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Senate Finance Committee

April 27th, 2026

Chairs and Members of the Committee:

On behalf of the Minnesota Gun Owners Caucus—the state’s largest grassroots Second
Amendment organization representing thousands of law-abiding firearm owners across
Minnesota—we respectfully submit this letter in strong opposition to SF 3655.

SF 3655 imposes categorical bans on some of the most commonly owned firearms and standard-
capacity magazines in the United States. This bill prohibits the future sale and transfer of widely
owned semiautomatic firearms based on features that do not change the mechanical function of
the firearm, but are used to classify them as “assault weapons”, and this bill further criminalizes the
possession of magazines capable of holding more than ten rounds despite the fact that such
magazines are factory standard for many of the most commonly owned handguns and rifles in
circulation today.

For current owners, this bill goes even further. SF 3655 conditions continued possession of lawfully
acquired property on compliance with burdensome regulatory schemes, including registration
requirements, ongoing conditions, and, in some cases, provisions that raise serious concerns
about warrantless inspection of private homes. In doing so, these measures convert ordinary, law-
abiding Minnesotans into potential felons for possessing property that is widely owned and has long
been considered lawful.

These provisions raise significant constitutional concerns.

The Supreme Court has made clear that the Second Amendment protects arms that are “in
common use” for lawful purposes such as self-defense. Semiautomatic firearms regardless of the
features identified in these bills fall squarely within that category. They are among the most
commonly owned firearms in the country and are possessed by millions of Americans, including
hundreds of thousands of Minnesotans.

In New York State Rifle & Pistol Association v. Bruen, the Court reaffirmed that when the Second
Amendment’s text covers the conduct at issue, the government must demonstrate that its
regulation is consistent with the Nation’s historical tradition of firearm regulation. There is no
historical tradition of banning commonly possessed firearms or standard-capacity magazines, nor
of conditioning their possession on invasive regulatory schemes.
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Against that backdrop, itis difficult to reconcile these categorical bans with binding constitutional

precedent.

Beyond the constitutional concerns, SF 3655 is also unlikely to achieve its stated public safety
goals.

Proponents often point to the 1994 federal assault weapons ban as evidence of effectiveness.
However, national crime data shows that gun homicide rates were already declining before the ban
took effect. That decline continued during the ten years the ban was in place, as did non-firearm
violent crime, and those trends continued for years after the ban expired. The significant increase in
violent crime did not coincide with the expiration of that policy but occurred nearly fifteen years
later.

Correlation is not causation.

Here in Minnesota, rifles of any kind whether hunting rifles, target rifles, or those labeled “assault
weapons” account for only a small fraction of homicides each year. The policies proposed in SF
3655 do not target the primary drivers of violent crime.

More importantly, they would not have prevented the tragedy at Annunciation. The attacker had
access to multiple firearms and magazines not covered by these restrictions. The uncomfortable
truth is that focusing on a subset of firearms does not address the underlying factors that lead to
acts of violence.

History also demonstrates that broad prohibitions on commonly owned items do not eliminate
them. They shift possessions away from law-abiding individuals while having limited impact on
those already willing to ignore the law. Criminals do not comply with these restrictions.

Ordinary people do.

And it is ordinary, law-abiding Minnesotans who would bear the burden of these policies through
criminal liability, regulatory compliance, and the loss of property that is currently lawful to possess.

If the goal is truly to reduce violence and prevent future tragedies, policy efforts should be directed
toward the individuals who pose a demonstrated risk. That includes strengthening early
intervention mechanisms, improving threat identification and reporting systems, and investing in
school safety measures that are effective regardless of the method of attack.

These are strategies that address the root causes of violence and have the potential to prevent
harm before it occurs.
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Public safety is a serious responsibility. Expanding felony law to criminalize the possession of
commonly owned property does not meaningfully address violent offenders, and risks diverting

attention from solutions that could.

SF 3655 bans arms and components in common use, criminalizes ordinary possession, and
conflicts directly with binding Supreme Court precedent.

For these reasons, we respectfully urge you to vote NO on SF 3655.

Sincerely,
Bryan Strawser Anna Leamy Director
Chair Government Relations & Advocacy
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