BENELLI U.S.A. CORPORATION
AND
STOEGER INDUSTRIES, INC.
STRONG OPPOSITION TO
MARYLAND HOUSE BILL 1257

The owners and employees of Benelli U.S.A. and its wholly-owned subsidiary Stoeger
Industries, Inc. strongly oppose Maryland House Bill 1257 (the “Firearms Dealers’ Safety Act).
As written, HB 1257 would require Benelli and Stoeger to move their importation, warehousing
and shipping facility out of Pocomoke City, Maryland (where it currently exists) to a location out
of the State.

HB 1257 provides, among other things, that after business hours a licensed firearm dealer must
lock all firearms (presumedly in its possession) in a vault, safe or shatterproof reinforced display
case. What the author of this legislation may not have realized is that in order to do business
selling firearms in Maryland, importers and distributors located in the State of such products
must also be licensed as a Maryland firearm dealer. That means that the provisions of HB 1257
apply to Benelli U.S.A. and Stoeger Industries, neither of whom have locations open to the
public and both of whom primarily function as firearm importers and distributors of those
products to licensed dealers and law enforcement departments throughout the U.S.

At its facility in Pocomoke City, where these functions are performed, both companies receive,
store and ship nationally as well as internationally hundreds to thousands of firearms each
week. It would be virtually impossible for that many firearms to be placed in vaults or safes
each night and then taken out for shipping and processing each day. In fact, the two companies
already secure firearms in their possession from theft by securing (through means both prefer
not to make public) the building itself in which they are housed. If those two companies are
now forced to move all firearms into vaults to be built or safes to be bought, both companies
would have to evaluate the more reasonable option of simply moving their operations to
another State.

This is not the only defect in HB 1257. HB 1257 also provides that all employees of a licensed

dealer must, on an annual basis, have their background checked and fingerprints taken. Benelli
U.S.A. and Stoeger Industries already perform background checks when first hiring an employee
but by requiring this be repeated each year for its approximately 75 employees would be costly
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and pointless. Is there really a likelihood that a person’s fingerprints would change from year to
year? On a statewide basis, how much would this cost dealers and exactly what benefit would
be derived?

That absence of relationship between the cost and onerous burden of the various provisions in
HB 1257 exists with respect to numerous other provisions in the Bill. For example, HB 1257
contains several provisions relating to record-keeping and reporting of stolen or missing
firearms that are already required by federal law. The Bill is also vague as, for example, when it
states that “A licensed dealer shall report any theft of a firearm. . .immediately [emphasis
added] upon discovering the theft” without defining what is meant by “immediately”. (Within
one minute? Within one hour? That day? Etc.) Federal law requires such reporting within 48
hours.

Beretta U.S.A. occasionally sell firearms to their employees. Under HB 1257, the company
would have to ask an employee to retrieve such a firearm, put a lock on it and then show it to
the fellow employee for purchase. In other words, HB 1257 would require employees who
handle and are around firearms every day to put a lock on a single firearm simply because they
now want to purchase it (and then only at the moment of purchase). This makes no sense and
is another example of how the requirements of HB 1257 are both burdensome and
disconnected from any risk they are intended to address.

HB 1257 is also unrealistic. It requires licensed dealers to obtain at least $2 million in liability
insurance for the acts of another [emphasis again added] and imposes a penalty of up to 3 years
in prison for failure to comply but fails itself to consider what would happen if no insurance
company wanted to write a policy of that type. In fact, insurance companies might be willing to
write coverage for events over which the company has control but would likely laugh at the
notion of being asked by a firearm dealer to issue a $2 million policy to cover the acts of a
criminal. According to the U.S. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, for
firearms recovered at crime scenes (which is only a minute percentage of all firearms ever
sold), the average time between when a licensed dealer sells a firearm and that firearm is
recovered by law enforcement is over 11 years. The firearm in question might have passed
through numerous intervening owners in that time span but HB 1257 would still want the
dealer to obtain insurance to cover misuse of the gun, misuse over which the dealer had, and
could not reasonably be construed as having, control. Firearm dealers have a difficult time now
getting insurance. HB 1257 would guarantee they could not and would send them to prison for
their failure to comply with an impossible administrative burden.

No evidence is adduced proving why the statewide costs and burdens of HB 1257 are justified
by its onerous provisions. HB 1257 is a perfect example of a solution in search of a problem.

For these and other reasons we recommend that HB 1257 be rejected.



