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VERIFIED DECLARATION OF RICHARD (RICK) VASQUEZ

I, Richard (Rick) Vasquez, am competent to state and declare the following based

on my training, experience, personal knowledge and prior qualification by the federal

court as an expert:

1.

I am a former employee of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and
Explosives (“ATF”), where over my 14 year tenure, [ held the titles of senior
Technical Expert, Assistant Chief of the Firearms Technology Branch (“FTB”)
Acting Chief of the FTB, and Acting Chief of the Firearms Training Branch.

In these roles, I was responsible for evaluating firearms, non-firearms, and firearm
accessories, consistent with the Standard Operating Procedures of the FTB, and
making determinations on whether a particular item constituted a firearm, non-
firearm or merely a firearm accessory. Additionally, I provided instruction on
definitions of firearms in the Gun Control Act and the National Firecarms Act, for
ATF.

As a result of my knowledge, experience and training, I have been qualified as an
expert by numerous federal courts, including in the case of U.S. v. One Historic

Arms Model54RCCS, No. 1:09-CV-00192-GET.



. During my tenure with ATF, in my capacity as Assistant Chief of the FTB and the
senior Technical Expert for the ATF, I evaluated the Slide Fire stock and
concluded, consistent with my Slide Fire Analysis (see Exhibit 1), that the Slide
Fire stock was neither a firearm nor machinegun under the Gun Control Act nor
under the National Firearms Act.

. My conclusion that the Slide Fire stock was neither a firearm nor machinegun was
reviewed by ATF Chief Counsel and higher authorities within ATF and affirmed.
I have reviewed the video to be submitted by Firearms Policy Coalition as
Exhibit 28 to its Comment in Docket No. ATF 2017R-22, RIN 1140-AA52.

The video depicts an individual, Adam Kraut, Esq., firing a Slide Fire stock, in
the only three possible ways to fire a bump-stock-device (i.e. (1) single shot with
the Slide Fire stock, locked; (2) single shot with the Slide Fire Stock, unlocked;
and (3) as the NPR describes (83 Fed. Reg. 13444), unlocked, with the shooter
maintaining “constant forward pressure with the non-trigger hand on the barrel-
shroud or fore-grip of the rifle, and constant rearward pressure on the device’s
extension ledge with the shooter’s trigger finger.”

The video fully, explicitly, and accurately depicts the function of bump-stock-
devices, including, but not limited to, the function and operation of the firearm’s
trigger, which is exactingly consistent with my evaluation and review of the Slide
Fire stock during my tenure with ATF and my Slide Fire Analysis (see Exhibit
A).

Specifically, as depicted in the video,



a. The bump-stock-device neither self-acts nor self-regulates, as the bump-
stock never fires, in any of the three possible ways to fire a bump-fire-
device, more than one round, per function of the trigger, even while the
shooter maintained constant pressure on the extension ledge. In fact, as
explicitly and accurately depicted in the slow motion portions, the bump-
stock-device requires two functions of the trigger before a subsequent
round can be discharged (i.e. after the firearm is discharged for the first
time, the trigger must be fully released, reset, and then fully pulled
rearward for a subsequent round to be discharged); '

b. Bump-stock-devices do not permit a continuous firing cycle with a single
pull of the trigger, as the video clearly depicts that the trigger must be
released, reset, and fully pulled rearward before the subsequent round can
be fired; 2

c. The bump-stock-device requires additional physical manipulation of the

trigger by the shooter, as the video clearly depicts that the trigger must be

" Tt must be noted, as made explicitly clear in the slow motion portions of the video, that
the bump-stock-device actually requires over-releasing of the trigger, as the shooter’s
finger travels past the trigger reset by approximately a half-inch, before beginning the
sequence to fire a subsequent round (e.g. video at 3:46 — 3:51; 3:52 — 3:55; 3:56 — 4:00).
Thus, the video makes extremely evident and clear that bump-stock-devices are actually
slower than a trained shooter, as a trained shooter, such as Jerry Miculek, would
immediately begin the sequence to fire a subsequent round after the trigger resets.

* If the device had permitted continuous firing cycle with a single pull of the trigger, the
video would depict a scenario identical to Exhibit 26 of Firearm Policy Coalition’s
Comment (also available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NwQ1laZnVLFA),
where it clearly and accurately depicts the emptying of the entire magazine, while the
shooter maintains constant pressure on the trigger.




released, reset, and fully pulled rearward before the subsequent round can
be fired;

d. Even when the shooter maintains constant forward pressure with the non-
trigger hand on the barrel shroud or fore-grip of the rifle, and maintains
the trigger finger on the device’s extension ledge with constant rearward
pressure, after the first shot is discharged, the trigger must be released,
reset, and pulled completely rearward, before the subsequent round is
discharged. See video at 3:47 —4:01. This is no different than any factory
semi-automatic firearm; and,

e. The bump-stock-device does not permit automatic fire by harnessing the
recoil energy of the firearm. Harnessing the energy would require the
addition of a device such as a spring or hydraulics that could automatically
absorb the recoil and use this energy to activate itself. If it did harness the
recoil energy, the bump-stock equipped firearm in the video would have
continued to fire, while the shooter’s finger remained on the trigger, after
pulling it rearwards without requiring the shooter to release and reset the
trigger and then pull the trigger completely reward for a subsequent round
to be fired.

10. The cyclic rate of a firearm is neither increased nor decreased by the use of a
bump-stock-device, as the cyclic rate of a particular firearm is the mechanical rate
of fire, which can be explained in laymen’s terms as how fast the firearm cycles
(i.e. loads, locks, fires, unlocks, ejects), which is an objective, not subjective,

mechanical standard.



11. A factory semi-automatic and fully-automatic (i.e. machinegun) firearm,
manufactured by the same manufacturer, will have identical cyclic rates, unless
the machinegun version has some form of rate reducing mechanism; whereby, the
machinegun version may have a slower cyclic rate than the semi-automatic
version.

12.  All factory semi-automatic firearms have an inherent ability to be bump fired, as
the act of bump firing is a technique, which does not require any device, and can
be performed through, among other things, the use of one’s finger, belt loop or
rubber band.

13. A firearm in a bumpstock/slidefire stock cannot be a machinegun because it
requires an individual to activate the forward motion of the stock when the
firearm is fired. Additionally, it requires a thought process of the individual to
continually pull the trigger when the stock is pulled forward bringing the trigger

into contact with the finger.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed

20 Unpry

Richard Vasc?ﬁez

on June 18, 2018.




Exhibit A



Slide Fire Analysis
Rick Vasquez

When ATF makes a classification on any device, part, or firearm, the classification
is based on the definitions in the Gun Control Act (GCA) and the National
Firearms Act (NFA). Also, classifications are based on any previous Rulings or
court decisions based on the GCA and the NFA.

The task of making evaluations is relegated to the Firearms Technology Branch
(FTB). As the senior Technical Expert for ATF it was my role to render an opinion
or concur or disagree with opinions rendered by technicians of the FTB. In relation
to the Slide Fire examination, since it was submitted as a device that would
enhance the rate of fire of an AR type firearm, the predominant definition used by
FTB for classification was the definition of a machinegun

The complete definition of a machinegun is as follows:

As defined in 26 United States Code, Chapter 53, section 5845(b) Machinegun.
The term 'machinegun’ means any weapon which shoots, is designed to shoot, or
can be readily restored to shoot, automatically more than one shot, without manual
reloading, by a single function of the trigger. The term shall also include the frame
or receiver of any such weapon, any part designed and intended solely and
exclusively, or combination of parts designed and intended, for use in converting a
weapon into a machinegun, and any combination of parts from which a
machinegun can be assembled if such parts are in the possession or under the
control of a person.

The first sentence of the definition of a machinegun_designed to shoot, or can be
readily restored to shoot, automatically more than one shot, without manual
reloading, by a single function of the trigger,” is the basis for the determination
that a slide fire stock is not a machinegun. Additionally, it was not classified as,
any part designed and intended solely and exclusively, or combination of parts
designed and intended for use in converting a weapon into a machinegun, a
conversion device.

Another key component in determining what should be classified as a machinegun
is understanding what a single function of the trigger is. Pulling and releasing of
the trigger is two functions. The single function is pulling the trigger straight to the
rear and causing a weapon to fire. If a shooter initially pulls and holds the trigger
to the rear and a firearm continues to shoot continuously, that is a firearm shooting



more than one shot with the single function of a trigger. This is critical to
understanding why or why not a firearm is classified as a machinegun.

The Slide Fire does not fire automatically with a single pull/function of the trigger.
It is designed to reciprocate back and forth from the inertia of the fired cartridge.
When firing a weapon with a Slide Fire, the trigger finger sits on a shelf and the
trigger is pulled into the trigger finger. Once the rifle fires the weapon, due to the
push and pull action of the stock and rifle, the rifle will reciprocate sufficiently to
recock and reset the trigger. It then reciprocates forward and the freshly cocked
weapon fires again when the trigger strikes the finger on its forward travel.

After lengthy analysis, ATF could not classify the slide fire as a machinegun or a
machinegun conversion device, as it did not fit the definition of a machinegun as
stated in the GCA and NFA.

Method of Evaluation:

An item that has been submitted for classification is logged in and assigned to a
firearm enforcement officer (technician) for evaluation and classification. A
tracking number is assigned and it awaits its place in the queue.

The following are procedures for how items were evaluated when I was a member
of the Firearms Technology Branch. There may have been changes to those
processes so I can only speak to the processes during the timeframe that I was
employed at FTB.

Firearms and firearm-related accessories are submitted to the FTB for analysis
from the public and firearms industry. The item is generally accompanied by a
letter of request on how the submitter wants the item to be classified as. There are
many categories of classification. For example: Is it an importable firearm? Is it a
sporting firearm? Will it shoot automatically and be classified as a machinegun?
Does a component fit the definition of an accessory or a firearm, and so forth.

Housed in the FTB are Standard Operation Procedures (SOPs) that memorialize
the method of evaluation for most things that are submitted. Once a technician
begins the evaluation, he will follow these SOPs in his evaluation. Many of the
items submitted are redundant and have been seen time and time again. These
items are reviewed and approved by the supervisor and the evaluation is over. For
example, handguns for importation have a factoring criteria that must meet certain
points to be imported.



Items such as the Slide Fire bump fire stock is a device that would have had
additional scrutiny, especially since a device of this nature had not been previously
approved. Once again, any evaluation is based on the definitions held in the GCA,
NFA, previous opinions and rulings. These laws were implemented by Congress.
Rulings and opinions were authored by council with input from the Department of
Treasury and the Department of Justice.

The definition of a machinegun as stated above was used for the foundation of the
classification of the Slide Fire and it did not meet the definition of a machinegun.

This opinion was sent to Chief Counsel and higher authority for review. After
much study on how the device operates, the opinion, based on definitions in the
GCA and NFA, was that the Slide Fire was not a machinegun nor a firearm, and,
therefore, did not require any regulatory control.

Conclusion:

The methodology of evaluation listed above has been condensed for the reader.
ATF is tasked with making classifications of items based on the GCA and NFA.
Personal opinions are not tolerated in the classification process. The Slide Fire
bump fire stock was properly classified in accordance with the definitions codified
in 1968 in the GCA and Title II of the GCA which is the NFA.

Rick Vasquez
Former Assistant Chief and Acting Chief of the Firearms Technology Branch
Firearms Consultant and Security Advisor



