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1) Likelihood of success on the merits does not need to be 100%, as Roland Machinery Co. v.
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Out of ignorance Plaintiff failed to adhere to Rule 8 of this court, if the court must deny this
motion let it be for this reason and not for any of the other reasons set forth by the Defendants.
Defendants argue that Plaintiff needs to fulfill the four requirements for an injunction, Plaintiff

will lay out the teasoning for each requirement below:

| Dresser Indus., Inc., 749 F.2d 380, 387 (7" C 1r 1984) e)-(plains," a “better than negligible”
chalnce of succeeding is eﬁough to obtain a preliminary injunction.

2) “aviolation of a constitutional right constitutes irreparable injury...” Gordon v: Holder, 721
F.3d 638 (b.C. Cir. 2013). If we believe that the Second Amend\ment is not a “Second Class
Right” then we must also treat it the same way we treat the First Amendment, that is to say:
*“The loss of First Amendment freedoms, for even minimal periods of time, unqdestionably

~ constitutes irreparable injury.” Elrod v Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 373 (1976). If this court agrees
that the Second Amendment is a Right equal to all others then this requirement is satisﬁéd.

3) Due to the reasohiné set forth in the second requirement, the irreparable injury caused by
the infringement of a right tips the balance of equities strongly in favor of the Plaintiff.

4) An injunction in this case is in the public interest of advancing proficiency in arms and
protetting the,hearing of millions of/éalifomians

Defendants point to “Dangerous and Unusual” many times as a point of fact, but as shown in

‘the District Court Docket ECF No 13-1, Silencers are not unusual, since the threshold of

200,000 set in Caetano v Mass‘achus‘er(s, 577 U.S. 411 (2016) is more than satisfied. Because
the item in question must be Dangerous and Unusual their argument here, is moot.
Being an almost exact copy paste of their argument in the District Court proceedings I will not

waste the ink or the time of the Judges by re-stating arguments I made in the District Court.
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1. “Thus, even though the Second Amendment’s definition of “‘arms” is fixed according to its
historical understanding, that general definition covers modern instruments that facilitate
armed self defense.” (emphasis added) New York State Rifle and Pisto) Assn v. Bruen 597
U.S. 19 (2022). As shown an iter;l need not be integral to the operation of a firearm but
need only to facilitate armed sel»f-defense. Silénéers therefore are arms, QED.

2. The argument made by 'Defendants_ here is moot, as mentioned in this text in my rebuttal to
section A and Sectjon B1, Silencers are in “common_ use” \;vhen applying the Caetano test
and the Defendants point to no evidence that Silencers a;e not in usé for self-defense.

3. Just as in the District Court the Defendants argurﬁent does not poiﬁt to any “relevantly
simflar” historical regulétions to support it. |

CONCLUSION

The Court should grant Plaintiff’s motion for an injunction pending appeal.

Dated: Octheri, 2024 . Respectfully submitted,"

4 Y s
- Gary R. Sanchez
“In Pro Per
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I. Out of ignorance Plaintiff failed to adhere‘ to Rule 8 of this ‘court, ifthevcourt must deny this
métion let’ it be fof t};is reason and not for an}'lhof the ofhe?r reasons set forth by the Defendants.
I1. Defendants af_gu»e that Plaintiff needs to fulfill the four }equirements for an injunction, Plaintiff
will lay out thé reasoning for each requirement below:
| 1) I;ikelih_oo‘d of success on the merits does not need to be 100%, as Roland Machz‘nery Co. v.

-

Dresser Indus., Inc., 749 F.2d 380, 387 (7 Cir. 1984) e;(plains,_ a “better than negligible”
chahcé of succeeding is enough to obtz’iin‘ a prelimi‘nary injunction.
2) “aviolation of a constitutional right constitutes irrep'arable' injury...” Gordon v. Holder, 721
F.3d 638 (D.C. Cir. 2013). If ‘w;e believe that the Second Ameﬁdynent&s not a “Second Class
Right” then we must also treat it the same way we treat thé First Amendment, that is .to say:
~ “The loss of First Amendment freedoms, for even minimal perihods of time, unqliestionabi}’
constitutes irreparable injury.” Elrod v Burns, 427 U.S. 347,373 (1976). If ihis court agrees
' thét the Second Amendment is a Right equal to all others then this requirement is satisﬁéd.
3) Due to the reasoniné set Aﬂforth’ in the second requiremeﬁt, the iﬁeparable injury caused by
the infringement of a right tips the bélance of equities strongly in favor of the Plaintiff.
4)' An injunction in this case is in the public interest of advancling proficiency in arms and
protetting the hearing of millions of éalifomians
A. Defendants point to “Dangerous and Unusual™ many times as a point o.f fact, but as shown in
the District Court Docket ECF No 13-1, Silencers are not unusual, since the threshold of
200,000 set in Caetano v Massnchu;errs, 577.U.S. 411 (2016) is more than satisfied. Becausé
the item in question must l;e Dangerous an;i Unusu]al fheir afgumgnt heré, is moot.
B. Being an almost exact C(;py pasté of their argument in the District Couﬁ proceedings.I will not

waste the ink or the time of the J udges by re-stating arguments | made in the District Court.
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1. “Thus, even though thg Second Amendment’s definition of “arms” is fixed according to its
historic/al unders‘tanding,fthat general definition covérs, modern instrumenté that facilitate
armed self defense.” (emphasis added) New York State Rifle and Pistol A;vsr{ v. Bruen 597
U.S. 19 (2022). As shown an item need not be integral to the opération of a firearm but
need only t(; facilitate armed seif-defense. Siléncers therefore are arms, QED.

2. The argument made by Defendants here is moot, as meﬁtioned in this text in my rebuttal to
seqtion A aﬁd Section B1, Silencers are in “common use” ;V'hen applying the Caetano test

~and the Defendant's i)oint to no evidence that Sil‘encers a%e not in use; for self-defense.

3.. Justas vin the District Court the Defendants argument does not point to any ?;releve;ntly
siﬁilar” historical regule’qions toy support 1t.

CONCLUSION

The Court should grant Plaintiff’s motion for an injunction pending appeal.

Dated: Octgber v1, 2024 ' - Respectfully submitted,

174 I s
- Gary R. Sanchez
“In Pro Per
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Out of ignorance Plaintiff failed to adhere to Rule 8 of this court, if the court must deny this
motion let it be for this reason and not for any of the other reasons set forth by the Defendants.
Defendants argue that Plaintiff needs to fulfill the four requirements for an injunction, Plaintiff .

will lay out the reasoning for each requirement below:

1) Likelihood of success on the merits does not need to be 100%, as Roland Machinery Co. v.

-

| Dresser Indus., Inc., 749 F.2d 380, 387 (7" Cfr. 198'4) .e;(plains,‘ a “better than negligible”
chéncé of suc_ceeding;is eﬁough to obtain a preliminary injunction.

2) “a violatidn of a constitutional right constitutes irreparable injury...” Gordon v. Holder, 721 \
F.3a 638 (Ij.C. Cir. 2613). If we believe that the Sj.econd Amendment is not a “Second Class
Right” then we must also freat it the same _wéty we treat the First Amendment, that is to sa?y:
“The loss of First Amendment freedoms, for even minimal periods of time, unquestionably

. -constitutes irreparable injury.” Elrod v Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 373 (1976). If this court agrées

‘ that the'-Sécond Amendment is a Right equal to .a‘ll others then this requirement is satisﬁéd.

3) 7Due to thev reasonir_xé set forth in the second requirerilent, the irreparable injury caused by
the infringement of a right tips the balance of equities sfrongiy in favor of the Plaintiff.

4) Aninjunction in this case is in the public interest of advanciﬁg pro‘ﬁcienCy in arms and
protetting the hearing of millions oféalifomians

Defendants point to “Dangerous and Unusual” many times as a point of fact, but as shown in

the District Court Docket ECF No 13-1, Silencers are not unusual, since the threshold of

200,000-set in Caetano v Massachusetts, 577 U.S. 411 (2016) 1s more than satisfied. Because
the item in question must be Dangerous and Unusual their argument here, is moot.
Beihg an almost exact copy paste of their argument in the District Court proceedings.I will not

waste the ink or the time of the Judges by re-stating‘arguments I made in the District Court.

-
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1. “Thus, even though the Second Amendment’s deﬁﬁition of “arms” is ﬁxed according to its
historical understanding, that general definition covers modern instrumenté that facilitate
“armed self defense.” (emphasis added) New York State Rifle and Pistol Agsn v. Bruen 597
US. 19 (2022). As shown an item need not be integral to‘the operation of a firearm but
need oqu to facilitate armed seif—defense, Silénéers therefore are arms, QED.

2. The argument made by Defendants here is moot, as mentioned in this text in my rebuttal to
‘'section A and Sec‘;ion BI‘, Silencers are in “common yse” ;vhen applying-the Caetano test
.and the Defendants point to no evidence that Silence;s a;e not in usé for self-defense.

3.- Just as in the District Court the Defendants argumnient does not poiﬁt to any “rele’vamly
rsimri‘lar” historical regulétions to support it. |

CONCLUSION

The Court should grant Plaintiff’s motion for an injunction pending appeal.

Dated: Octgber 1, 2024 o Respectfully submitted,

- Gary R. Sanchez
“In Pro Per




Case: 24-5566, 10/03/2024, DktEntry: 10.1, Page 14 of 15

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

Form 8. Certificate of Compliance for Briefs

~Instructions for this form: hip::Avwyw.ca9.uscourts.gov:forms:formO8instructions. pdf

9th Cir. Case.Number(s) 24-5566

[ am the attorney or self-represented party.
This brief contains 604 ‘words, including 0 " |words

manually couﬁted in any visual images, and excluding the items exempted by FRAP
32(f). The brief’s type siz_eand typeface comply with I;RAP 32(a)(5) and (6).
I certify that this brief (select only ozze): |
' @ complies with the word li;rlit of Cir. R. 32-1.
: O is a cross-appeal brief and complies with the Word limit oféir. R. 28.1-1.

O is an amicus brief and complies with the word 11m1t of FRAP 29(a)(5), Cir. R.
29 2(c)(2) or Cir. R. 29- 2(c)(3)

O is for a death penalty case and complies with the word limit of Cir. R. 37 4.

O complies with the longer length limit permitted by C ir. R. 32- 2(b) because (select
only one): ~
it is a joint brief subm1tted by separately represented parties.

a party or parties are filing a single brief in response to multlple briefs.
a party or parties are filing a single brief in reSponse to a longer joint brief.

O complies with the length limit designated by court order dated

O is accompanied by a motion to file a longer brief pursuant to Cir.'R. 32-2(a). -

|
Signature ; Date ! 10/1/2024 |
fuse “‘s/[typed name]” to 1@/electr0mcally -filed é‘oﬁments)
L‘eedbac/\ or questions about this form? Email us at [0ims’d ca¥ uscourts. goy

Form8 ' Rev. 12/01/22




- Case: 24-5566, 10/03/2024, DktEntry: 10.1, Page 15 of 15

N

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

- Form 25. Certificate of Service for Paper Filing

ATTENTION ELECTRONIC FILERS: DO NOT USE FORM 25
Use Form 23 only if you are net registered for' Appellate Electronic Filing:

Instructions \ :
e You must attach a certificate of service to each document you send to the court and to
. opposing counsel.

¢ Include the title of the document you are serving, the name and address of each person
you served with a copy of the document, and the date of mailing or hand delivery.

e Sign and date the certificate. You do not need to have the certificate notarized.

e Remember that you must send a copy of all documents and attachments to counsel for
- eachparty to. this case.

9th Cir. Case Number(s) |24-5566

Case Name |Sanchez v. Bonta

I certify that I served on the person(s) listed bélow,‘either}by mail or hand

delivery, a copy of the [Response to Defendants Opposition to Motion

and ?my attachments. (title of document ybu are filing, such as Opening Brief, Motion for __, etc.)

Signature| ((_ o5 “=z2Z S0y | Date [10/1/2024

~Name : E ~Address o Dafé Served

111300 I Street, Suite 125
P.O. Box 944255 Sacramento, CA

L

110/1/2024 '

IKevin L Quade l

Mail this form to the court at: ’
Clerk, U S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, P.O. Box 193939, San Francisco, CA 94119-3939

.- » Feedback or questions about this form? Email us at fornisia ca9.uscourls.gov

‘Form 25 " - e Rev. 12/01/2018




