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House Bill 2005 SECTION 4, 5, and 6 burdens constitutionally protected conduct
because possession of firearms and firearm frames and receivers are within the
scope of the Second Amendment’s right to ‘keep and bear Arms’ and the State
legislalture has not shown these firearms and components are not commonly owned
by law-abiding citizens for lawful purposes.

Further, State legislature offers no evidence that these statutes are consistent with
the nation’s history of firearm regulation. The right to keep and bear arms implies a
corresponding right to manufacture arms. Indeed, the right to keep and bear arms
would be meaningless if no individual or entity could manufacture a firearm. Thus, if
possessing untraceable firearms is protected by the Second Amendment, then so too
is manufacturing them.

Limiting the means by which peaceable people acquire arms is about the
unconstitutional and immoral monopolization of power. The State is not entitled to cut
off access to self-manufacturing of arms under the US Constitution's Second
Amendment or Oregon Constitution's Article 1, Section 27.
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