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Second Amendment Hypotheticals:
1. Suppose the District of Columbia bans the possession of “exotic weaponry” in public places.  “Exotic weaponry” is statutorily defined to include martial arts weapons such as nunchaku, also called “nunchucks,” which are defined as:

“any device designed primarily as a weapon, consisting of two or more lengths of a rigid material joined together by a thong, rope or chain in such a manner as to allow free movement of a portion of the device while held in the hand and capable of being rotated in such a manner as to inflict serious injury upon a person by striking or choking.”

Nunchaku are said to have originated as traditional weapons on the island of Okinawa, Japan, and are commonly used in Japanese martial arts – and, supposedly, as assassination weapons by the Japanese mafia and other Japanese secret societies.  (For a picture, see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nunchuku).
Jack Yates, a martial arts enthusiast living in the District, is arrested for carrying his favorite nunchucks while walking along Pennsylvania Avenue in the District.  Does he have a defense based on the Second Amendment?

2. After the Heller decision, the District decides that it will reenact its ban on handguns, limited to areas in the District that are “unusually at risk for handgun violence,” based on a statistical study of where most crimes are committed.  In 2009, the statistical definition would encompass about one-third of the District, including most of its northeast quadrant.  As general counsel to the District, how would you argue that this law is constitutional?

3. Most states and the District of Columbia prohibit people who have been convicted of a felony from possessing a handgun.  Some states extend this prohibition to people who have committed other sorts of wrongdoing.  A proposal in Congress would prohibit the possession of a handgun by anyone who has not satisfied alimony or child-support obligations, or who is subject to a court-imposed restraining order barring contact with a specified person (often imposed in stalking or domestic violence cases).  George Gibson, a police officer in Florida who has “issues” with his former wife, is concerned about this law being applied to him.  If the federal law is enacted, and assuming he has standing to bring a suit, what arguments should he make to show that the law is unconstitutional?
