linked for purposes of this
21

22
Compfaint for Damages upon information and belief the sazx e a divicluai Cod Wilson uvas

23 involved with running both entit es T F NSE DISTRIBUTED s website still links to GHOST

24 GCINNER See https defdist org

5
37 At all tirnes pertinent hereto D F NDANT BLACKMAWK

Z
MAN FAC TCJ ING CrRO U LNC BLACI I iAWIC d b a OP RCENTARMS CQM va

27
a Galiforni damestic corppration with its principal place of business in the Garden Grov

2
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1 County of Oranget State af California At times pertiner t he etc BLA KHAWK w s

eng ged in the business c dasig ing ma rk t ng distributit g rrlaniifa turing antiJor sel ir g

parts kits used ta assembl ghost guns in luding A t 15 style ghost gun ri ies tt c asurz ers

4
across the n ttiaz ancluding tc cansura ers within the St te Califqrr a

5

38 At all times pertinent herefio LIEFEI r1I7ANTS tYAN BEEZLEY and B4B
6

BEEZLEY have mait tained ddresses in A pte Va ley Cc unty c f San Bernardina State c f

g a ifo ni and were daing business as RBTACTICALTt3flLING CC Iv At 1 times erc nen

9 heretv F AC C A TC C LING CC M a s zar tiz t ined a busicre s address in lpple V iley

Ct un y of S n Bernarc int Stat of California At all times perGinent heretc

11
gTACTICALTO LIN C M wa en aged in th business of d signing marketing

12

distributing manufacturiilg and s lling partslkits used to assemble ghc st guc s i cluding AR
13

14
15 sty e hc st un rz s to cc nsuzrte s t r ss the r tic n including tc c nsumers within the

tate afC lirornia

16 39 At a 1 times pertirrcnt her ta DEFENI ANT C xHC ST AMERICA LLC

7 4hCHC ST AMERrCA dlb a CrI QSTGUP 15 C M was a ti arn t txar ited l bili cornpany

8
with i s p irzczp pt c e c f business ir Xorba Linda Gount cf range Siate cfCalifbrnia At

19
all time pertinenx hereta GHQST AMBRICA was engaged in the busin ss of desi ning

ZO

marketictg distributing rnanufacturing and selling p tts kits used to asaeinble hQ5t Ul15

i 21

including AR 15 style ghvst gun rifles ta consumers across the nation i elud ng t r cansuz ers

23 within the State Uf alifornia

24 40 AC all times pertinent horetv GHpST FIFtEARMS LLC GHfJST

zS FIREAFMS d b a GRID DBFETwiSE and GHOSTRIFLES CC7YVI was a limited liability
Z

campany registered in Florida with its principal place of bu iness in Dayton Be ek Coun ty of
27

talusx St t af F oritl At al txznes p rt nent heretc GHQST FIRBARMS was engaged in
28
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1 che business of designing marketing distributing manufacturing and selling parts kits used ca

2 assemble ghost guns including AR 15 style host gun rifles to consumers across the

3
nation including ta cansumers within the StaCe af Califarni

4
41 At all times pertinent hereto DEFL1VDt1NT JUGGERNAUT TACTICAL INC

G
JUGGERN AUT d b a JTACTICAL COM was a California corporation with its principal

place o business in range Coui ty af Orange State nf Califorra At all tiznes pertinent

g hereto JUGGP RNAUT was engaged in the bnsiness of designing markecing distributing

9 manufacturing and selling parts kits used to assemble ghost guns including AR 15 style

1p ghost gun rifles to consumers aerass the natioi ineluding to consumers within the State of
11

C liforni

12

42 At all times peninenc hereto DEFENDANT MFY TECHIVICAL SOLUTIQNS
13

14
TECHNICAL d b a DTACTICAL COM was A Massachusetts limited liabilily

15 npany with its principal plaee oF business in Westborough County of VVarcester State of

6 Niassaehusetts Ak a 11 kimes perti ent hereto VI Y TECI NICAL was engagecl in the business

17 af designing marketing distribucing manufacturing and selling parts kits used to ssemble

1
ghost guns including AR 15 stylc ghost gun rifl s to consumers across the nation

19
including to consumers within the State of California

20

43 At all times ertinent hereto DEFENDANT TACT CAL GEAR H AUS LLC
21

22
TACTIC IL GEAR iIEADS d b a p LpWER CQM AR 15LOWERRECEIVERS CQM

23 and 80LOWERJIG C M was an Indiana liinited Iiability company with its principle of

4 business in Inciianapolis County of MArion State of Tndiana and or in Fishers County of
2 Hann llon Stttte of Indi na At all times pertinent hereto TACTICAL GE A R H ADS via its

26
various retail WebSites rvas engaged in the business of designing marketing distributing

27

manufacturing and selling parts kits used to assemble ghost guns including AR 1S style
28
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1 ghost gun rifles to consumers across the nation including o consumers within th State of

2 California

3
I 44 At 11 linr es pertinent k ereto DEFENDt NT JAMES TROMBLEE JR has

4
maintained a mailing address in Apple Valley County of San ernardino State of California

5

Upon information and belief TROMHLEE began daing business as
6

USPATRIOTARMORY COM on April 25 2014 USFATRiQTARMORY COM has

g maintained a business and mailing address in Apple Valley County of San Bernardino State of

9 California 1 t aIl times pertinent hereto USPATRIOTARMY COM was engaged in the

10 business of designing marketing distributing manufacturing t d se ling parts kits used to
lI

assemble ghost guns including AR X5 style ghost gun riPles to consumers acrass the

12

natian including to eonsumers within the State of California
13

14
45 At all times p rtinent her to DEFENDANT INDUSTRY ARMAMENT INC

15
TNDUSTRY ARNIAMEN7 d b a AMERICANWEA ONSCaMPONENTS GOM r as a

16 Delaware cc rpor tion with a pz ncipul p ce of business in Mesa County of Maricopa State of

Arizona At all times pertinent heret INDUSTRY ARMAMENT was en aged in the business

18
of designing marketing distributing m nufacturing and selling parts kits used to ssemble

19
ghost guns ii cluding AR 1S style ghost gun rifles t co sumers across the nation

20

inciuding to consumers within the State of Ca ornia
2

22
46 A t aJ times pertinent hereta DEFENDANT TI 1UND R CUN S 0

2g IHUNDER GUNS d b a THUNDERTACTICA COM was a limited liability company

24 regist red in Florida with its principal place of business in Daytona Beuch County of Vo us a

25
5tate of FloricEa At all times pertinent hereto THUNDSR TACTICAL was engaged in the

26
business of designing marketing distributing manufacturing and selling parts kits used to

27
assemble ghost guns including AR 15 style ghast gun rifles CO O k5U Al S F1C 05S the

28
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1 natian including ta cpnsumers within the St Ce of California

2 47 D FENDANTS DOE ONE through I fJE 4NE H INDRED laOE

DEFENDANTS are sued herein under fictitious narnes PLAINTIFFS asseri that L7 7E

4
DEFENDANTS are engaged iii the business of designing marketing distributing manufacturing

5
and or selling parts kits used to assernble ghost guns including AR l5 style ghost gun rifles

6
to consumers across the nation including to consumers witl in the State of California

7

PLAINTIFFS do not at tlus Cime kr ow tk e t rue naxx es or capacities of said DQE DEFENDANTS

9 but pr y th t the same mt y be Ileged herein should lhat information be ascertained

p 48 The true names or capacities whether individual corporate associate or

11 otk erwise of DEFEIVDANT DOES ONE hrough OIVE HUNDRED inclusive are unknown tu

1 PLAINTIFFS ho therefore sue said DEFENDANTS by such ficCxtious names PLAINTIFFS
13

are informed and believe and therean allege that each of the DEFENDANTS designated herein

1

as a DOE is negligently intentionally or in some other manner responsible for the events anci
15

16
appenings herein referred to and negligently intentionally or in same other manner causetl

rnjury and damages pro cirr ately thereby to the PLAIN F S as herean alleged

lg 49 DEF NDAIVTS were atl aetively engaged in the business of designing marketing

19 distribuling manufacturing and or selting I hese products to California residents leading u to and

Za during November of 2017 while emphasizing features pfCheir products that made them
21

particularly attractive to d ngerous actors like NEAL
22

50 All herein complained actions of DEFENDANTS and each of them were danE
23

in a conscious disregard And deliberaCe disregard for the rights and safety of others and in a
24

5 vvil fu a d reckless manner making the infliction of grievous bodily injury and or death l igk ly

26 probable DEFENDANTS conducl was despicable willful wanton and malicious within the

27 meaning of California Civil Code 3294 so as to warrant the im osilion of punitive and

2S exer pl ry d rr tges agAinst thenr in the fullest extent A lc wed by la w DEPENDANTS and eack
IiARR MUDFUItD
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I ot them ct d in a consci us disregarc for tl e rights and safety trf c t ers n a mann r th t

shocks the cons nc d in de pica ri manne sufticient ta warrant the impasition

of punitive damages ag inst each and ev ry DE NI AI T sued herein
4

A p 1
r

JNS
5

51 PLAINTIFRS teby i co ptvr e by ref rence ail p c iing raragraphs as
6

tht ug set c ut fuil herein

A h i ha tGun IndustrX Nc ti enj1r n i Ka rwin iv Arms Crirnina and Gther
L an erons Peo le Lik Ne l nd j j tr amv nts alifarnia nd Fec eral
F1r rms T aws

52 Every year in America firearms are used t cozttrnit vver 500 000 crimes and

1 over 1p0 000 peap e re sl at close co 4Q OOp fatally

i 5 Fe eral and state laws recognize the grave risk pased by firear xzs n t1 e wrong
hands d as a result regulat and res rict Eheir sale nd sse si n it nurne aus ways

54 Jz y Ls m y eng ge iri the business c sse lling firearms Felans domestic

l abusers the dangerausly mentally i11 and ceRain other categories of pet ple re deemed tc pt s

oo gr at a danger to themselves or athers are prohibited f oz possessing guns as a matter of

federal and or state law kFl s are zec u ired tc conduct haekgmund cMecl s on gun buyers to

revent sales to such prohibited purchasers Firearms sold by FFLs must in lude skamped seraal

1 num rs tc nab a curate ree rd kee ing and aicl Iaw nfcr terit in t acing the gun ta its
initial retail seller if it is later misus d r c izne uch tracing ca t he p fdentify the chain of

1 pt ssessxon nd ultitnate user t f such a crime gun

55 FFLs are also i quirred to exercise comrnon sense i pcotecting Che pukrli by

2 refusin fir arms sales even where buyer p ss ss a b c Cgr und l eck iE th buyer is disp layit g

4 disturbing or etratic beh vior suggesting significant psychologic l disturbance A FFL always

2 retains di cretian t refuse a firearrns sale for any reason

56 A FL mustcarefully 1 arn and mp y with a1Z f d z I laws as w Il as th aws

27 of the t te in wh ch it r sides and vr ertain sates to r sidents of other states the laws of those

28
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1 states Some states ke CaIifornia prohibit sales of milita y style assault weapans i Ce AR 15

2 style rifles

3 57 FL NDAN S sought a d conti nue to seek to undermine and circumvene

these federal and state 1 ublic safety laws

5 S DL FGNDANTS are not FFLs At all ti res pertinent hereta DEFENDANTS

6 kc ew and they conti aue to know that law Abiding persons who desire fireatms can and do
7 obtain manufaetured firearms thrpugh FFLs

8 59 DE EN ANTS are companies and entities who chose at all times pertinent

9 hereta to manufactured and or soId unserialized unfinished firearms parts such as frames and

lp
receivers or firearms assembly kits that can be used to produce ghost guns including AR 15

11
style ghost gun rifles

12

60 Much of DEFENDA 1 S bttsxness inrral ves online sales and DEFENDANTS at
13

14 11 tiines pertinent hereto marketed advertised targeted and or sold their products to individuals

15 across the country incluc ing in California

16 61 DEFENDANTS at al1 timcs pertinent hereta manufactured and or sold ghost

17 gun parts that require very limited Additional milling before they can be easily ca mhined with

18 other largely unregulated gun parts which are af on includecl in DEFENDANTS assemb y

19 kits to form a fu11y functioning ghost gun

20 62 One common ghost gun part sold by DEFEIVDANTS is An 0 receiver which

21 is designed to fall jusl outside of the federal d finition of a fir arm so as to evade federally
22 rec uired background checks and other regulations applicable Co firearms

23
63 The process of converting such parts intv a ghost gun whether it be a semi

24
automaCxc handgun ar an AR 15 style assault rifle involves just a few sceps DEFENDANTS

25
parts kits can be used ta create a fully fiinctional ghost gun in as little as a few minutes withoiit

26
the consumer possessing any specialized skill or abilities

27

28

sna t s tu rr a u
Alwmayx nl LnN

62n eoun sircei Pa 16
r om o e ovasvo

onn utt orDama s
Reddin8 CA j09 9 d190 p

31U Z FJ tl04tl



il 13 2019 ATED 15 50 FAx 021 052

1 64 7EFENDAIVTS thus en bled anyone including individuals prohibiced from

2 possessing any firearms or individuals prohibited from possessing assault weapons by virtue of
3

state law to build ghost guns including but nat limited tp assault weapons
4

65 Once assembled ghost guns are just as deadly and dangerous as traditional
5

fire ums
6

66 DEFENDANTS purposefully chose and cantir ue to choase nat to stamp serial
7

nut bers on tk ese parts or aCher parts included in Cheir firearms assembly kits This means that
8

the ghost guns produced from DEFENDANTS products cannot be traced back to the initial
9

manufacturer or seller making it harder ta identify the chain of possessxon a d u tz ate user o a

10
gur recovex ed fxom a cxime scene his makes the parts kics used ta assemble these weapons

11

highly attractive to criminals and illegal gun traffickers
12

6 Because DEFENDANTS products were ant continue ta be readily avai abae
13

onlipe for pu rchase with no background check they are also very attractive to criminals
14

prohibitsd domestic abusers and other dangerous individuals who would otherwise be prevented
15

from purchasing a gun due to the inability ta pass a background check
16

58 Szz il ar y because DE ENDANTS products were and continue ta be eapable

17
of purchase without the buyer having any interaction with an F 1 these products are also

18

attractive and accessible to individuals with psychological or behavioral issues wk o ettr they
19

r ay not be able to pass r uster at a esponsible F L
2Q

b9 DEFENDANTS were and still are well aware thal as specia gent in cl ttrge
21

22
of the Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco Pa rearnns arnd E cplosives ATF Los Angeles field

23 division zecen ly told repqrters Criminals are making their own weapons because they cannot

24 buy them legally or they are paying other people to make those guns for them ta get around

25 the gun laws

Z6
70 DEFENDANTS intention a ly taxgeted and continue to target precisely the

27
criminals and other dangerous parties described ahove

28
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1 71 In their rnaxketing and advertising DE ENDANTS purposefully emphasize the

2 untraceahle i ature of ghost guns due the absence of a se ia xtu xtber as a major selling oint

3 72 In their marketi ng and advertising DEFENTlA1VTS purposefully emphas ze the

fact Ck at theix products can be purchased without a backgrvund checic or i nteractipn with an FFL
5

as major selling points

7
73 bEFENDAIVTS marketing to the critninal marlcet includes but is not limited to

g the follawing examples

9 a RBTACTICALTOOLING COM emphasizes thaC its products a11ow th

production af unserialized weapons See

https www rUtacticaltooling com abouC One of its AR 15 receivers includes a

11 stam of an individual giving the m ddle finger ta law enforcement ersannel who
would be looking for a sexial nutnber to traca a ghost gun recovered from a

12 crime scene See https www rbtaclicaltooling com product magpu lowe
recexr e ar 1 S

13

14
i

16

17

1
F

yI it1 i

17
f 1

y

I Ir S
r rA a

r

2 s

t r
ii

i J
p h i r

i p r r i

21
r f ISIy

w S1

22
b A Q A sectian on one ofTACTYCAL GEAR HEAD s retail websites ii cludes

23 this disc osure An AR 1 built usin an 80 lower receiver wi l have no

sexxaliz tion or paperwork attached to it by default There o re C is lypically
4 impossible to determine the firearm s origitt ox k story See https lwww 80

2S
lower com faqsl The site further e ttphasizes that a urchaser need not int ract
with an FFL to acquire its partslkxts and make a ghost gun AR 15 style rifle

2 See https www 0 lowex co pxoducts ar l5 build kit 5 56inm nato lb

melonite bat re lassic a2 handguArd w 0 lower l 7 twist
27

28
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2

NtAD IN N 1 5A

4 I
S

6

7

a NDUSTRY ARMAM NT s vebsite s ates on a page listing an AR 15 receiver
for sale lhat t he puxc ase of this component does not consticute the purchase of
a ixea n and as such does i ot require a FFL for transfer See

10 https americanweaponscompanents comlproducd80 r 15 farged anodi ed

lower receiver

1

d 7HUNDER GUNS website states on t page o F ez ing a pack of AR 1 lower
12 receivers th t t hese producCs a re not FFL items See

13
https thundertactical com p roduct 80 ar Iower receiver 5 pack

4 74 The bove examples are illustrative rather than exhaustive Upon infoarm tion and

1 belief they are also identical to or esseatially the same as DEFENDAN S marketing tactics for
16 host gun arts kits th t can be assembled it Co A 5 style ghost gui rifles during lhe
17

relevant time periad

18

5 Sazes af ghost gun parts kits have increased significantly in rece t years 1ot
19

sarprisingly the use of ghost guns in crimes has also increased exponet tially

ZI 16 Accarding to ATF 30 pereent of all guns recovered at Califarnia crime scenes aa e

22 now untraceable ghvst guns

23 77 Ghost gut s and in particular AR 15 style ghost gun rifles have been

24
used an many incidencs of violence in California For example

25
a In June 2013 John Z wahri went on shootir g spree with a ghost gun and

2b killed five eople in S nta Monica Cali ornia Z wahri who had a docuinented

histary of inental illness was a prohibited purchaser and th ghost gun he used

r v s an AR 15 style rifle

28
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1 b In July 2015 Scott IIertics s tot nd killed a uvoman with whom he was involved
in A ro ntic rel tionshap and he then used a second gu to kill himself xn Walnut
Creek California Both of the guns used were ghost guas

c In July 201 in Stocicton CAlifvrni gunmen used an AK 47 styl ghast gun in

q an attemptecl bank robbery nd held three people hosta e

5 d In June 2019 26 ear old Sacramento Policc fficer Tara Sulliva was shac

and killed with an AR 15 stylc host gun rifle while sponding tp a domest c
6 disturbance ca1l

e ln Augusi 2019 a convicted felon used an AR 15 style ghost un rifle to kill
g Czlifornia Highway Patrol of cer Andre Maye and wound Gwo of his colieagues

during a freew y skxootout in Riverside California
R

78 Upon infortnation and belief DEFCNDANTS were aware of one or a11 of these
1

and other incidenls inv lving the unlawful use of ghost guns
11

79 AR 15 style rifles are and were prohibited ass ult weapons under California law
12

See Ca1 Pen Code 30510 a 5 assault wes pons include semiautomatic rifles within the Calt
13

AR 15 series 305 0 As used in this section series includes all ot ez rtaade s thac are
14

anl variakiaes with minor differences of those models listed i subdivisi n a regardtess of

15
the manufacturer 30b05 a criminalizing possession of an assault weapon

16

8Q Feder l I w requires a 11 FFLs even tl7ase outside of a purck ser s state to

17

comply with the laws of a purchaser s state when selling long guns like AR 15 style rit7es See
1

18 U S C 922 b 3
19

81 California s b n on AR 1S st le rifles is a reasanable and responsible ettction to
2U

the gc ve thze t Chat AR 1S style welpons pose to the health and st fety af Caliiornians These

21

types of veapons ar favored by mass shoaters As illustrative e catnples in addition to this ca se
22

the shooters in the Aurora Color do zxtove Cheater shooting in uly 2012 the Newtawn
23

Connecticut ele entary schppl shpating in Dee mber 2412 and lhe aforementioned Santa
24

Monica California shoo ing in June 2013 all used AR 15 sty e zi es
25

82 U on infarmation and belie all DEFENDAIrITS were aware that AR 15 style
26

rifles are freque dy used by mass shooters
27

2
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1 3 Ghost gun paits kits enable dangeti ous people in California like NEAL to

2 abtain such banned weapons

3 84 n September 2019 New York Attorney General Letitia James lnnounced that she

4 had ordered 16 websiCes to immediately stop sela ng products enabling the assembly ot ghosc

guns in New York Attorney General James acknowledged the reality that ghost guns had
been providing the means to violate the state s assault weapons ban stating There is only o ne

purpose for the pzaduct5 th t these companies a e selling to manufaccure illegal ar d deadly

g assault weapons James went on to note that t he prolif ration of tl ese typ s of weapons has

g not only caused indescribable suffering across the country but gravely endangers every New

p Yorker 1 EF IDAN S busxr ess practices si rz ilur y undermine California s assault weapons

11 ban and endanger every CaIifarnian

12 85 E ENbANTS could have taken steps to avoid supplying individuals in

13 Cali oz ni with prok ibited ss ult we pons nd or violatxr g various federal fireartns I ws

q Be1ow is a non exhaustive lisc of feasible steps that a reasonable and law abiding company

would have taken to avoid undermining California law and or federal law

6 a DBFEN ANTS could have blocked Intez et eotaca IP addresses associated

l with California frorn accessing their websites and or the portions of their websites

ig listin roducts enabling tlTe assembly of AR 15 style ghost gun rifles

Xq b DEFENDANTS could hAve refused to ship such products to Ca ifornia

2a c DEPENDANTS could har e required that their products only be transferred

21 through a sale c rried out by an FFL

22 d DEFENDANTS could have required that only individuals who could legally

23 purcktase nd possess fireazxr s could purchasa their products a nd

Zq e DEFENDANTS cauld have included serial nambers on their products

25 86 Cl on information and belief none af the ll BN ANTS took these or any other

26 re sonable safety recautions to prevent dangerous Calx orni residents from vialating

Z California and or federal law and endangering the safety of others with ghost guns praduced

Zg from I7EFENDANTS products

unMK Munc Oe
AltnrneYa nl Isw

azr coue suae Pa e 21
rw orr o o asas90 Comp nt or Damuges

11eAdlnt CA 9G0 7J a 1U
530 341 8008



11 13 2D19 NiED 15 51 FAx I 026 052

1 87 Instead upan infarmation and belief all of the DEFENDAN I S intentio ally

2 targeteci California cansumers

3 88 For exarnple Cody Wilson of DEFENSE DYSTRI UTED GHOST GUNNER

st ted that he aimed to undermine gun vialence prevez t o legisluCion and in l articular

California s regulatary regime W lson shortly a ter the Tehama attack in 2017 confirmed that

6 much of DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED GH ST GUNN R s business cames from Cala oz ia

89 Similarly on its website BLACKHAWK speci ically emphasizes that in our

g home st te of California s well as lmost every other state in the U S it is legal to b iild your

g own ixearm for personal use See https www 80percentarms com pages faq html

lp 90 Upon information and belieF these and otk er DEFENDAIVTS were all

11 intentionally designing advertising zn a tu actu rang marketii g and ar selling ghost guns

12 p rtsll its designecl and inCended to be assembled into AR 15 style rifles to California consumeXs

13 like NEAL

14 91 DEFENDANTS lso s noted above purposefully emphasiz d features af their

g pxoducCs tkte knew tp be pa rticularly attractive to criminals anci dangervus parties like N A

1 such as their untraceability and the absence of a background check oz ineer ction with a FFLs

17 92 DEFENDAIVTS knew that g ost guns are frequently used by criminals and

1g dangerous individuals and have continued o gain additional knowledge of this reality

iq 93 Upon informatian and belief DEFENDANTS have nevertheless not changecl

Zp tl eir reekless and unlawful business practices

21 B Ghast Gans We re Used To Harm PLAINTIFFS

22 94 Qn November 13 14 2017 1VEA1 engaged in a rampage sk ooting spiree spanning

3 across multiple locations in Tehama County Califbrnia whiCh left PLAINTIFFS and or their

loved ones wounded or killed

25 95 rzor to the shootii g NEAL was prohibited from possession firearms by a or

2 more court orders The order s rec uired authorities to arrest N A L i he violated these arders

2 Multiple PLAINTIFFS and or their oved ones were nattted as protected arties on one or more

2
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1 of these orders including PLAINTIFFS SOB STLELE and G B as well as deceder t DfANA

STE LE

3 96 During his rampa NEAL was in ossession of and used at least two AR 15

4 style seiniautomatic rifles Bath of these fire xrms wece ghost guns

5 97 Upon information and belief at che time of the shoo ing N AL s ghost guns

lacked any identifying serial numbers

9 Yt is untcnown how and where NEAL acquired the ghost gun parts kits used to

g assemble the weapons used in the altack Given DEFENDANTS actions it may be impossible

g to determ ne the exact manufacturer s seller s of the ghost gun parts kits NEAL used to

10 assemble the AR 1 s yle ghost gun rifles used in the att ckc

11 99 Upot information and t elieF NEAL could not have legally cquired an AI 15

12 style rifle ike those utilized in the attack from a FF either inside or outside of California

13 because of his status s a California resident and Califor x s ban on Che ossession af assault

14 Weapans

15 100 Upon information and belief NEAL also could not have secured an A R 15 style

1 rifle or indeed any firearm from an FFL because he was clisplaying erratie and disturbing

17 bek ttvior 1 or u sig i ic nt peripd of lime leading up to the shooting due to s vere rnental illness

g 101 The above discussion is not intended to be an exhaustive listing of the reasoz s

19 hy NEAI could not have purchased a serialized fully ss znbled AR l5 st le rifle fram an

20 FFL Various other Californi c z ederaa faz axrtts restriccions may also have blocked such a sa1e

21 1p2 NEAL was only able to acquire his arsenal of weapons through the negligence of

22 DEFENDANTS Had DEFENDANTS complied with the law and relevant stand rds of care

3 NEAL would not have been able to use ghost guns to harm PLAiNTIrFS

24 C he Ghost Gun IndusCrx nd Defendants Role as Substantial Ylayer inA
Mark t involvingr ibte Dan ero s Good

25
03 Upon in arntation and belief DEFENDANTS were al1 intentionally

26
ma3cinglmarketing selling ghost guns parts ltits designed and intended to be t ssembled ir to

z

zs
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I AR 15 style rifles into California leading up to and at the time of TEAL s purchase of the

2 relevAnt ghost gun parts kits

lb4 Upon inform l on nd belief DEFEI DAN Y S also al purposefully targeted a

4 dangerous subclass of California cansurr ers wl o h d no or limited access to these we pans by

virtue of disqualifying records mental illness and or relevant le al restrictioz s

l05 Upon infa ation and belief DEFEI CDAtV1 S in ag regace were responsible for

7 manufacturing an l or selling a substantial percent ge of all ghost gun partslkits en bling

g asse x bl of AR 15 style ghost gun rifles which entered into California leading t p co and

g during IVovember 2017

lp 1U6 Upon ir fprmation and belief there is a subst tntial prabability that one or moce o

1 y the DE ENDANTS sold NEAL one or more ghost gun parts lcits used ta assemble the AR 15

2 style rif s used in the attack eithe online or via some other medium with full knowled e that

13 1 N AL wAs a residenC of Califarnia 2 that Califa aa prahibils the possession of AR l5

14 style rxfles and 3 AR 15 style rifles have freyuently been used in mass shootings

1U7 Upon information nd belie f there is a substantiAl prab bility that one or more af

16 the D FENDANTS shzpped ane or more ghost gun p rts kiCs used to assemble the weapons

1 used in khe attack to NEAL s California residence

18 l08 Ghost gun parts kits that can be used to assemble unserialized AR I5 style

iq rifles are fungible products S uch parts kits share the sarne core characteristics and present an

j Zp equivalent risk of danger to members of the publiC like PLAINTIFFS T hese products provide

21 dangerous parties like NEAL with an ider tical capability to possess untrAceable assault weapons

22 without going through an FFL nd in rriolation of California s Ass ult weapons ban

23 109 F Iad tl ese ane or morE DEFENDAN S complied with the law and relevant

24 st dttzds of c re NLAL would never have h d access to the relevant prc ducts Any and all

ZS DEFEI iDANT5 named herein could a nd shauld have made sold distributed and or marketed
i

2 their roducts with greater precautions to 1 make it rr oz e difficult for CaliforuiA consu ers to

27 use khe r products to produce dangerous weapons that violated California l w a nd 2 to make it

28
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more difficult fnr dangerous individuals like NEAL to assemble ghost guns from their

Z products

3 1 Q Without access to DEFENDANTS one or rnore products NEAL coul l npt have

4 assembled his ghost guns and couid not have used them to harm PLAINTIFFS

5 111 N AL s rx isuse of these assembled products was articularly foreseeable to

I 6 FLAINTIFFS because NEAL fe11 within the d ngerous subclass of consumers specifically

tar eted by DEF NbANTS

CO YNT Y 1VCGLIGEN E AGAINST ALL DEFFNDA1 T51

9 112 LAYNTIFFS hereby incorporate by referenCe all preceding paragra hs as
1Q

though set out in ful herexr

lt
113 A seller of ghost gun partslkits particularly parts kits intended to be

2
assemb ed into highly dangerous AR S style wenpons commonly used by mass sF ooters like

13
NEAL owes the high st degree of care to the general public when selling such iterr s

14
114 This standard of care imposes a duty ta take all reasonablc and ractical safety

5
precautians to prevent dangerous anrl irresponsible individuals like N AL from gaining access to

16
ghost gun parts kits designEd and intended for assembly into AR 5 styla rii1es

17
115 Such safety prec utior s would include but are not limited to carefully learning

18
ancl coz txnua ly checking relevanc state and federal firearms l ws regarding assault we pons

19
never shipping to states wher the possession of an AR 15 style weapan created from one of a

20
defendai7t s arts kits wvuld be deemed illeg tl and blocking all IP addresses from such states

2
Additi nally a responsible seller of such pmducts would ta e steps to verify thAt only

22

individuals legally perrrtitted lo possess firearms and not displaying signs af significant
23

psychological clisturbance were buying its products suckt s by requiring a11 transactions to go
4

through an FFL in the buyer s home st te

25
llb Upon information and b lief none of these DEFENDf iTS had at the tiine

NEAI purchased the relevant product s frozxa kY e DEFEI IDANT s taken thesc or other

27

28
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1 reasonable saf ty precautivns whac h wauld have blockcd N AL s purchase of the relevant

2 products

q 1I7 DEFEIVY3ANTS viol tion oF the above standards vf C re rp ciinately caused

PLAYNTIFFS harm by granting NEAL access to highly lethat uveapons he could not h ve

5 legally cquired

118 Had 1VBAL been denied access co the parts kits used to make his two AR 1 style

ghost gun rifles he could noc have used these weapons to h rm PLAINTIFFS

8 119 As a direct proxaznate immediate and foresee b e result of the ctions and

eonduct of DEFENDANTS which granted NEA access to highly letl al illegal and dangerous
i

weapons PLAINTIFFS TROY MCFA YN T FRf 1Y PHOMMATHEP J P II t xnor J P

11
a minor N P a minor A H a minar JAMES WQQD JR ancl JArVIES WOaD SR were injurcd

12

and s iffered grievous and pezrnanont injuries o their physical n ental emotional and nervous
13

14 systems All to thear detriment in an amount greatly in excess af the minimum jurisdiction of this

15 Cdurt

16 12U As a further direct proximate immediate and faresee ble resnit of he actions and

conduct of DEFENDANTS which granted NEAI access to highly lethal illegal and dange bus
1

weapons PI AINTIFFS TROY MCFAD YN TIFFANX PHQMMATHEP J P II a minor J P
19

a minor N P a minor A H a minor JA11 S WOOD JR and JAMES W00 3 SR were forced
20

21
to hire physici ns and surgeons and undergo other and further expense as and for their medical

22 care all in an amount which cannat yet be ascertaineci PLA NTIFFS will seek leave to amend

23 this Complaint for Damages to allegc such amount wher it becomes more ceitain

121 As a further direct proximate irnrnediate and foresecable result c f the cCions and

25
conduct of DEFENDANTS which granted IVEAL acc ss to hi hly letk illegal and dangerous

26
weapons LAINTIFFS TRQY MCFADYN TIFFANY PHOMMATHEP JAMES 1 VO D JR

27

JAN ES WQQD SR and A H a mi ior have aost wages or been greatly reduced xr their working
28
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1 capacity and or future workeng capacity PLAYIV7YFFS re informed and b lieve and on such

2 info rmation and belief state that this said recluction in earning capacity will cancinue inta the
3

future in an arnount which cannoC yet be ascertained
4

122 A s a furthor direct proximate immediate and foreseeable result af the actions and
5

conduct of DEFENDANT S which granted NEAL access to highly leth l illegal and dangerous
6

vveapons DANI Y ELLIOTT II D A NA STEELE MYCHELLL Iv C ADYEN and JOSEPH

g MCHUCrH were f tally shot a11 lo PLAINTYFFS damage i an a mount greatly in excess of the

9 minimum jurisdiGtion of this Court

123 As a further direct proxim te immediate and foreseeable result of the actions and

11

conduct of DEFENDANTS whiCh granted NEAL access to highly lethal illegal and dangerous
12

wea ons PLAINTi S TRQY MCFADYEN PHiLLIP BQW SIA BOW B B STEEL
3

14
MICHAEI ELLIQTT G E a minor M E a minar MARCTA MCHUGH and GRACE

15 CI UGH have been deprived of the ca e cornfort society and support af their loved ones

6 DANNY ELLIOfT II DIANA STEELE MICH LE MCFADXEN anc J 5EPT MCHUGH

all to PLAINTIFFS darnage in an amount greatly in e xcess of the minimum jurisdiction o thxs
1

Court

l9
124 As a further direct proximate imrnediate And foreseeable result of the actions and

ao

conduct af 7EFENDANTS which granted NEAL access to highly lethal illega and dangerous
21

2
wea ons PLA NTIFFS TROY MCFAr3YEN PI LL P BQW 51A OW BOB ST ELE

23 MICHA L LLIbTT G E a rninor M E a minor MARCIA MCHUGH and GRACE

24 VICH JGH have incurred funeral and bu ial expenses in an amount subject to proof at the time of

25
trial of this nalter

26
125 As a further direct proximate and foreseeable result of the Aforeme tioned

27
actions and conduct of DBFENDAN S and each oF them which granted NEAL access to

28
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highty lethal illegal and d nger us woapans PLAINTIF TIFFANY PHOMMAT EP suf ered

sarious and gri ous injucies which k a caused t er husE and 3 F l PHf VtMATHE to su F er

the los o love companionshi c rnfort care ssist ce rote xot a ffection society child
4

arearin marital reZat ons and moral suppt rt that TIFFANX pHC N MATHEF wc uld have
5

pmvided had thzs incident nc w vccurre
6

fi
12b As a further diX t p c xirnate and fo es eable result t f the aforemention ci

g actzoz and c nduet af EFENDAI TS and each f them wt ch granted NEAL acce s ta

hzghiy lethal illeg nd dangerc s weapt ns FLAINTIFFS have suff red anci will cc ntinue tc

1
suffer in he fu ure consec er tial d mages nd other incider tat dam ges d out of ocke

11
xgenses a11 tc PLAINTIFFS g nera l damages in um to be deteriztin ti at the time c f trial

12
127 As a fuz tk er direct ar4xim8Ce and fareseeabl result af the afoatementi oned

13

l
actions ind cc nduct af DEFENI7ANTS and each of tt m wt ich granted NEA G access ta

1 highly lethal illegal and dangerou weapons P A S TFFF were ct r gelled ta rekain l a

16 counse to prQtect their rig ts Th refvre L7EF NDANTS and e ch of them are liable tQ

17 PLAIt ITIFFS far those axtQrney s fees in urzed by PLAINTIFFS in a sum ta be determined at
1

the time oftriat

1
128 DEFENDANTS and each 4f their negligence as set forth above w s

20

substantx l factor in causing Pi AINTIFFS harrz
2

2
129 PLAIN IFFS are informed and believe and tl ereon allege that DEFEND A1 C I

and each of the x canduct was done in a conscious disreg rd and deliber k disre ard for the

rights and sa Fety of others inc uding FLAYrtTIF S ancl in a willful and reckless m z ner

2
mfilcing Che infliction of grievc us btrdily injury andlc r death highXy probable DE NDANTS

26
cpnduct was despi able v i11fu1 wantor nd malicious within the m aning c California Civit

2 7
Code 3294 so as to warrant tk e impasition of punitive a nd exempaary damages against tk em

28
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in the fullest extent llow d Uy 1aw

2 130 PLAINTIF S are info med and believe and therepn allege I hat DEFE iDANTS

and each of them are negligenc or in some other way responsible for acts of which PLAIN TYFFS
4

are unawaie P AINTIFFS will seek leave of Gourt to amend rhis Complaint for Damages at
5

such time as PLAINTiFFS discover the other acts of said aEFENDANTS constztuCing said
b

l abili y

g CQLINT II NEGLIGENCE PE I LATY IF RNYA Al U1S
L FIIYEA AI r DA T

9

10
1 PLAINTIFFS hereby ir orporate by reference all preceding paragz Aphs as

1
tlaough set out in tull herein

1 132 NEAL purchas of ghost gun parts kits and tk e use of them to asserrible AR

13 15 scyle rifles violated C li arnia s assault weapons ban See Cal Pen Code 30 10 a 5

q assault weapvns i clude semiautomatic rifles within the CQIt AR 15 set ies 3051Q f A s

1 used in th s section series includes all other models th t are only variations wxth tninor

16 differences af those models listed in subdivision a regardless of the manufacturer

17 30605 a criminalixzr g possession ofan ass ult rweapon

lg 133 DEFENDANTS are tttnufacturer sellers of ghost gun part Cits who

19 intentionally targeted and conCinue to tar et the California market and ship ghost gun

20 parts kits designed for assernbly into AR 15 style rifles Lo California co sumers lilce NEAL

Z 1 DEFENDANTS did so and continue to do so with the knowledge and intention that those

22 co sumers will use these protlacts Co assemble we pons ptvhibited under California law

23 134 All of lhe T EFENDAIVTS are thus responsible as knowing accomplices for

2 their consumers direct violations of at minimum California s ban on the possession of assau C

2 we po s See Cal Pen Code 31 anyone wha aid s and abet s in the commissian of an

26 oFfense is a principal 971 all p rsons concerned in the commission of a crime who by the

Z operation of other provisions of this code are principals thereir shall hereafter be prosecuted

28
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1 tried and punished as principals 27 1 California has jurasdiccion over crimes where at

2 lease part of the offei se takes place within the state

g 135 Alf of the DEFENL7ANTS may also be responsible either clirectly oz a s an

q accornplice for violation one a rnore addilional state or ederal firearms laws including but nat

5 lirnited to various provisions of the Gun Control Act of 196 or the NAtiona Firearms Act

136 In addition to these aws explicitly referencing firearms E ENDAN S also

vial ted California statutes p ohibiting unfair immoral nd i ckless business pr cCices and the

g creation and maintenance of public nuisances as discussed further below See Ca1 Bus 8 Prof

g Code 17200 Cal Civ Code 3479 3480

10 137 Whichever DB NDANT or DE ENDANTS are responsible exther direcdy or

1 X as an accomplice for selling NEAL one or more ghast gun parts kits in violatian af one or

12 more statutes i ncluding at minimum C lifornia s assault weapan s ban breached the st and rd of

13 care imppsed by statute

14 13 This v olation praximAtely caused PLAINTIFFS harm b providing NEAL

15 access to highly lethal weapons that he cauld not have legally acquired in California

1 139 Had N AL been denied acc ss to the ghost gun parts kits used ta make his two

AR 15 style ghost gun riiles he could not h ve used these weapons to h rm PLAINTIF S

1 g 140 As a clirect proximate irnmediake nd foreseeable result of che actions aud

lg cvnduct of DEFENDANTS which granted NEAL access to highly lethal illegal and dangerous

20
weapons PLAINTIFFS TROY MCFADXN TIFFANY HOMMATHEP J P II a minor J P

21
a minor I P a minor A H a mi ar JAMES W 70D JR And JAMES WOOD Sfi were injured

22

and suffered griEvous and permanent injuries to thei physical mental emotianal and nervous
23

24 systems all to their detr ment in an amount grettt y in excess of t11e minimum jurisdiction of this

Court including but not limited to

26 141 As a further direGt proximat immediate ttnd foreseeable result of tl e actions and

conduct of DEFENDANTS which granted NEAL access to highly lethal illegal and dangerous
28
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1 weapot s PLAINTIFFS TRC t MC ADYN TIFFANY PH Iv AT IEP P II artiinor P

a inincrr N F a minar A H a nir ar JAIVtES WOC 7 JR ari JAM S WC OD SR were fc rced

to hire physi i ns and sur eons a d t ndergcr c the nd further xp nse as and fc r tYteit m dical
4

care al in an mount which annot yet be asc r ain d I A INTIFFS wi 1 seek leave tc am td
5

this Cozza laint fc rDam ges to ali such amQunt wh n it ec mes i vre certain
b

142 As a further diteet prox mate immedi t and foresee ble result c f the actians and

g cc rduct of L7EFENDAI TS w4aich gr nt d NEAL access to highly lethal illeg l and dangerc u

9 weapons p intiff TRCaY IvI FA DYN TIFFANY P O1vZMATHEP A vIE Wt OI JR nd

lU AME WQC D SR and A H aminor httve last wag c r been reatiy reduced ir theiz w arkin
11

Gapacity and t r future warking cap city PLAINT FFS are informecl ancl believe nd on su h

l2

information and relief state tk at this said reduction in earning c pacity wjll ontinue inta th
13

1 f tture in an maunt which cannot y t be as ertained

143 As a fucther direct pro imate immediat and foreseeab result of the a tians and

16 cqnduct of DEFENDAI wITS which granted N AL access ta high y lethal ille al nd dangerous

17 v reapans DA NY ELLI TT X DIANA STFEL MIC IF LE MC AD EIV and xC SEPH

1WICHUGH vvere fatally sh all ta L LAII ITIFF dama e in an amount greatly in excess c f th
1

minixnurn jurisdiction of this Caurt
2 3

144 As iurthar direct prei cimaft immedi te and for seeable result of the actions and
z

2 canduct af I EFENDAI ITS which gr nted NEAL access to highly lethal i egal a nd danger u

23 weapons PLAINTr1 FS TRC7Y MCFAI XflI 1 PHfLLIP BQW SIA BOW IiC7B S EL

24 MICEXAEL ELLICITT G E a minor M E a mir or IVIARCIA MCHUGH at d GRACE

25
MCHUGH have been deprived of Yhe care comfort society and support af their loved ones

1 ANN EL IC TT II 1IANA STEEL MICHELLE MCFADYEN and Ji SEPH MCI UGH
2 7

all to P LAINTIF S damage in an at ount greatly in excess of the ax inimum jurisdiction c f this
2
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1 Couit

Z 145 As a furcher direct proximate immediate and foreseeable result of the actions and

3
conduct of DEFEI iDAIITS which granted NEAL access to hKghly leClial illegal and d ngerous

4
weapons PLAINTIFFS aX MCF AIa EtV PHILLIP BOW SYA OW B4B STEELE

5
Nit CHA EL ELLIpTT G E a minor M E a minor MARCIA MCHUG I tnd GRACE

6

MCH JGH have incurred funera and burial expenses in an amount subject to praaf at the time of

g trial af this matter

9 14b As s furlher direcC praximate and foreseeable r sult of the aforementioned

10 act ons and conduct of DEFBNDANTS and each of tl em which granted NEAL access to

11

highly lethal illegal and dangerous weapons plaintiff I I FAIVY PHQMMATHEP suffcred
12

serious and grievous injuries which h s c used her husband JOHN PHbMMATHEP to suffer
13

14
he loss of Ldve eornpanionship cornfort care assistance roteetion affectivn society child

1 rearing ttiarital relations and moral support that TIFFANY P O ATkIEP wouid have

16 provided had this incident now oecurred

17 147 As a further direct pro iXnate and foreseeable result of Che aforementioned

18
actions antl cottducC of DEFENDANTS and each of lhem which granted NEAL access to

19
highly lethaI illegal and d ngerous weapons P AINTIFFS have su fered and wili continue to

20

suffer in the future consequential damages and otkzez ancidental damages nnd out of pocket
21

22 expenses all to PLAINT F S gene al damages in a sum to be determined at the time of trial

23 148 As a further direct proximate and fareseeable result of the forem e ttxoned

acCions and cpnduct of DEFENDANTS and eaeh of them which gX nted NEAL access to

2S
highly lethal illeg l and dangerous weapons PLA N IFFS were compelled to retain legal

26
couizsel to protect their ig ts her fore DLFENDANTS and eaeh of them are liable to

27
plaintiffs far those attorney s fe s incurred by AINTIFFS in a su to be determined at the

28
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1 time of trial

2 1A 9 D ENDANTS and each o their negligence as set forth above was a

substantial factor in oausing PLAINTIFFS harm
4

150 PLAINTI FS are informed and believe and th reon allege that DEF NDA ITS
S

t nd each of their conduct was done in a conscious disregard tnd deliberate disregAxd for the
6

r ghts nd s fety Uf okhers ineluding Pl AiNTIFFS ancl in a willful and reckless manner

g makiiig the i ifliccion of grievous bodil injury and or death highly probable DEFENDANTS

9 canduct w s despicable willful vvanton and rnaliczous within tfie meaning of CaliforniA Ci ril

10 Code 3294 so as to w lrrant the imposition af panitive and exemplary dainages against them
ll

in the fullest extent allowed l y law
12

151 PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe ttnd thsreon allege that DEFEI l 7ANTS
13

1
and each af them are negligent or in some other way responsible for cts of which LAINTIFFS

j are unaware P AINTIFFS will seek leave of Court to amend this Corn laint for Damages at

16 such time as PLAiNTIFFS discover the ather acts of s id DEFENDANTS canstituting said

17 liability
1

C UNT YII EGLIGENI N RUSTMENI A INST ALL lli I NDANT

19
152 1 LAINTIFFS hereby inco porate by reference all preceding ragraphs as

20
though set out in full herein

21

22
153 Upan information and be ef DBFENDANTS purposefully targeted residents of

23
states with st xct gun vialence preventian regimes like alifornia who were seeking to bypass

4
the l ws of their horne state

5
I54 By targetxng and su plying d ngerous individuals already showing canternpt for

2
the rule of l w and disrespect towards the safety rules accepted by their communities

27 DEFBNDANTS were purpvsefally selling to a ct ss of purchasers who were inherentiy showing

28
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i

X a hi h lilcelihocad af misusing their ghost gun parts kits in a dangerous mann r that wou d

Z c tuse harm to third parties ike PLAINTTFFS

3 155 Whichever DEFENDANT or DEFEI DAN S sold or shipped one ar more ghost

4

I

gun parts kits capable of and intended to be assembled into AR 15 style rifles prohibited by

5 Galifornia law to NE A L despit knowing th C he was a California residenl and that California

6 prohibits such weapons were thus negligently Entrusting these on or moa e items

56 This violation of relevant standards oF car roximAtely caused PLAINTIFFS

g harm by granting N A L access to highiy let al weapons that he could not have legall acquired

9 in California

lp 157 Had NEAL been denied access to the ghost un parts kiCs he used ta assemble

1 his tWo AR 1 style ghost gun rifles he could not have used th se weapons to harm

2 PLAINTI FS

13 15 As a direct proximate immediate and foreseeable res ilt of the actions and

14 conduct of I7Ek FNDANTS which gz 2 nted NEAL access to highly lethal illegal and dangeraus
15

Weapons PLAINTIFFS TROY MCFADYN TIFFANY PHOMMATHEP J P lI a minor J P

16
nainor N P a minor A a minor JAMES WQ aD JR and JAMBS WDOD SR were injured

7

and suffered grievvus and permanent injuries to thcir physicaf ment l emotional and nervous
1

1 systems all to their detriment in an mount gr atly in excess of the minimum jurisdiction of this

2 Court including but not limited Co

21 159 As a further direct proximate innmediat and foreseeable result of the actions and

22
canduct of DEFENDANTS which granted NEAL access to highly lethal illeg l and dangerous

3
weapons l LA NTIFFS TROY MCF ADYN TIFFANY PHQMMATHEP J P II a ininor J P

24
a minar N P minor A H a minor JAMES WOOD JR and AMES W OD SR were forced

25

2
to hire physicians and surgeons and undergo other and further expense as and for t eir medical

27 c1re all in an amount rvhich cannot yet be ascertained PI AiNTIFF5 will seek leave to amend

28 this Complaint for Damag s ta allege such amount when it becomes z o e certain
u ex s Mvn Ro
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1 160 As further direct proximate im nediate and foreseeable result of the actions and

conduct of I EFENDANTS which granted NEAL access o highly lethal ille al and dangerous

weapons plaintiff TROY MCFADYN TIFFANY PHOMMATIiEP JAIVIES WOOD R and
4

AMES WOOD SR and A H a minor have lost rvages or been greatly reduced in their working
5

capacity and or future workang capacity LAII fT1 FS are informed and believe and on such
6

information and belief state that this sa id reduetion in earning capacity will continue into the

g future in an amount which cannot yet be ascertained

9 161 As a further direcc proximate rnmediate and Foreseeable result of the actions and

1Q conduct of DEFENDAN S which granted IVEAL access to hi hly lethal illegal nd dangerous

I l
ea ns DANNY ELLIOTT II DIANA ST ELB MICHELLE MCFAI Y N and JOSEPH

12

Iv GHUGH were fatally shot al to PLAIN f FFS damage it an amount gre2 tly in excess of the
3

minimum jurisdiction of this Court
l4

I

15
162 As a further direct proxamate immediate and foreseesxble resull of the actions a d

16 conducC of DEFBND ANTS which granted NEAL aecess to highly lethal illegal and dangerous

17 weapons P AINTIFFS 1ROX MCFADYEN PHIL IP BOW S1A OW BO ST ELE

18
MICHABL LLIUTT G B a minor 1v E a minoz MARCYA MCHUCH nd GRACE

19
MCHUGH have been de rived of the care comfort society and support of tk eir loved ones

2d

DANNY BLLIOTT I DIANA ST ELE M1CI iELLE MCFADXEN and J SEFH MCT IUGH
21

22
all to PLAYNTI FS damage i an amount greaCly in excess af th mini nurn jurisdictioz of this

3 Court

24 163 As a further direet proximate immedxare and foreseeable result of the aetians and

25
conduct of DEFENDANTS which granted NEA access to highly lethal illegal and dangerous

Z
veapons 1 LAtNTIFF S TROY MCFADYEN PHLLLIf BOW SYA BOW BOB STEELE

27
MTCHAEL ELLIOTT G E a ininor M E a nn nar MARC A MCHUGH and GRAC

28
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t MCHUCH h ve incurreci funeral and burial penses in an txaount subject tA proof at the time of

I
trial o this matter

lf As a further d Xect pmximate nd foreseeable re ult f he forem ntxt ned

4
actiflns f and ct nduct of T E EI IDAI tTS and each of them vhich ranted NEA acc s tt highly

5

leth l i11eg 1 nd danger4us w apc ns pl intiff r IFFANY P iflMMATHEP suff red seriaus anti
6

gr e vaus injuries which has caus d her husband JOHN PHOIt MAT F tt suffer the loss c f

g lc v ctrmp it nship comfort care assistan e protectian ff ctit n society child r aring

9 marital r a tic ns anc moral support that IFFAN PH MMATHEP wt uld have pmvided h d

10 tttis i cident now trccurred

1
16 As a furkher diz ect proxim te and foreseeab e result af th aforementic z ed

l2
actions and ct nduct af DEFBNDRNTS rd ea h of thern which grr nted I t AL access to

13

j highly eth l ille al and dang r4us weaperns PLAINTIFFS have suf ered and will ntinue o

u fer in the future con ec uenti l damages an t ther incidenta dameges t d out of p cket

16 e penses all ta p aintiffs gen zal damages in sum to be det rmined at the Cim of trial

l 166 As a further direct proxi ate and forese able result f the afaren entioned

actions and conduet a DEFEI DANTS an l each c f th rn whick granted NEAL access tn

19

higkZly lel hal illega and dangerou weapons FLAI ITI F5 were campeUvd to retain le a
20

counsel to prote c their rights Therefore D FENI7ANTS nd each of them are li bae to
2l

2 plaintiffs ft z those Atkorney s ees incurred by PLAII JT k RS in a sum to be deteiTnineci t the

2g time of txial

24 167 DCFENI7ANT5 neg igent entrustment of the dangeraus instrumentalities as s t

2
orth above was a substantial actar in c using k LAIN TIFFS harm

26
168 PLAINTIFFS ar informed nd believe and ther on Al ege that bEF NDANT

2 7

and eaeh of theirti conduet was done in a conscious disregard and deliberat disregard for th
2
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1 rights and ety o others includirig PLAINTIFFS z d in a willful and reckiess manner

tnakin the infliction tfg ievcrus bcsc ily iujury n 1 t r d ath t igh y prc babl DEFENI ANTS

conduct was tiespicabte willfal waz tc n and malicious witk n the m aning a C iifarnia ivi

Cc de 32 4 a as ta w rcaant he imposition of pu t v antI xempl ry d mages gainst them
5

in the f lllest extent al c w d by la w
6

1 P AINTIF S re infc rined nd believe nd ther on lege that defendant and

g ea h of lh mf re negli ent or iil soz e cathe r way resp nsib racts of whiGF PLAINTIFFS are

9 unaw re PLAIN rIFF wi1 seek leave of ourt to mend this Comp n t fc r Dama es at su

10
time as PLAYNTIFFS discc ver the crt er acts c f said DEFEI tI ANTS cc nstituCing said 1iaE ili y

11
p T IV PU IC N IISAN L AGAI s TALL 1 F j ANTSI

12
l7 PLAIN TFrS lzeceby incc rporAte by xeference all preceding paragraphs as

13

1
though set aut in full her n

1 17 By negligently recklessly and or intez taonally seliing vast quantities of gho t

l
gun J arts kits enabling Che a sem6ly of AI2 15 style rifles to buyers an alifornia ii violalion of

1
at a minimunn C lifornia law DEFEIV i ITS 11ave negligently and or knowingly participated

1 in c eating rtd maintaining an unreasonable interferer ce with the rights hel in common by the

1
get rai pub ic This ct nstitut s public nuis nc uncier a ifc rn t law incl ding C lif rni

20
Civil Code 347 nd 34

21 172 Without limitation th acts of 1 FENI A NTS as alleged hecein caused created

2 and eantinue to maint in a sub stantial and unre sonable interference with the public s healtk

3 safety canvenience c rntort peace and use of public property nd or private property These

4 activiti s az inj rious to health na affensive tv the senses so as to intezfere with ti e

5 cc mfc reable enjoyment af li c r prop rty in an ntir ct mmtinity ar n ighbc rhoad Numerous

membt rs Qf the publi are thre t ned killec ir jurecl or are victin s tfcrirriinal acts as sul of

7 ghost gun partslkits sold by D F NDANT5 17EFENI ANTS acts nd o issic ns as alleged

28
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1 hErein cause a subscantial and unreasonable increase in the number of inembers o the general

2 public who are threatened killed and injured by ghosc guns

I 3 173 he acts and omissions of DEFENDAN iS as alleged h rein subst neially and

4 unreason l ly interfere with the public s use of publzc facilities includxng the use of ublic

5 highways and wAlkways Public highways and walkways z e made substantially and

6 unreason bly unsafe because of the presence of ghost guns intentionally neg xgently and

ur lAwfully supplied by EFEN 7ANTS

g I74 DEFENDANTS acts and omissions as alleged herein substantially nd

q unreasonably increase the number o ghost guns in and on public facilities i cluding on

10 public highways 1nd walkways b inerease the degree to vvhich unlawful possessors in and on

11 public faeilities including on highways and walkways are illegally axmed rvith w apons and c

2 allow for banned assault weapons to be present in CaliforniA i ncluding on public highways z nd

13 walkways

lq 175 DEFENDANTS aets and oix issians as alleged herein cause substantial nd

5 unreasonable interFerences with the public s health safety convenience camfort ar d peace in

1 numerous other ways including inereasin the number of unlawful possessors ot wEapons

17 who use these weapons to cotrtmit violent crimes against innoc ent members of the gene l

g public b increasing the number and severity of property crimes committed by Chose i

lg possessior of ghost uns gainst innacent members vf the gen ral public c increasing the

2p number and severity of incidents in which those an possession of ghost gun disturb the peAce

21 by being disorderly nd d inereasing the amaunt of society s resources th t are diverted to vard

22 dealing with the problems associated with the possession of ghost guns

23 a7b DEFENDANTS kna v or have reasoz to know that the acts and ornissions alleged

q hei ein caus d substuz tial and unreasonable interferences with the public s health sa eCy

2g convenience coxnfort peac and use af public facilities DB I ENDANTS acts nd amissions

2 as alleged herein were undertaken With negligent dlor intentional disz egard of the rights of the

general public DE ENDANTS knew that the could have takan precautions as outlined above

28 that would have eliminated or minimized the injuries to the general public instead thcy chose
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1 not to take those prec utions and i n fact actively exacerbated th se risks with the irresponsibl

2 mark ting campaig n described herein in order to rn cimize lheir profits

177 DEFENDAIVTS iz terference with the public s health safety co nvenience

4 cqmfort peace and use o public facilities is unreasanable unlawful subsCantial significant

g contiiluing ttnd long lasting This interference is annoying offensire and disturbing to an

6 ordiz az y nerson The itlterference s not insubstantial or fleeting nd invalves deaths ar d serious

injuries suffered by many people and a severe disruption of public health peace arder and

g safety

g 178 The manner in whict DEk ENDANTS make sell and market their produets has

10 o social utility Even if it d d the seriousness of their interference with the rights of the public

11 and harm they cr use 1Far outweighs any social utilily assoeiated with DE ENDANTS eonduct

12 1 79 DEF NDANTS unlawful negligettt and or intentional creation and mainten nce

13 of the puUlie nuisance directly and proximately caused significant harm ineluding seriaus

14 p ys cal injury and associa ted h rm to PLAlN7IFFS that is different from the harm suffered by
1

othex members of the public including loss of enjoyment of 1iFe as well as thase damages set
16

forth in pa ragraphs 121 131 above all to their damage in n amount to be determined at a trial of
l7

this matter

18

1 0 PLAINTTFFS hav not at any time consented ta DEFEND ANTS conduct
19

20
181 At all times herein m ntioned DEFENDANTS hscl notice a td knowl dge that

1 theix actions created a public nuisance

22 182 PLAINTIFFS are inforcned and believe and thereon llege hat defendants and

23 each of Cheir conduet was done in a conscious disregard anc deliberate disregard fo Che rights

24
and s fety of others including LAINTIFFS and in a willful and reckless manner making the

25
infliction of grievous bodily injury and or detttf highly probable D fendants eonduct was

26
despicable w lful wanton and malicious within the meaning of Califarnia Civi1 Code 3294

27

2
so as to warrant the imposxtion of punitive and exemplax y damag s against them in the Fullest
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1 extent allc we l b law

Q I T V VIt1IATit l j F BU INE 1 tD FRt3k E SION CQI E SECTZ4N

3
17 OQ I TAL DEFENDAIVT

T ir nd L1n vv I Corn eti ion i Saies Pra ti esl
5

183 PI AZNTIFFS e6y incotpo at by referen e Il precedi g paragraphs

though set out in full hez eir

18 D FENI ANT in the cours af their reta l bu iness of sellin ght st guns

engaged in busine s a t Qr practices that were unlawful unfair deceptive c rmi Ieadin and

la which therefore violated us c Prof Cade 17200

11 185 By selling to N AL a dangerous individual who was pmhibited from purchasing

1 and possessing f rearms ghost un partslkits ar a prohibited assault styi weapans in

t3 vi laCa n f tate and or federal law DEFENT ANTS engaged in bus ness practices that were

I un awful imrr c r l unethi a ap ressiu and unscrupulous

1 18 Also by supplyx rg ta subcl ss of purchaser who are ir herently showing g t

15 l Celiht od aftnisusing their ghast un par slkits in s dangerous manner that would c use harm

1 to thirtl p e Gies like PLAIIYT FFS DEF NDAIJTS engaged in business praetiees that w re

1 unlawful immaral unethical appressive and ux scrupulous

1
187 As a direct and proximate result pf the far going acts attd practices

20
LIEFENDAN TS have r ceived income prafits and nther bene ts wttich they wauld nc t have

21
received if DEFEI IbANTS h d not engaged in the violAtians of Bus Prof Code 17200 as

22

Z
described in this Complaint for Damagvs

24 188 ut her upan information and belief had DEFENI ANTS nat violateci

2 Califarnia s prohibitioc o t such unethicat utd unlawful tnarketing and business prac xces IVEAL

26 could nat have acquiretl the part kits used ta ass rnbl his AR 15 style ghast gun rifles or

27 use l these iterns to h rm PLAI CI FFS

189 PLAII Tr FS are infonned and believe and thereoz allege tt t T E ENDANTS
IiARR MUDIrORO

Atromers it Law

87a mix S sct a e 4Q
roa om e o o Com t a Yy unna yes

ReJding CA 96099 474D p a

S ldl Kac



li 13 20i9 wEo i5 55 FAx Oa5 Q52

1 and each of their conduct was done in a conscious disregard and deliberate disregard for the

2 rights and safety of others includ ng PLAINTIFFS and in willful and reckless rr nner

3
making the infliction af grievous bodily injury and o death highly probable 3BFENDANTS

4
conduct w s despicable wi11fu1 wantvn and licious within the mea ning of California Civil

5
Gode 329 so as to warrant the i nnpositian of punilive and exennplary damages against thern

6

in che fullest extent allvwed by law

g 190 To prevent their unjust enrichment T E ENDANTS and eack of tliem should be

9 required pursuant to Business and Professior s Gode sections 17200 et seq to disgorge their il

goCten gains for the urpase af nr king full restitution to PLAiNTIFFS as consequence of

11
pEFENDAIV T S unlawful and unfair acLivities injunctive relief as well as all attorney s fees

iz
and costs

l3

T I I L E A D D
14

1
17200 AGAINST A L DEFE11iDANTS

1 Y7nf ir Marlcet t g Tactics

17 1 PLAINTIFFS hereby incorpor te by reference all prececling paragraphs as

18
though set out in fu11 herein

19
2 DEFENDAN S in the course of tl eir retail business of selling ghast guns

2p
engaged in business acts or practices I hat werc unfair deaeptive or misleading nd rvhich

21

22
the e o e vialated Bus Prof Code 17z00

3
3 Specifically by empioying nnarketing tactics which emphasized 1 hat their

24 products including baz ned assault weapons were untraceable and could be acquired without a

25 background check or an interaction with an FFL D FENDANTS intentiona y targeted

26 prohibited persons and other dAngerous individuals like NEAL Such tactics and pr ctices were

27 unfair immoral unethical oppress ve and unscrupulous

28
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1 As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing acts ancl practices

2 D FENDANTS have received income profits and other benefits which they vc ould not have

3
received if D FENDANTS h td nat engaged in the violtttions of Bus Prof Code 17200 as

described in thia Complaint for Da t ges

5
5 Further u on information and belief had DEFENI7ANTS not violated

6
California s prohibition on such unethical nd unlawful rnarketing ar d business practices NEA

7

could not have acquired 1 he parts Itits used to sser ble his A 15 style ghost gun rifles or
8

g
used lhese wea ons to har ti PLAINTIFFS

14 6 FLAINTY FS are infoz rted and believe and thereon a11e e that defer dants and

l l each of their conduct was do te in a conscious disrega cd and deliberate disregard or lhe rights

12 and safety of others xncluding PLArNTYFFS nd in a wi11fu1 and reckless manner making the

13
infliction of grievous bodily injury and ar death highly probAble Defendants conduct was

14
despicable willful wanton and m tlicious within the meaning of Galifornia Civil Code 3294

15

1
so as to warrant the imPositipn vf punitive and exemplary damages against tltem in the fullest

17 extent allowed by lttw

lg 7 PLAINTIFFS are informed nd beiieve and thereot allege hat DEFENDANTS

19 ai d each of their conduct was done in a conscious disregFt rd and deliberate disregard for the

20
Kights and safety of others including PLAINTIFFS and in a willful and reckless manner

21
making the inflictian of grievous bodily injury and ar death highly probable DEFEfVDAIVTS

22
conduct was despicable willful wantan anci malicious within the meaning of California C vil

23

Code 3294 so as to warrant the imposicion af punitive and exemplary damages against them

2 in the fullest extent allowed by av r

26 8 To pxevent their ur just enrichment DEFENDANTS and each of th m should be

2 required pursuant to Susiness and Professions Code sections 72pQ et seq to disgorge t eir ill
28
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1 gotten gaxns for tt e purpose cf making fuil restitutiot to PLArNTIFF s a cons que ace f

i

L7E ENDANTS unl vful ar d unfair activities injunetive rel ef as well as a1l ttorney s fe s

and casts

4
pT AYER t3R REr I E

5

WH REFO tE PLAINTI FS PItAX FG I2 A URY TR AL nd judgment ag 3nst
6

I7EF 1 1DA1 ZTS as fc llows

g 1 For general c amages farTROY MCFAUYEN against e ch DEFENI ANT

joi tly and s veralEy iIl t tri1011tlt t0 b prOY TTC c1 tTi I

2 For speci I dama es forTRtJY MCFA 7 YE I against ach EFEN ANT

11
jointly and sev r l2y in the amount p be prtyved at trial

12
3 Fgr meciieal ex enses fTR Y M FA L7Y 1 3 against ea h D FEN ANT

l3

l
jc znt y and s verally ccording to proc f

l 4 Ft l ss ofwa es and e rnzt g capacity fnr TR lJX MCFA Y N againsk each

C DEFEIVI AI iT jointly and sever lly in a sum ac ording ta praof

17 S For Crenet tl d mages for T t Y MC AI YEN SIA BQW and PHY LIP B W

1
fc x the loss of saciety t z d cQmpanior ship of decedent MICHELLE MGFAD 1 EN agaxa k ach

19
L7BFENDAIdT joit tly artd s verally in tkxe amot nt to be prc ven at trial

20
6 For funeral and buri lexpenses of MIGHBLL MCFADYEN fr rTRC7Y

2I

MCFADYEN STA OW nd HILLIP B W gainst each DEFEI IDANT jaintly and

2 seve rally according to p xoof

7 For special damages forT JY MCFAI7YEN SIA BOVV and PHILLIP Bi W

2
for future co ttribulions a d value of persc nal services advzce or training as to dece cnt

26
MICI LLL M FAbYEN against each I EFEI 1DANT jaintly antl severally accarding to

27
proof

28
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8 For general damtt s tc BaB STE MICHAEL EL Yt T G E at cl M E for

the loss of society and cpmpanionship af decec ents D 1T tIEL ELLIf3 I I an DIANA STE LE

against each UEFEI DANT jointly a z s veratly in the c un ta l e ptoven at trial

4
9 For funeral and buria expenses oFDA I EL LLIOTT antl ANA STEEL

5

against each D FENI A tI jointly and verally accordin tv pr f
6

14 For special damages for BC B STEELE MICHAE LLIOT G E and M E

g ft rfuture cc ritributions nd value of psrscnal s rvic s advi or training c fd ced nts DAl tlE

9 L I tC7TT anti DIANA ST LE a ainst ch t EF NDANT jointly and s verally accc rdin

10
proof

11
1 Ft r general damages ta MARCIA MCHUGH and CiRACE MC IUGI fc r Ctze

12

loss Qf sc ciety nd companioi ship af decedent JOSEPH 1V CHUGH agaiiist e ch
l

l
I El 1DANT jaintiy anti severally in the amount tt 6e proven at ti iAI

lC 1 For funeza1 and b rial expeizses t f JOSEPH A 1 HU r against ea h

16 I EFEI JDAI iT j iintly and severally ccc rding ta proof

17 13 Fc rspecial dam es f r MARCIA MCI iU iN and GRA E MC iUGH for future

1
C atribuCitins an i value of pezst nal services advice or training of decedent JG SEPH

19
MCHUGH against each DEPBNDATVT joint y nd severally accordir g to proof

20

14 Foc general datnages far A H a minor against eACh DEFENDAIVT jointly and
21

severally in the amount to be proven at tcial

3 15 Fa special damages far A I i a minor gainst each C FEN 1T jc intly and

4 s verally in the zmount tr be proveci at trial

2 16 Por nr edical expenses of A I a minor against each DEFEND NNT joint y and
26

severally accordir g o proof
27

17 For loss vf earr ing capacity for A H a minor against ea ch DEFENL A l r
28
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1 jointly and ev rally in sum accordi rg to proof

2 8 ror general dam ges for 7YFPANY PHO1V MATI EP J F I a rnxnor l p a

mznor and N P a minor again t each D FEN D NT jc intly an l severally ir the amount to b

praven at trxal

5
a9 ar special am ges for TIFFANY PI OM1v ATH F J P II a minc r J F a

i

7 minox and N P t tinar against eaeh Y7EF NDANT jc intly and severaliy in the arnc unt tt h

g pzoved at trial

9 2 For rnedi at xpenses of TIFFAI TX PNC MMATHEP J P II a minvr J P a

minor and N P a mi o against eaeh DEFENDAN7 join tly ar d sevexa ly acc r rding to prtrcrf
1 i

1 F r lost wages a t or Ioss of earning ca racity for T FFANY PHtaMNCATI EF
I2

3 P II a minor J P minot and Itit P a minor against e ch L7 EIdDAN j intly and
13

14
saveially in a sum accotdir g ta proaf

1 22 or lvss c fconsc tium damages For rOHN PH t MMATHEP

f 23 For genera ti m ges fgr 1AMES t VC7QI S JR and 3AM S Wt D SR ag inst

17 each D FENDANT jointly and severally in Che aznount tc be proven at tri l
1

24 For spec al damages For TA142ES WC7OI7S JR and JAM S WC OI SR against

19
ch D FENI ANT jointly and verally in the amaunt Co be ptoved at trial

4

2 Fox medical e penses af JAME5 VY 70 75 JR and JAM S WC QD SR against
zi

2
e ch I FENDANT j4inkl and seve Cally accvrding to proof

23 26 For lost vt ages ancUoz loss af earning capacity for JAME W t DS JR and

24 JAMES W 7 Ol SR a ainst each DE ENDANT jaintly arid severa ly in a sum accocding to

2S prv f

2
27 For punitive and exemplary damag s to PLAIl t I IFFS against I7E ENDANTS

27
and ea hof them in 2 n amount prapriate tc punisf the and deter ttters fram n a ing in

28
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imilar mi conduct4

28 For prejudgment interest s allowed by law

29 For infunctive teli f ag inst DEFE ID AN T S
4

30 or a rder t rsu nt to usines nd Prafessi ns Coda Sectian 17 03 that
5

EFE DANTS b permanently enjoined fxom c4mmztting any ar awft l un ir or fraud Ient
6

acts funfair com tition iz Viol tion of usin ss nd Prof ssi ns Code ection 1 7 4
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FILED 
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 
CENTRAL JUSTICE CENTER 

MAY O 7 2021 
DAVID H. YAMASAKI , Clerk of the Court 

BY: ~ ~ 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF ORANGE, CIVIL COMPLEX CENTER 

Hon. William D. Claster, Coordination Motion Judge 

Coordination Proceeding Special 
Title (Rule 3.550)· 

GHOST GUNNER FIREARMS CASES 

Included actions: 

Cardenas v. Ghost Gunner, Inc. dba 
GhostGunner.net, et al. 

McFayden, et al. v . Ghost Gunner, 
Inc., dba GhostGunner.net, et al. 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL COORDINATION 
PROCEEDING NO. 5167 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 
NO. 30-2019-01111797 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
NO. CIVDS193452 

ORDER GRANTING PETITION FOR 
COORDINATION 

24 Ghost Firearms, LLC; Thunder Gus, LLC; Ryan Beezley; Bob Bezzley; and MFY 

25 Technical Solutions, LLC ("Petitioners") seek the coordination of the following 

26 cases (the "Included Actions") : 

27 

28 1. McFayden, et al. v. Ghost Gunner Inc., et al., San Bernardino SC No. 

1 



l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

CIVDS1935422. It appears undisputed that McFayden is pending before a 

complex department in San Bernardino. 

2. Cardenas v. Ghost Gunner Inc., et al., OCSC No. 19-01111797. Cardenas is 

pending before Judge Lewis in Department C26, but he has designated the 

case complex and stayed proceedings to permit the filing of this 

coordination petition. (Brady Deel. (ROA 5), Ex. C.) As a result of the stay, 

while Cardenas has been designated complex, it has not yet been 

transferred to a complex department by the Presiding Judge. 

I. Background 

A. Factual Allegations 

15 The Included Actions, whose complaints are nearly word-for-word identical 

16 except for details about the plaintiffs, arise from a shooting spree that took place 

17 in Tehama County on November 13 and 14, 2017. During this spree, l<evin Neal 

18 shot numerous victims, some of whom died, and others of whom were injured. 

19 The plaintiffs in the Included Actions are among Neal's surviving victims and the 

20 survivors of those he killed. 

21 

22 The Included Actions are less about the shootings themselves than the 

23 weapons used by Neal. Plaintiffs allege that defendants manufacture and 

24 distribute kits and firearms parts that can easily be assembled by a buyer into a 

25 fully functioning firearm. Because defendants do not actually manufacture or 

26 distribute firearms, only firearms parts or kits, purchasers do not need to pass 

27 background checks or interact with a federal firearms licensee ("FFL," i.e., a 

28 federally authorized gun dealer). Moreover, because defendants only distribute 

2 



I parts or kits, the weapons that buyers eventually assemble do not have traceable 

2 serial numbers unless specifically required by state law. The guns so assembled 

3 are therefore called "ghost guns." 

4 

5 Defendants' parts and kits allegedly include materials that could be used to 

6 assemble a fully functional AR-15 style "ghost gun." Plaintiffs allege that Neal 

7 used at least two AR-15 style "ghost guns" in his shooting spree, but because they 

8 lacked serial numbers, it is impossible to tell who manufactured the parts. 

9 Accordingly, plaintiffs bring suit against a number of "ghost gun" manufacturers 

IO and distributors. Plaintiffs further allege that AR-15 style rifles are illegal to 

11 possess in California, that defendants take no steps to prevent the sale of their AR-

12 15 firearms parts/kits to California residents, and that Neal could not possibly have 

13 acquired an AR-15 style rifle legally from a California FFL. Based on these 

14 allegations, plaintiffs bring claims for negligence, nuisance and UCL violations. 

15 

16 B. Procedural History 

17 

18 Cardenas and McFayden were both filed on the same day. (See Brady Deel. 

19 (ROA 5), Exs. A-B [both file stamped 11/14/19].) McFayden was presumably the 

20 first-filed case, because the complaint in Cardenas specifically notes McFayden as 

21 a related case. (Id., Ex. A, ,t 18.) No responsive pleadings have been filed in either 

22 case. (Id., ,i 16.) Some defendants have not yet been served with process. (Id., ,i 

23 9{a).} 

24 

25 McFayden was assigned to a complex department in San Bernardino 

26 County. (Id., ,J 14.) Cardenas did not designate his case complex in his cover 

27 sheet, so his case was originally assigned to general civil. (Id., ,i 15.} In October 

28 2020, Petitioners filed a motion in Cardenas to either {l) designate the case 

3 



1 complex and permit the filing of a coordination petition or (2) keep the case in 

2 general civil and order McFayden transferred to Orange County to be consolidated 

3 with Cardenas. (Rosenfeld Deel. (included in ROA 8), Ex. 1. Because only non-

4 complex matters can be consolidated, this relief would have the effect of finding 

5 McFayden was not complex.) The plaintiffs in both Cardenas and McFayden filed 

6 non-oppositions asking the courts to transfer McFayden to Orange County to be 

7 consolidated with Cardenas. (Id., Ex. 2.) 

8 

9 Judge Lewis chose the first alternative. He designated Cardenas complex 

10 and allowed the filing of a coordination petition, then stayed proceedings pending 

11 the outcome of the planned petition. (Brady Deel., Ex. C.) Again, because 

12 Cardenas is stayed, it has been designated complex but not yet transferred to a 

13 complex department. 

14 

15 Petitioners then filed the present petition for coordination, seeking 

16 coordination in San Bernardino County rather than Orange County. 

17 

18 

19 

II. Propriety of Coordination 

20 All parties agree coordination is proper. Upon its own review of the papers, 

21 the Court agrees that coordination is proper under the factors listed in CCP § 

22 404.1. 

23 

24 Ill. Location of Coordinated Proceedings 

25 

26 The parties disagree on where coordinated proceedings should take place. 

27 Petitioners, and the defendants they have been able to contact, favor San 

28 Bernardino County. Plaintiffs favor Orange County. In addition, the McFayden 

4 



1 plaintiffs propose Sacramento County as an alternate site for coordinated 

2 proceedings, as Sacramento County is comparatively convenient to Tehama 

3 County and has a dedicated complex litigation program judge. 

4 

5 In determining the location for coordinated proceedings, the following 

6 factors are to be considered (CRC 3.530(b)): 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

1. The number of included actions in particular locations; 

2. Whether the litigation is at an advanced stage in a particular court; 

3. The efficient use of court facilities and judicial resources; 

4. The locations of witnesses and evidence; 

5. The convenience of the parties and witnesses; 

6. The parties' principal places of business; 

7. The office locations of counsel for the parties; and 

8. The ease of travel to and availability of accommodations in particular 

locations. 

A. Number of Included Actions 

20 As between Orange and San Bernardino Counties, this factor is a wash. 

21 Because no action is pending in Sacramento County, it cuts against that venue. 

22 

23 

24 

B. Advanced Stage of Litigation; Efficient Use of Court Resources 

25 Petitioners mention this factor in reply. They note that the court in 

26 McFayden has already held two case management conferences, so the judge is 

27 more familiar with the case than the yet-to-be-assigned complex judge in 

28 Cardenas will be. According to Petitioners, if the coordinated proceedings go 

5 



1 forward in Orange County, everything would have to "start from scratch." (Reply 

2 (ROA 9), p. 4.) 

3 

4 The Court is not persuaded by this argument. While it indeed appears no 

5 case management conference has been held in Cardenas, responsive pleadings 

6 have yet to be filed in either case. No court has a deep familiarity with the facts 

7 and law that would come from lengthy supervision of a case. 

8 

9 Furthermore, this argument appears to contradict the relief sought from 

10 Judge Lewis. If things had progressed so far in McFayden that the parties would 

11 be prejudiced by having to start from scratch in Orange County, why would 

12 Petitioners make an alternate request for consolidation in Orange County? Why 

13 not have Cardenas transferred to San Bernardino County? 

14 

15 The Court finds this factor of little relevance. The two cases are in such 

16 . early stages that even sending them to Sacramento County would cause little (if 

17 any) delay or waste of court resources. 

18 

19 

20 

C. Location and Convenience of Parties, Witnesses, and Evidence 

21 As to the defendants, these factors favor either Orange County or San 

22 Bernardino County. The in-state defendants have their principal places of business 

23 in those counties, meaning witnesses and documents pertinent to business 

24 operations are most likely located in those counties. (The out-of-state defendants 

25 will be inconvenienced no matter what.) 

26 

27 As to the plaintiffs, these factors favor Sacramento County. In terms of the 

28 in-state plaintiffs (again, the out-of-state plaintiffs will be inconvenienced no 

6 



1 matter what), only Cardenas and potentially witnesses related to him are in 

2 Southern California. Otherwise, fact witnesses and evidence relating to the 

3 shooting itself (including treating physicians) are most likely to be located in and 

4 around Tehama County. Tehama County, however, does not appear to have a 

5 complex division. The Mcfayden plaintiffs present Sacramento County as the 

6 next-best location. 

7 

8 On this record, the Court would ordinarily conclude these factors do not tip 

9 one way or the other. Sacramento County is nearer witnesses and evidence 

10 relating to the shooting itself, while Orange and San Bernardino Counties are 

11 nearer to witnesses and evidence relating to the in-state defendants' operations. 

12 But all Plaintiffs agree Orange County would be convenient, and Petitioners 

13 represented to Judge Lewis that Orange County would be an appropriate location 

14 for future consolidated proceedings. Based on these representations, the Court 

15 finds the parties agree Orange County would be the most convenient for the 

16 parties, the witnesses and the evidence. The Court is not persuaded by 

17 Petitioners' attempt to draw a distinction between "consolidation is proper in 

18 Orange County" and "coordination is proper in San Bernardino County." 

19 

20 D. Location of Counsel 

21 

22 It appears that Plaintiffs' counsel, with the exception of attorney Singleton, 

23 are based in Northern California, making Sacramento County more convenient for 

24 them. Most Defendants' counsel appear to be based in Southern California. (The 

25 exceptions are one firm based in Walnut Creek and one in White Plains, New 

26 York.) Orange or San Bernardino Counties would be more convenient for them. 

27 The Court finds this factor does not lean toward any particular venue. 

28 

7 



1 

2 

E. Ease of Travel and Availability of Accommodations 

3 All three counties have major airports: Santa Ana, Ontario and Sacramento. 

4 Plaintiffs point out, however, that San Bernardino County has less hotel 

5 accommodations available near the courthouse. The Court finds this factor cuts 

6 slightly against San Bernardino County. 

·7 

8 

9 

IV. Conclusion 

10 Taking the above into account, the Court orders that the Included Actions 

11 will be coordinated, and that the location of coordinated proceedings will be the 

12 Orange County Superior Court. The Court of Appeal, Fourth District, Division 

13 Three will serve as the reviewing court. 

14 

15 

16 

17 Dated: ·--------
S-l-2\ 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

8 

Judge William D. Claster 

Coordination Motion Judge 
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EXHIBIT E 



Case Titie 

Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento 
720 Nintii Stieet Sacramento, CA 95814-1380 (916) 

874-5522—^Website www.saccoiirt.ca.gov 

NOTICE AND ORDER OF COMPLEX CASE DETERMINATION 

Case Number: 

Having reviewed and considered the pleadings on file, Uie court orders: 

[2 THE CASE IS DEEMED COMPLEX and assigned to tiie Honorable 30^!^^'f^f 

• 

presiding in Complex Case Management Department for case management pursuant to California Rules of 
Court 3.750, et seq. The case is also pre-assigned for tiial, and any motions for consolidation, severance, bifiircation, 
intervention and to continue t-ial shall be heai-d in such department unless otherwise ordered. This is a limited 
purpose assignment under California Rule of Court 3.734. Law and motion matters shall be heard in Departments 
53/54 per Local Rule 2.30, et seq., unless otherwise directed by the Complex Case Management Department. 

This action involves one or more ofthe following: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Antitmst or trade regulation claims. 

Construction defect claims involving many 
parties or stmctures. 
Securities claims or investment losses 
involving many parties. 

Environmental or toxic tort claims involving 
many parties. 

n Claims involvmg mass torts. 

n Claims involving class actions. 

r~{ Insm-ance coverage claims arising out of any of the 
claims listed above. 

The action is likely to involve: 

Numerous pretrial motions raising 
' difQcult or novel legal issues that will 

be time-consuming to resolve. 

Management of a large number of 
witaesses or a substantial amount of 
documentary evidence, 

r i Management of a large number of 
separately represented parties. 

I \ Coordination with related actions pending in 
one or more courts in other counties, states, or 
countiies, or in a federal court. 

n Substantial post judgment judicial supervision. 

• Otiier: 

Govemment Code section 70616 establishes the fees for complex cases. Pursuant to Government Code section 
70616, any non-exempt party who has appeared in this action, but who has not paid the required complex case 
fee, is ordered to pay the fee to the clerk within ten calendar days of the filmg of this order. Failure to pay tiie 
required fees shall have the same effect as the failure to pay a filing fee, and shall be subject to the same 
enforcementand penalties (Cal. Gov. Code § 70616(g)). 

THE CASE IS DECLARED NOT COMPLEX 

Any complex case fees that the parties have previously paid pursuant to 70616(a) or (b) shall be reimbursed upon 
submission of a refund request together with a copy of this minute order by the paying party to the Court's Civil 
General Civil Processing Unit. It may be submitted by mail or placed m one of tiie Civil Drop Boxes located in 
Room 102 and the lobby ofthe Gordon D. Schaber Courthouse at 720 9th Sfreet, Sacramento CA 95814, 

The plaintiffis directed to serve all other parties with a copy of this order, 

Date: B / C / ^ Z ^ Signed: 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
of Califomia, County of Sacramento 

CV/I-205 PJrRev: 01/20201 Notice and Order of Comolex Case Determination - Presidine Judee 
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

SILICON VALLEY 

AMY K. VAN ZANT (STATE BAR NO. 197426) 
avanzant@orrick.com 
SHAYAN SAID (STATE BAR NO. 331978) 
ssaid@orrick.com 
ANNA Z. SABER (STATE BAR NO. 324628) 
annasaber@orrick.com 
ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE LLP 
1000 Marsh Road 
Menlo Park, CA  94025-1015 
Telephone: +1 650 614 7400 
Facsimile: +1 650 614 7401 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
Francisco Gudino Cardenas and McFayden, et al. 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 

FRANCISCO GUDINO CARDENAS, an 
individual, and  

TROY MCFAYDEN, in his Individual Capacity, 
and as Heir at Law and Successor in Interest to 
MICHELLE MCFADYEN, Deceased, ET AL. 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

GHOST GUNNER INC., d/b/a 
GHOSTGUNNER.NET; 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTED d/b/a 
GHOSTGUNNER.NET 

CODY WILSON d/b/a GHOSTGUNNER.NET 

BLACKHAWK MANUFACTURING GROUP 
INC., d/b/a 80PERCENTARMS.COM; 

RYAN BEEZLEY and BOB BEEZLEY, d/b/a 
RBTACTICALTOOLING.COM;  

GHOST AMERICA LLC, d/b/a 
GHOSTGUNS.COM;  

GHOST GUNS LLC, d/b/a GRID DEFENSE 
and GHOSTRIFLES.COM; 

JUGGERNAUT TACTICAL INC., d/b/a 
JTACTICAL.COM; 

Case No. JCCP 5167 

 
PLAINTIFFS’ CASE MANAGEMENT 
CONFERENCE STATEMENT 

Date: August 13, 2021 
Time: 1:30pm 
Dept.: CX 102 
Judge: Hon. William D. Claster 
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

SILICON VALLEY 

 

MFY TECHNICAL SOLUTIONS LLC, d/b/a 
5DTACTICAL.COM;  

TACTICAL GEAR HEADS LLC, d/b/a 80- 
LOWER.COM; AR-
15LOWERRECEIVERS.COM; and 
80LOWERJIG.COM; 

JAMES TROMBLEE, JR., d/b/a 
USPATRIOTARMORY.COM; 

INDUSTRY ARMAMENT INC., d/b/a 
AMERICANWEAPONSCOMPONENTS.CO
M; 

THUNDER GUNS LLC, d/b/a 
THUNDERTACTICAL.COM; 

DOES 1-100, Inclusive 

Defendants. 
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SILICON VALLEY 

Pursuant to this Court's Order Setting Preliminary Trial Conference of July 6, 2021, 

Plaintiffs hereby submit the following memorandum: 

These two coordinated cases with claims for negligence, public nuisance, and unfair 

competition are brought on behalf of the victims and family members of a horrific mass shooting 

that occurred in Rancho Tehama Reserve in November 2017.  Plaintiffs’ claims, essentially, are 

that Defendants make and sell “ghost gun” kits to supply criminals, gun traffickers who arm 

criminals, and other persons ineligible to possess or own guns with gun kits that enable a 

purchaser to easily assemble a gun that will have no serial numbers and will be unregistered and 

therefore essentially untraceable.  As a result, the Defendants enable purchasers to evade federal, 

state, and local gun laws and regulations designed to ensure that guns are not in the hands of 

felons or the mentally disturbed and that weapons will be traceable if used in a crime.   

Defendants’ negligent and unlawful conduct caused Plaintiffs’ injuries by supplying the 

man who shot them or their loved ones.  Plaintiffs allege that the Tehama Ranch perpetrator (who 

does not deserve the notoriety of being named here) purchased gun parts and/or gun kits from one 

or more of the Defendants leading up to and/or during November 2017 and used those parts 

and/or kits to assemble at least two AR-15 style “ghost gun” rifles.  Because Defendants’ parts 

and kits are designed to be fungible and are expressly marketed by Defendants as untraceable, 

Plaintiffs are pursuing a market share theory of liability.  

Plaintiffs’ cases have been pending for nearly two years already without a single answer 

or motion to dismiss filed by any of the thirteen named Defendants and with no discovery 

allowed to go forward due to stays imposed following service of all named Defendants. Even so, 

Plaintiffs—like Defendants—agree that the present coordinated cases should proceed together in 

an orderly and efficient manner.  Defendants should coordinate their motions and discovery 

requests to submit one joint submission wherever that is possible.  In addition, Plaintiffs are 

willing to discuss with Defendants and the Plaintiffs in the O’Sullivan case (a recently filed case 

pending in Sacramento Superior Court against some of the same named Defendants in the present 

matters for their role in supplying the gun parts for the gun used to kill a 21-year-old Sacramento 

law enforcement officer) whether some coordinated discovery across the O’Sullivan case makes 
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sense. 

Plaintiffs have patiently waited to prosecute their claims and promptly agreed to 

coordination of the Cardenas and McFayden cases at Defendants’ request.  Now that the cases 

have been coordinated and assigned to the present court, Defendants seek to further delay 

resolution of Plaintiffs’ claims on the merits by proposing that the pending matters be further 

stayed pending an extended briefing round of demurrers and further coordinated with the 

O’Sullivan litigation, an entirely different case, involving entirely different plaintiffs, different 

counsel for plaintiffs, and different facts. Plaintiffs are committed to working with Defendants to 

streamline and minimize burdens on the parties and on the Court’s resources wherever reasonable 

and practical.  But that willingness to cooperate should not be used as the justification to further 

delay the prosecution of these two cases that have already languished for some two years.  Further 

delay of discovery and prosecution of the cases on the merits could result in justice so delayed as 

to potentially be justice denied.  The Plaintiffs deserve timely resolution of their claims, whatever 

that resolution might be.  

There will be complex and novel legal theories at issue in these coordinated matters and 

they will be addressed in due course.  But it is time to begin discovering the truth about 

Defendants’ conduct, and that includes taking discovery without further delay.  Plaintiffs 

therefore respectfully submit the following proposed schedule and case management proposals 

pursuant to California Rule of Court 3.541.  

1. Appointment of Liaison Counsel 

To the extent liaison counsel is required for Plaintiffs, Plaintiffs appoint Amy K. Van Zant 

of Orrick, Herrington, & Sutcliffe LLP as plaintiffs’ Lead and Liaison Counsel.  Ms. Van Zant 

can be reached at: 

Amy K. Van Zant  
Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe LLP 
1000 Marsh Road 
Menlo Park, CA  94025-1015 
Telephone: +1 650 614 7400 
Facsimile: +1 650 614 7401 
E-mail: avanzant@orrick.com 
 



 

 3  
PLAINTIFFS’ CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE STATEMENT 

   

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
ORRICK, HERRINGTON & 

SUTCLIFFE LLP 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

SILICON VALLEY 

Plaintiffs defer taking a position on the appointment of liaison counsel for Defendants 

until all Defendants have made a proposal. 

2. Proposed Timetable for Motions Filing 

Plaintiffs propose the following schedule for discovery, motion practice, pre-trial, and trial 

submissions based on a trial date 18-months from the CMC: 

Event Proposed 
Deadline 

Fact Discovery  

Deadline for Serving Written and Document Discovery 5/6/2022 

Deadline to File Discovery Motions on Written and Document Discovery 5/15/2022 

Close of Fact Discovery 7/15/2022 

Deadline to File Discovery Motions on Fact Depositions 7/22/2022 

Expert Discovery  

Initial Expert Disclosures 8/19/2022 

Rebuttal Expert Disclosures 9/23/2022 

Close of Expert Discovery 10/14/2022 

Dispositive & Pre-Trial Motions  

Deadline for Counsel to make Appearances for all Defendants 8/27/2021 

Deadline to Answer or File Demurrer (with oppositions and replies due in 
accordance with the California Rules of Court) 

9/17/2021 

Deadline for Filing Opening Briefs on Dispositive Motions (with oppositions 
and replies due in accordance with the California Rules of Court) 

11/18/2022 

Hearing on Dispositive Motions  12/16/2022 

Pre-Trial & Trial  

Meet and Confer re Pre-Hearing Statement 2/24/2023  

Pre-Trial Filings, including Pre-Hearing Statement, Exhibit List, Motions in 
Limine, and Witness List 

3/10/2023 

Oppositions to Motions in Limine 3/31/2023 

Pre-Trial Conference 4/14/2023 

Trial – Estimated at 15 Court Days 
5/15/2023-
6/2/2023 

Post-Trial Briefs 7/10/2023 
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3. Proposed Discovery Schedule 

Currently, the cases originally filed in San Bernardino are stayed pursuant to the Court’s 

order in the lead up to coordination proceedings.  The Cardenas matter, originally in Orange 

County, was stayed only pending the determination of Defendants’ petition for coordination.  See 

10/29/20 Minute Order.  Because these complaints have been pending for nearly two years, and 

have been served on all Defendants, discovery should commence immediately, per the proposed 

schedule in Section 2, supra. 

4. Method and Schedule for the Submission of Preliminary Legal Questions  

Plaintiffs propose that the parties conduct a videoconference within 60 days of the CMC 

to be attended by at least Plaintiffs’ Lead Counsel and Defendants’ Lead and Liaison Counsel to 

the Court during which the parties will confer and identify a joint list of preliminary legal 

questions to be submitted by October 29, 2021.  

5. Establish a Central Depository to Receive and Maintain Evidentiary Material and 

not Required to be Served on all Parties 

Plaintiffs will meet and confer with Defendants on the establishment of a central 

repository for evidentiary material not required to be served on all parties. 

6. Proposed Stipulations 

Plaintiffs propose that the parties stipulate to a Protective Order based on Los Angeles 

Superior Court Model Protective Order.  Plaintiffs further propose stipulations on discovery limits 

as follows: 

 Special interrogatories:  30 coordinated interrogatories each for 

Plaintiffs/Defendants and 5 individual interrogatories per individual 

plaintiff/defendant 

 Form interrogatories:  A single coordinated set shall be served by the Defendants 

on each Plaintiff and a single coordinated set shall be served by the Plaintiffs on 

each Defendant. 

 Requests for production/inspection:  30 coordinated RFPs each for 

Plaintiffs/Defendants and 5 individual RFPs per individual plaintiff/defendant 
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 Fact depositions:  15 coordinated depositions each for Plaintiffs/Defendants and 2 

depositions per individual plaintiff/defendant 

The parties shall be permitted to exceed the discovery limits by stipulation or upon a showing of 

good cause to the Court. 

Respectfully submitted. 
 
 
Dated: August 6, 2021 
 

 
 
 
AMY K. VAN ZANT 
SHAYAN SAID 
ANNA Z. SABER 
Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe LLP 

By: /s/ Amy K. Van Zant 
AMY K. VAN ZANT 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

Francisco Gudino Cardenas  
McFayden, et al. 
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Sean A. Brady - SBN 262007 · 
MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P .C. 
180 E. Ocean Blvd., Suite 200 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
Telephone: (562) 216-4444 
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Bv I( Marlrlen. 00outv C!Prli. 

Attorneys for Defendants Ryan Beezley and Bob Beezley, 
Thunder Guns, LLC, Ghost Firearms, LLC, and 
Polymer80, Inc. · 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE-STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FORTHECOUNTYOFSACRAMENTO 

KELLEY and DENNIS·O'SULLIVAN, in 
their Individual Capacity a.nd KELLY 
O'SULLN AN as Administrator of the 
Estate of TARA O'SULLIVAN. D~ceased, 

Piaintiffs, 

vs. 

GHOST GUNNER INC., d/b/a 
GHOSTGUNNER.NET, et al., 

Defendants. 

Case No. 34-202.1-00302934-CU-PO-GDS 

[Assigned to the Honorable Judge Russell L. 
Hom; Dep!, 47] 

JOINT STIPULATION AND ~I 
ORDER TO STAY CASE 

Complaint Filed: June 17, 2021 

Defendants Ryan Beezley, Bob Beezley, Ghost Firearms, LLC, Thunder. Guns, LLC, and 

Polymer80, Inc .• and Plaintiffs, by and through their respective counsel of record, hereby 

stipulate: 

WHEREAS, on Jwie 17, 2021, Plaintiffs filed their complaint alleging.five causes of 

action against eighteen named defendants; 

WHEREAS, as of August 4, 2021, while most defendants have been served in this matter, 

a few defendants have yet to receive service, despite diligent efforts to do so; 

WHEREAS, the responsive pleading deadline for some defendants. is approaching, while 

those defendants that liave. yet to receive service do not currently have a deadlijne to file a 

responsive pleading; 

1 



.I WHEREAS,. in some cases, multiple defendants are represented by the same counsel; 

2: WHEREAS, the parties are in agreement that .given the large. number- of named defendants 

3 and that most will have different service dates once they are served, differing responsive pleading 

4 dead]ines·are not in the interests of the parties nor in the interests of judiciaJ economy should 

5 multiple defendants pursue demurrers or motions to strike; 

6 WHEREAS, counsel for other defendants who have b.een served or are otherwise aware of 

7 the Compla_inthave been notified of this requested stipulation and have either·expressed support 

8 for it or no objections to it; 

9 THEREFO~-, the parties jointly request.that this matter be stayed for 45 days, during 

IO which time plaintiffs will continue to try to perfect service and defendants· shall organize 

11 themselves a,nc,l consider ways to efficiently present their. defense of the suit, including by, for 
I 

12 exanJple, the filing of joint.responsive pleadings. The parties will aJso meet and c.onfer on 

13 establishing ij schedµle for the fi)ing of r:espoµsive pleadings. If the p_arties are unable. to stipuhite 

14 to.a schedule, they will request a case.management conference with this Court to ensure that the. 

15 case moves forward in a timely fashion. 

16 IT IS SO STIPULATED. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

.21 

22 

23 

,24 

.25 

26 

27' 

28 

Dated: August 4, 2021 

Dated: August 4, 2021 

Allorneysfor Defendants Ryan Beezley and Bob 
Beezley, Thunder Guns, LLC, Ghost Firearms, 
LLC, and Polyiner80, Inc. 

LIEFF CABRASER HEIMANN & 
BERNSTEIN, LLP 

mi:tUJ}V ~ 
Caitlin.M. Nefson 
Auorneys for Plaintiffs. 
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~DORDER 

Pursuant to the Parties' stipulation· and good cause shown, it 1s hereby ORDERED that: 

This matter is stayed for 45 days, during which time plaintiffs wi11.continue to perfect 

service on all defendants: defendants will meet and confer with one another on ways to coordinate 

the filing of joint responsive pleadings to the Complaint, and the parties will propose a briefing 

schedule applicable to all defendants for the filing of pleadings responsive to the Complaint. lftlie 

falties are not able.to stipulate to a briefing.schedule~ they will 1equest a case management­

~ence with thi;! Court to en~ure that the ease moves forward in a.timely fashion. 
·11n·cf-iVlj ~dudu/<:-S f-or law bl Wlohov, Mal-\-c.--VS MUS,1-- )Pc, ttpevovc 
b~ th-{ \ttw '\;,l wionovi AL-pl-, 1v11s t:tt.,pf- wi 11 t;c+- ut--1c-

IT IS so ORDERED. S &f 6t-V-tt 1-t:,, 0 rd-.-vv 

rAUG 1 6 
Dated: ' JUDGE RICHARD ----a,.;..;:;.;;:,:,= 

1u~Nl~lW~ : 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I, Laura Palmerin, am employed in the City of Long Beach, Los Angeles County, 
California. lam over the age eighteen (18) years and am.not.a party to the within action. My 
business address is 180 East Ocean Boulevard, Suite 200, Long Beach, California 90802·. 

On August:4, 2021, I served the foregoing document(s), descnl>ed as: 

JOINT STIPULATION AND [PROPOSED] ORDER TO STAY CASE 

oirthe interested parties in this. action by placing 
[ ] the original 
[X] a true and correct copy 

thereof by the following means,.addressed as follows: 

Robert J. Nefaon 
mels9n@lchb.com 
Caitlin M. Nelson 
cnelson@lchb.com 
Lieff Cabraser Heimann & Bernstein, LLP 
275 Battery Street, 29th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111 -3339 
Tel.: (415) 956-1000 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs. 

l (BY MAIL) As follows: I am ··readily familiar" with the firm's practice of collection and 
·processing correspondence for mailing. Under the practice it would be deposited with 'the 
U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully·prepaid at Long Beach, 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is ,preswned invalid if postal cancellation date is more than one day after 
date of deposit for mailing an affidavit. 

l (STA TE) I declare under penalty of perjury uncJer the laws of the State of California that 
the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on August 4, 2021, at Long Beach, California. 

.141, .. c..~ 
O~aerin 
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