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VICTIMS’ RECOVERY LAW CENTER 
BY: DAVID P. THIRUSELVAM, ESQUIRE 
 KEITH WEST, ESQUIRE 
Attorney ID Nos. 61815/317426 
The North American Building 
121 South Broad Street, 18th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 
(215) 546-1433 - Telephone 
david@victimrecoverylaw.com 
keith@victimrecoverylaw.com   Attorneys for the Plaintiffs 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
MARIA BALBUENA, Individually and as  : COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
Administrator of the Estate of JUAN : FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
CARLOS ROBLES-CORONA, Deceased : OF PENNSYLVANIA 
1711 Wards Ferry Road #9   :  
Lynchburg, VA 24502   : MAJOR JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
      : 

v.     : _____________ TERM, 2024 
      : 
S.T., a Minor, PP# 1223397   : No. __________________ 
8101 State Road    : 
Philadelphia, PA 19136   : 
 and     : 
ASIA M. DAVIS    : 
1701 W. Bristol Street   : 
Philadelphia, PA 19140   : 

[Continued on Next Page] 
NOTICE  

You have been sued in court. If you wish to defend against 
the claims set forth in the following pages, you must take 
action within twenty (20) days after this complaint and 
notice are served, by entering a written appearance 
personally or by attorney and filing in writing with the court 
your defenses or objections to the claims set forth against 
you. You are warned that if you fail to do so the case may 
proceed without you and a judgment may be entered against 
you by the court without further notice for any money 
claimed in the complaint or for any other claim or relief 
requested by the plaintiff. You may lose money or property 
or other rights important to you. 
You should take this paper to your lawyer at once. If you do 
not have a lawyer or cannot afford one, go to or telephone 
the office set forth below to find out where you can get legal 
help. 
Philadelphia Bar Association Lawyer Referral and 
Information Service One Reading Center Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 19107  
(215) 238-6333 TTY (215) 451-6197 
 

AVISO 
Le han demandado en la corte. Si usted quiere defenderse de 
estas demandas expuestas en las paginas siguientes, usted 
tiene veinte (20) dias de plazo al partir de la fecha de la 
demanda y la notificacion. Hace falta ascentar una 
comparencia escrita o en persona o con un abogado y entregar 
a la corte en forma escrita sus defensas o sus objeciones a las 
demandas en contra de su persona. Sea avisado que si usted 
no se defiende, la corte tomara medidas y puede continuar la 
demanda en contra suya sin previo aviso o notificacion. 
Ademas, la corte puede decider a favor del demandante y 
requiere que usted cumpla con todas las provisiones de esta 
demanda. Usted puede perder dinero o sus propiedades u 
otros derechos importantes para usted. 
Lleve esta demanda a un abogado immediatamente. Si no 
tiene abogado o si no tiene el dinero suficiente de pagar tal 
servicio. Vaya en persona o llame por telefono a la oficina cuya 
direccion se encuentra escrita abajo para averiguar donde se 
puede conseguir asistencia legal. 
Asociacion De Licenciados De Filadelfia ServicioDe Referencia 
E Informacion, 
Filadelfia, Pennsylvania 19107  
(215) 238-6333 TTY (215) 451-6197 
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POLYMER 80 INC.    :  
134 Lakes Bouelvard    : 
Dayton, NV 89403    : 
 and     : 
JOHN DOE(S) FIREARM SELLER(S),  : 
FIREARM OWNER(S), FIREARM   :  
DISTRUBUTOR(S), FIREARM   : 
MANUFACTURER(S), SHOOTERER(S) : 
AND ACCOMPLICES(S)   :  
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT 
 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, Maria Balbuena, Individually and as Administrator of the 

Estate of Juan Carlos Robles-Corona, Deceased, makes the following allegations on 

information and belief:  

Parties 

1. Plaintiff, Maria Balbuena (“Plaintiff”), is the mother of Juan Carlos Robles-

Corona and currently resides at the above-captioned address. 

2. Juan Carlos Robles-Corona (“Plaintiff’s Decedent”) was born on February 3, 

2007, and died on April 4, 2022, just over 15 years old, of gun violence caused and 

perpetuated by the negligent, careless, reckless, wrongful, and outrageous actions of the 

Defendants. 

3. On January 23, 2024, Plaintiff, was appointed by the Register’s Office of 

Philadelphia County as the Administrator Plaintiff’s Decedent’s Estate, as shown by the 

Letters of Administration attached hereto at Exhibit “A.” 

4. Defendant, S.T., PP# 1223397 (“Defendant S.T.”), on information and belief 

is currently 16 years old and is currently incarcerated in Alternative and Special Detention 

at 8101 State Road, Philadelphia, PA 19136.  
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5. Defendant S.T. is referred to herein by initials because he is a minor.  

6. On information and belief, Defendant, Asia M. Davis, is the mother and/or 

legal guardian and/or natural guardian of Defendant S.T., and at all times relevant hereto 

was responsible for him and resides at the above-captioned address.  

7. Defendant, Polymer80 Inc. (“Defendant Polymer80”), has a principal place 

of business and headquarters located at the above-captioned address and is a 

corporation, business name, or other jural entity that that has at all times relevant hereto 

regularly conducted business in Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania.  

8. Defendant John Doe Firearm Seller(s) is/are any person or entity involved in 

selling the firearm used in the murder of Plaintiff’s Decedent, whose name is currently 

unknown to Plaintiffs despite a reasonable investigation.  

9. Defendant John Doe Firearm Owner(s) is/are any person or entity involved in 

owning or possession the firearm used in the murder of Plaintiff’s Decedent, whose name 

is currently unknown to Plaintiffs despite a reasonable investigation. 

10. Defendant John Doe Firearm Distributor(s) is/are any person or entity 

involved in distribution or commerce of the firearm used in the murder of Plaintiff’s 

Decedent, whose name is currently unknown to Plaintiffs despite a reasonable 

investigation. 

11. Defendant John Doe Shooter(s) is/are any person who shot a firearm at 

Plaintiff’s Decedent, whose name is currently unknown to Plaintiffs despite a reasonable 

investigation. 
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12. Defendant John Doe Accomplice(s) is/are any person who was an 

accomplice or conspirator or aided and abetted the murder of Plaintiff’s Decedent, whose 

name is currently unknown to Plaintiffs despite a reasonable investigation. 

Material Facts 

 13. Defendant S.T. has been arrested for murdering Plaintiff’s Decedent on April 

4, 2022, in the City of Philadelphia, using a “ghost gun” advertised, produced, sold, and 

distributed by Defendant Polymer80. 

 14. On information and belief, the weapon used by Defendant S.T. was a model 

PF940V2 (“the subject Polymer80”), an unserialized handgun that is manufactured, 

advertised, distributed, and sold directly online by Defendant Polymer80, as well as 

numerous affiliate and associate third-party entities, none of which follow Pennsylvania 

law with regards to ensuring that firearms are not entrusted, sold, or furnished to persons 

deemed unfit under Pennsylvania law, such as minors. 

 15. Defendant Polymer80’s ghost guns are also sold in person in the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the City of Philadelphia through Defendant 

Polymer80 and its affiliate and associate third-party entities, none of which follow 

Pennsylvania law with regards to ensuring that firearms are not entrusted, sold, or 

furnished to persons deemed unfit under Pennsylvania law, such as minors. 

 16. Defendant Polymer80 regularly, intentionally, and systematically advertises, 

distributes, and sells its products into the City of Philadelphia.  

 17. At the time when Defendant S.T. allegedly murdered Plaintiff’s Decedent, 

Defendant S.T. was 14 years old, and Plaintiff’s Decedent was 15 years old. 
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 18 Defendant S.T. is currently being held for trial in the Philadelphia Court of 

Common Pleas on murder and firearms charges related to the slaying of Plaintiffs’ 

Decedent; specifically, Defendant S.T. has been charged with the following crimes under 

Pennsylvania law related to this incident: 

• 18 Pa. C.S. § 2502; 

• 18 Pa. C.S. § 903(c); 

• 18 Pa. C.S. § 6106(a)(1); 

• 18 Pa. C.S. § 6108; 

• 18 Pa. C.S. § 6110.1(a); and  

• 18 Pa. C.S. § 907(a). 

19. At approximately 2:40 PM on April 4, 2022, Defendant S.T., using the subject 

Polymer80, shot and killed Plaintiff’s Decedent at or near 2215 N. 15th Street in the City of 

Philadelphia. 

20. Plaintiff’s Decedent was transported to Temple University Hospital and was 

pronounced dead at around 3:00 PM on April 4, 2022. 

21. Plaintiff’s Decedent suffered immeasurable pain and suffering from the time 

of the shooting until the time of his death.  

22. Plaintiff’s Decedent had been walking home from school and was near the 

home that he shared with his family, including his mother, Plaintiff, when he was shot 

without provocation by Defendant S.T., using the subject Polymer80. 

23. Plaintiff’s Decedent died wearing his school backpack, full of class notes, 

homework, and textbooks.  
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24. Defendant S.T. was, at the time, on crime spree — facilitated by the subject 

Polymer80 — and had carjacked an occupied vehicle the day before, using the subject 

Polymer80.  

25. For a significant period of time, Defendant S.T. had been displaying a course 

of conduct that did or should have placed his legal guardian, Defendant, Asia M. Davis 

(“Defendant Davis”), on notice that he posed an imminent mortal danger to others and 

required adequate and appropriate supervision. 

26. On information and belief, the course of conduct of Defendant S.T. in the 

months prior to Plaintiff’s Decedent’s murder included skipping school, openly 

brandishing illegal firearms and drugs, using drugs, committing violent crimes, and openly 

being a member of a violent street gang. 

27. Despite these clear indications that Defendant S.T. required appropriate 

supervision, Defendant Davis ignored all of this and continued to allow Defendant S.T. to 

roam the streets unsupervised, including during school hours, to continue committing 

violent crimes. 

28. Defendant S.T., as a minor, could not legally be sold or furnished with the 

subject Polymer80 (or any “kit” to put together the subject Polymer80) pursuant to 

Pennsylvania state law.  

29. At all times relevant hereto, Defendant Polymer80 and John Doe(s) Firearm 

Sellers, Distributors, and Manufacturers (collectively, “the Ghost Gun Defendants”), 

manufactured, advertised, and sold firearm kits that are quickly and easily assembled into 

complete and fully-functional firearms, like the subject Polymer80. 

Case ID: 240400689



 7 

30. As explained in a written opinion issued by the Pennsylvania Attorney 

General on December 16, 2019, a copy of which is attached hereto at Exhibit “B,” ghost 

gun kits — such as the one manufactured, advertised, and sold by the Ghost Gun 

Defendants that was easily converted into the subject Polymer80 — are “firearms” as that 

term is used by the Pennsylvania Uniform Firearms Act. 

31. As such, the Ghost Gun Defendants could not legally manufacture, 

advertise, or sell their ghost gun kits to Pennsylvania without complying with all 

Pennsylvania state laws applicable to firearms.  

32. The ghost guns sold by the Ghost Gun Defendants, such as the subject 

Polymer80, are sold in disassembled form and then quickly assembled into unserialized 

fully functional guns by purchasers, at home, using common household tools.  

33. The Ghost Gun Defendants business model is to sell firearms in the “ghost 

gun” format so that they may sell firearms without conducting a background check, and so 

that they can reap they improper profits of selling firearms to persons who cannot legally 

acquire a firearms or “ghost guns” under Pennsylvania law, including minors, the mentally 

ill, and persons with a history of felony convictions. 

34. In 2022 alone, the Philadelphia Police Department recovered over 575 ghost 

guns while conducting criminal investigations, which has been increasingly yearly.  

35. The vast majority of ghost guns recovered in criminal investigations in 

Philadelphia are Polymer80 guns. The City of Philadelphia has claimed that 87 percent of 

the ghost guns recovered in Philadelphia in 2023 were Polymer80 guns. 
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36. The Ghost Gun Defendants, unlike licensed firearm dealers, do not maintain 

records of their sales or customers in accordance with the Pennsylvania Uniform Firearms 

Act (“PUFA”), the Commonwealth’s principal gun law.  

37. It is clear that the Ghost Gun Defendants are intentionally selling firearms, 

such as the subject Polymer80, to unfit persons such as minors, the mentally ill, and 

felons, which foreseeably has resulted in a tragic proliferation of gun violence in the City of 

Philadelphia in recent years. 

38. Despite their growing popularity, the ghost guns sold by the Ghost Gun 

Defendants are illegal under Pennsylvania law. The firearm sales requirements contained 

in PUFA are intended to deter gun violence by requiring that guns are only sold by 

responsible sellers to responsible buyers. Claiming that their products are not firearms, 

the Ghost Gun Defendants sell firearm kits and frame blanks — products that are designed 

and marketed with the sole purpose of producing functional guns —to Philadelphia 

customers without following applicable firearm regulations. They do not conduct 

background checks. They do not properly record sales. They do not abide by the provisions 

of PUFA. 

39.  The Ghost Gun Defendants negligently, careless, recklessly, and 

outrageously flout these laws, as the unserialized firearm kits they sell are legally firearms 

and subject to state laws applicable to the sale and marketing of firearms. 

40. Upon information and belief, the unserialized Polymer80 firearm used in the 

ambush attack of Plaintiff’s Decedent, i.e., the subject Polymer80, was originally 

purchased as a kit in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, either from Defendant Polymer80 directly 
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or one of Polymer80’s third party distributors, who sold it without performing a background 

check. 

41. The Ghost Gun Defendants sold Polymer80 ghost gun kits without serial 

numbers and without taking reasonable steps to ensure that purchasers are legally 

allowed to purchase or possess firearms, despite knowing that their deadly products are 

especially attractive to criminals and would likely and foreseeably end up in the hands of 

dangerous persons prohibited from legally owning firearms under Pennsylvania state law.  

42. The Ghost Gun Defendants sold Polymer80 ghost gun kits fully 

understanding that they were violating Pennsylvania law and that their firearms would end 

up in the streets of Philadelphia in the hands of tragically misguided and undersupervised 

minors, such as Defendant S.T., who would foreseeably use firearms such as the subject 

Polymber80 in the commission of violent felonies such as the murder of Plaintiff’s 

Decedent.  

43. The Ghost Gun Defendants have knowingly created a public safety crisis in 

the City of Philadelphia by intentionally placing firearms in the hands of unfit persons such 

as minors, the mentally ill, and persons with a history of felony convictions, in flagrant and 

knowing violation of Pennsylvania law. 

44. The Ghost Gun Defendants have acted with recklessness and malice 

towards all Philadelphians by knowingly violating Pennsylvania gun safety laws in 

conscious disregard for the physical safety of the people of Philadelphia. 

45. At all times relevant hereto, the Ghost Gun Defendants have misrepresented 

their products as somehow legal, whereas they knew that their products could only be 
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lawfully sold if they adhered to all conditions attaching to the sale of firearms under 

Pennsylvania law, which they intentionally did not do.  

46. The Ghost Gun Defendants’ method of distribution and marketing — direct 

to purchasers with no formal background check necessary and untraceable to the 

authorities, and indirect through resellers without a serial number or any reasonable 

measures to ensure sales only to eligible purchasers — was foreseeably attractive to a 

person with the background of Defendant S.T., who could not have obtained a firearm from 

any company or person that did comply with Pennsylvania law. 

47. At all times relevant hereto, Plaintiff’s Decedent acted in a reasonable and 

responsible manner and neither Plaintiff nor Plaintiff’s Decedent did or omitted anything 

which was in any manner casually related to causing Plaintiff’s Decedent’s death.  

Count One – Negligence 
Plaintiff v. Defendant S.T. and John Doe(s) 

 
48. Plaintiff incorporates by reference, as though fully set forth herein, all other 

paragraphs contained in this Civil Action Complaint. 

49. The negligent actions of Defendant S.T., acting as aforesaid in causing 

several bullets to enter Plaintiff’s Decedent’s body, was tortious. 

50. To the extent that Defendant S.T.’s state of mind is a question of fact 

unknowable to Plaintiff, it is pleaded alternatively that Defendant S.T. failed to fulfill his 

duty to behave in a safe manner while in possession of a firearm and/or may have lacked 

the capacity to form an intent to harm Plaintiff’s Decedent due to his youth or for another 

reason presently unknown to Plaintiff.  
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51. As a result of the negligent actions of Defendant S.T., he is liable to Plaintiff 

for causing Plaintiff’s Decedent’s death. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, Maria Balbuena, Individually and as Administrator of the 

Estate of Juan Carlos Robles-Corona, Deceased, demands judgment against Defendant, 

S.T., jointly and/or severally with the other Defendants, for a sum in excess of Fifty 

Thousand ($50,000.00) Dollars, plus interest and costs.  

Count Two – Assault and Battery 
Plaintiff v. Defendant S.T. and John Doe(s) 

 
52. Plaintiff incorporates by reference, as though fully set forth herein, all other 

paragraphs contained in this Civil Action Complaint. 

53. The wrongful actions of Defendant S.T., acting as aforesaid in causing 

several bullets to enter Plaintiff’s Decedent’s body, was tortious. 

54. To the extent that Defendant S.T.’s state of mind is a question of fact 

unknowable to Plaintiff, it is pleaded alternatively that Defendant S.T. intentionally harmed 

Plaintiff’s Decedent and placed him in reasonable apprehension of his physical safety. 

55. As a result of the assault and battery committed by Defendant S.T., he is 

liable to Plaintiff for causing Plaintiff’s Decedent’s death. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, Maria Balbuena, Individually and as Administrator of the 

Estate of Juan Carlos Robles-Corona, Deceased, demands judgment against Defendant, 

S.T., jointly and/or severally with the other Defendants, for a sum in excess of Fifty 

Thousand ($50,000.00) Dollars, plus interest and costs.  
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Count Three – Negligence 
Plaintiff v. Defendant, Asia M. Davis and John Doe(s) 

56. Plaintiff incorporates by reference, as though fully set forth herein, all other 

paragraphs contained in this Civil Action Complaint. 

57. On information and belief, Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Davis was 

negligent in the performance of her duties as Defendant S.T.’s legal and physical guardian 

and parent.  

58. The injuries and damages suffered by the Plaintiff’s Decedent were due to 

the negligence of Defendant Davis and would not have occurred had she acted reasonably 

in monitoring and supervising Defendant S.T., her minor child. 

59. The negligence of Defendant Davis, acting on her own and by and through 

her minor children or agents, consisted of the following: 

a. failure to take reasonable safety and security measures to ensure the 

safety and well-being of individuals such as the Plaintiff’s Decedent by monitoring her 

minor child; 

b. failure to take reasonable measures to protect individuals such as the 

Plaintiff’s Decedent from highly foreseeable violent harm and/or crimes committed by her 

minor child; 

c. failure to take reasonable measures to safely store and secure 

dangerous weapons and ammunition, especially with minor children present in the home; 

d. creating a dangerous condition by allowing her unsupervised minor to 

roam the streets while in possession of a loaded handgun;  
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e. failing to have in place reasonable, affirmative and precautionary 

steps/ measures/ policies/ procedures to monitor and control her minor child despite prior 

illegal acts that reasonably placed Defendant Davis on notice that Defendant S.T. was 

likely to commit violent crime;  

f. negligent failure to supervise, monitor and control the actions of 

minor children in her care; 

g. failing to inquire of behavior of her child and ensuring the child 

maintained his behavior in accordance with the local laws/ ordinances; 

h. violating the duties imposed her as parent of a minor child pursuant 

to state and local ordinances as adopted in Pennsylvania and Philadelphia; 

i. failing to take reasonable precautions to protect Plaintiff’s Decedent 

against the harmful acts of minors in her care and custody, which were, or should have 

been reasonably anticipated and foreseen; and 

j. failing to properly inquire, screen, and monitor the negative 

influences of other minors or adults on her child which resulted in foreseeable criminal 

activity. 

59. As a direct and proximate result of the negligence Defendant Davis, acting on 

her own and by and through her agents and/or employees, acting within the scope of their 

agency and/or employment, Plaintiff’s Decedent suffered severe, permanent, and 

catastrophic injuries, leading to his death. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, Maria Balbuena, Individually and as Administrator of the 

Estate of Juan Carlos Robles-Corona, Deceased, demands judgment against Defendant, 
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Asia M. Davis, jointly and/or severally with the other Defendants, for a sum in excess of 

Fifty Thousand ($50,000.00) Dollars, plus interest and costs.  

Count Four — Negligence 
Plaintiff v. the Ghost Gun Defendants 

60. Plaintiff incorporates by reference, as though fully set forth herein, all other 

paragraphs contained in this Civil Action Complaint. 

61. At all relevant times, the Ghost Gun Defendants were subject to the general 

duty imposed on all persons and entities to act reasonably not to expose others to 

reasonably foreseeable risks of injury. 

62.  In fact, as sellers of ghost gun kits and unfinished frames and receivers, the 

Ghost Gun Defendants are subject to the highest duty of care because of the danger that 

their products can cause catastrophic and/or mortal injury and promote violent crime.  

63.  The Ghost Gun Defendants had a duty to exercise reasonable care in 

marketing, distributing, and selling ghost gun kits and components and to refrain from 

engaging in any activity creating reasonably foreseeable risks of injury to others. A breach 

of such a duty constitutes negligence. 

64. The Ghost Gun Defendants had a duty to comply with all Pennsylvania laws 

pertaining to firearms in marketing, distributing, and selling ghost gun kits and components 

and to refrain from engaging in any activity creating reasonably foreseeable risks of injury 

to others. A breach of such a duty constitutes negligence per se. 

65.  The Ghost Gun Defendants acted illegally, negligently, recklessly, with 

malice and oppression, despicably, and in conscious disregard for the health and safety of 

others, when they sold and injected into the market the firearm kit and components that 
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were thereafter finished and assembled into the operable firearm used to ambush and 

shoot Plaintiff’s Decedent. 

66.  At all relevant times, the Ghost Gun Defendants’ negligent, reckless, 

despicable, and malicious conduct, and their conscious disregard for the health and 

safety of others, included: 

 a.  The Ghost Gun Defendants knew that under PUFA, any individual or 

dealer selling a handgun is required to sell or transfer it at the place of business of a 

licensed dealer or county sheriff’s office and that that background checks prior to the 

purchase of firearms and serialization of firearms were required by Pennsylvania law. The 

Ghost Gun Defendants knew that background checks and serialization of firearms are 

effective measures in preventing and reducing violent crimes. They knew that these were 

important safety requirements. At all times, the Ghost Gun Defendants knew or should 

have known that the proliferation of ghost guns was a problem in Pennsylvania, especially 

in Philadelphia, and was contributing to criminal conduct in Pennsylvania and in 

Philadelphia. They knew or should have known that selling unserialized ghost guns kits 

without background checks would attract would-be criminals as purchasers. They knew or 

should have known that selling unserialized ghost gun kits without background checks 

would provide to minors, the mentally ill, and felons, who otherwise were prohibited from 

owning weapons, easy access to firearms capable of inflicting great bodily injury or death. 

They knew or should have known that selling unserialized ghost gun kits without 

background checks would enable, empower, and/or embolden criminals to commit violent 

crimes that they would not otherwise have committed. They knew or should have known 
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that continued sales of firearms without background checks or serialization would likely 

cause bodily injury and/or death to innocent people, such as Plaintiff. 

 b. The Ghost Gun Defendants knew that under PUFA, transfers of all 

firearms by a licensed dealer are subject to an instant records check of the purchaser. The 

purchaser must sign a transfer application/record of sale for the purchase of a 

handgun.  The Ghost Gun Defendants knowingly, intentionally, and maliciously violated 

these Pennsylvania laws so that they could earn profits by selling directly to a population 

who were prohibited from obtaining firearms in Pennsylvania — i.e., minors, the mentally 

ill, and criminals — due to the heightened risk that they would use firearms to commit 

violent crime.  

 c.  Despite their knowledge, the Ghost Gun Defendants intentionally 

designed, constituted, packaged, marketed, advertised, and sold ghost gun kits to 

Pennsylvania and Philadelphia. In fact, they went even further by intentionally designing, 

constituting, packaging, marketing, advertising, and selling ghost gun kits in such a manner 

as to make it easy for people with no special equipment or training to quickly assemble a 

finished and usable firearm. The Ghost Gun Defendants intentionally designed, 

constituted, packaged, marketed, advertised, and sold ghost gun kits in a manner intend to 

mislead people that their products were not regulated as “firearms” under PUFA, thus 

encouraging violent crime and seeking to undermine Pennsylvania’s important gun safety 

laws.  

 d. Despite their knowledge that their ghost gun kits were especially 

attractive to minors and criminals, and that this would inevitably result in serious injury or 
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death to innocent people, the Ghost Gun Defendants intentionally chose not to take any 

reasonable steps to verify (or require resellers to attempt to verify) that purchasers or 

subsequent transferees were not legally prohibited from purchasing or possessing a 

firearm, and/or unfit to safely possess a firearm. 

 e. The Ghost Gun Defendants chose to overlook the highly foreseeable 

and even inevitable risk that a number of those who chose to buy their ghost guns would be 

minors and criminals who otherwise would not have gained access to such untraceable 

guns, that a number of those buyers would attack innocent people using the ghost guns, 

and that a number of those attacks would result in serious injuries or deaths that otherwise 

would not have occurred. They chose to overlook this harm, and to intentionally embrace 

it, because they wanted to keep selling ghost guns and making money from those sales. 

They valued their profits over the lives of innocent people, and this conduct was 

outrageous, despicable and shocking to the conscience. 

67.  The Ghost Gun Defendants’ negligence was a direct and proximate cause of 

harm to Plaintiff, by causing and allowing the shooter to gain unlawful possession of a 

Polymer80 ghost gun firearm, which he chose to use and did use to ambush Plaintiff’s 

Decedent.  

68.  The knowing violations of law by the Ghost Gun Defendants were a direct 

and proximate cause of the injuries to Plaintiff.  PUFA and Pennsylvania’s gun safety laws 

in general are intended to protect public safety by preventing the sale and transfer of 

firearms to dangerous persons, including especially to minors and individuals with 
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disqualifying criminal records, and preventing access to and use of unsafe handguns 

across the Commonwealth and in Philadelphia. The Ghost Gun Defendants flouted those 

laws for profit, and consciously disregarded the known and foreseeable risks of its 

business practices, and in so doing, directly and proximately caused injury to Plaintiff’s 

Decedent, who as a shooting victim was within the class of persons these laws were 

designed to protect, and suffered the type of harm the laws are designed to protect 

against. 

69.  As a direct and proximate result of the negligence, recklessness, and 

wrongful and outrageous conduct of the Ghost Gun Defendants, acting on their own and 

acting by and through their agents and/or employees, acting within the scope of their 

agency and/or employment, Plaintiff’s Decedent suffered severe, permanent, and 

catastrophic injuries, leading to his death. 

70. Due to the outrageous nature of the Ghost Gun Defendants’ conduct, 

Plaintiff request for the jury to award an amount of punitive damages against them that the 

finds appropriate.  

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, Maria Balbuena, Individually and as Administrator of the 

Estate of Juan Carlos Robles-Corona, Deceased, demands judgment against 

Defendants, Polymer80 Inc., and John Doe(s) Firearm Sellers, Distributors, and 

Manufacturers, jointly and/or severally, for compensatory and punitive damages, exclusive 

of prejudgment interest, costs, and postjudgment interest in excess of the local arbitration 

limits of $50,000.00.  
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Count Five — Wrongful Death 
Plaintiff v. All Defendants 

71. Plaintiff incorporates all other paragraphs contained in this Complaint as if 

set forth herein at length. 

72. The tortious conduct of the Defendants as set forth in this Complaint is 

incorporated herein as if set forth at length.   

73. As a direct, factual and proximate result of the tortious conduct of all of the 

Defendants (individually and collectively), Plaintiffs’ Decedent suffered severe injuries 

resulting in his death. 

74. As a direct, factual and proximate result of the conduct of all of the 

Defendants (individually and collectively), Plaintiffs’ Decedent died on or about April 4, 

2022. 

75. As a direct, factual and proximate result of the conduct of all of the 

Defendants (individually and collectively), Plaintiffs’ Decedent sustained conscious 

physical, mental, emotional, and psychological pain and suffering between the time of his 

assault up to his death, including the impending fear of death.  

76. As a direct, factual and proximate result of the conduct of all of the 

Defendants (individually and collectively), Plaintiffs bring this Wrongful Death Action on 

behalf of the Plaintiffs’ Decedent’s Estate, under and by virtue of the Wrongful Death Act, 

the applicable Rules of Civil Procedure and applicable case law and demands all damages 

recoverable under the Wrongful Death Act.  
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77. As a direct, factual and proximate result of the conduct of all of the 

Defendants (individually and collectively), Plaintiff hereby claim all pecuniary losses, 

hospital, medical, funeral, burial and estate administration expenses. 

 78. Plaintiff claims all damages available to Plaintiffs’ Decedent’s intestate 

heirs/beneficiaries known to Plaintiff at this time, i.e., Plaintiff’s mother, Maria Balbuena, 

and father, Juan Carlos Robles-Corona Sr., both currently residing at 1711 Wards Ferry 

Road #9, Lynchburg, VA 24502, and all damages recoverable to each both individually and 

as Plaintiffs’ Decedent’s intestate heirs/beneficiaries.  

 79. As a direct, factual and proximate result of the conduct of all of the 

Defendants (individually and collectively), Plaintiff’s Decedent’s intestate 

heirs/beneficiaries have been deprived of Plaintiff’s Decedent’s earnings, maintenance, 

household services, contributions, guidance, consortium, society, comfort, services, 

shelter, food, clothing, care, education, entertainment, gifts and recreation and hereby 

makes claim for such recoverable damages. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demand judgment in damages against all Defendants, 

jointly, vicariously, severally and/or in the alternative for such damages in an amount in 

excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000), exclusive of prejudgment interest, 

postjudgment interest, and costs.  
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80. Plaintiff incorporates all other paragraphs contained in this Complaint as if 

set forth herein at length. 

81. Plaintiff brings this action pursuant to the authority granted by 42 Pa. C.S.A. § 

8302, also known as the Survival Act, and claims all damages recoverable under the Act.  

82. As a direct, factual and proximate result of the conduct of all of the 

Defendants (individually and collectively), Plaintiff’s Decedent’s Estate has been deprived 

of the economic value of Plaintiff’s Decedent’s life expectancy and Plaintiffs hereby claim 

damages for these economic losses suffered by the Estate and claims Plaintiff’s 

Decedent’s Estate’s loss of earnings and earnings capacity. 

83. As a direct, factual and proximate result of the conduct of all of the 

Defendants (individually and collectively), Plaintiff claims further damages for Plaintiff’s 

Decedent’s physical and mental pain, suffering, inconvenience and the loss of life’s 

pleasures that he endured prior to his death and all other recoverable damages.  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in damages against all Defendants, 

jointly, vicariously, severally and/or in the alternative for such damages in an amount in 

excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000), exclusive of prejudgment interest, 

postjudgment interest, and costs.  

    Respectfully submitted, 
 

VICTIMS’ RECOVERY LAW CENTER 
 

/s/  Keith West___ 
      KEITH WEST 
     Attorneys for the Plaintiff  
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