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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA  

IN AND FOR THE SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT 

 

 
FRANKLIN ARMORY, INC., and 
CALIFORNIA RIFLE & PISTOL 
ASSOCIATION, INCORPORATED, 
 

 Plaintiffs and Appellants, 
 
 v. 
 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE, XAVIER BECERRA, in his 
Official Capacity as Attorney General 
for the State of California, and DOES 1-
10,  
 

Defendants and Respondents. 

 

Case No. B340913 

 

 

 

 

 

MOTION TO AUGMENT THE RECORD ON APPEAL WITH 

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT 

[California Rules of Court, rule 8.155(a)] 

 

Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles 

Case No. 20STCP01747 

Honorable Daniel S. Murphy, Judge 

 

 

 

C.D. Michel – SBN 144258 

Jason A. Davis – SBN 224250 

Anna M. Barvir – SBN 268728 

MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 

180 East Ocean Blvd., Suite 200 

Long Beach, CA 90802 

Telephone: (562) 216-4444 

Email: abarvir@michellawyers.com 

 

Counsel for Plaintiffs-Appellants 
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MOTION TO AUGMENT THE RECORD ON APPEAL 

Pursuant to rule 8.155(a) of the California Rules of Court, 

Appellants Franklin Armory, Inc., and California Rifle and Pistol 

Association, Incorporated, hereby request augmentation of the 

record on appeal to include the following document:  

1. Reporter’s Transcript of the case management 
conference held on February 25, 2021, from 9:33 A.M. 
to 9:44 AM. The court reporter was Cindy Cameron, 
CSR No. 10315. A true and correct copy is attached to 
the Declaration of Anna M. Barvir as Exhibit A. 

Appellants respectfully request that this transcript be added 

to the record on appeal because it is necessary for the Court to fully 

understand the factual and procedural background and to fairly 

resolve the issues presented. Appellants did not initially designate 

the transcript of this routine case management conference 

because, at the time, it appeared unrelated to the substantive 

rulings on appeal. It was not until Respondents argued in their 

brief that Appellants could not challenge errors arising from the 

trial court’s first demurrer order—an issue discussed and decided 

at the February 25, 2021 case management conference—that the 

relevance and necessity of the transcript became apparent. 

This motion is based on the attached Memorandum of Points 

& Authorities and the Declaration of Anna M. Barvir attached 

hereto.  

Dated: October 6, 2025  MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 

 

     s/Anna M. Barvir    
     Anna M. Barvir 

    Attorneys for Plaintiffs-Appellants  
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Appellants respectfully request leave to augment the record 

on appeal to include the reporter’s transcript of the February 25, 

2021, case management conference. Inclusion of this transcript is 

necessary to ensure a complete and accurate record for the Court’s 

review. 

II. ARGUMENT 

A.  Legal Standard 

Under California Rules of Court, rule 8.155(a)(1)(B), a party 

may move to augment the record at any time to include “[a] 

certified transcript—or agreed or settled statement—of oral 

proceedings not designated under rule 8.130.” It is well established 

that this rule is to be construed liberally so that the appellate court 

may properly resolve the issues on appeal. (People v. Brooks (1980) 

26 Cal.3d 471, 484.)  

B. Good Cause Exists to Augment the Record 

Good cause exists to include the transcript of the February 

25, 2021, case management conference. Appellants did not initially 

designate this transcript because the proceeding appeared to 

concern routine scheduling matters unrelated to the substantive 

rulings challenged on appeal. (Barvir Decl., ¶ 4.) However, after 

Respondents argued in their brief that Appellants cannot 

challenge errors arising from the trial court’s first demurrer 

order—an issue discussed and decided at the February 2021 

conference—it became apparent that the transcript is directly 

relevant and necessary for this Court’s fair consideration of the 

appeal. (Barvir Decl., ¶ 5.) 
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Moreover, augmentation will not prejudice any party or delay 

the proceedings. The transcript is part of the trial court record, and 

Respondents were present at the hearing and fully aware of the 

discussion and rulings that took place. Its inclusion merely 

ensures the Court has an accurate and complete understanding of 

the procedural and factual history of this appeal. This request is 

made in good faith, solely to clarify the record for the Court’s 

consideration, and will not affect the current argument schedule. 

(Barvir Decl., ¶ 6.) 

III.  CONCLUSION 

For these reasons, Appellants request that this Court order 

that the record on appeal be augmented to include the reporter’s 

transcript of the February 25, 2021, case management conference. 

 

Dated: October 6, 2025  MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 

 

     s/Anna M. Barvir    
     Anna M. Barvir 
     Attorneys for Plaintiffs-Appellants  
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DECLARATION OF ANNA M. BARVIR 

I, Anna M. Barvir, declare as follows:  

1.   I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the state 

of California. I am a Partner at the law firm Michel & Associates, 

P.C. (“MAPC”), attorneys of record for Plaintiffs-Appellants in 

this action. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 

herein and, if called and sworn as a witness, could and would 

testify competently thereto. 

2.   This declaration is submitted in support of Appellants’ 

Motion to Augment the Record to include the reporter’s transcript 

of the case management conference held on February 25, 2021.  

3. On February 25, 2021, I appeared at a case 

management conference on behalf of Plaintiffs-Appellants  before 

the Honorable Judge James C. Chalfant. The court reporter, Cindy 

Cameron, CSR No. 10315, transcribed the matter.  

4. When preparing the Notice Designating Record on 

Appeal, I reviewed the superior court docket and determined that 

six reporter’s transcripts of substantive hearings would be 

necessary for this Court to review the issues on appeal. The 

February 25, 2021, case management conference appeared, at that 

time, to involve routine scheduling matters not relevant to the 

issues on appeal and was therefore not designated for inclusion.   

5.   Only after reviewing Respondent’s Brief—specifically, 

their argument that Appellants may not challenge errors arising 

from the trial court’s January 2021 demurrer order—did it become 

apparent to me that the February 25, 2021, case management 
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conference included discussion and rulings directly relevant to 

those issues. 

6. This request is made in good faith for the reasons set 

forth above and without intent to delay the appeal.  

7.  Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the 

Reporter’s Transcript of the case management conference of 

February 25, 2021.  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State 

of California that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on 

October 6, 2025, at Temescal Valley, California. 

 

 

Anna M. Barvir 
Attorney for Plaintiffs-Appellants 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT 85           HON. JAMES C. CHALFANT, JUDGE
     (VIA COURTCONNECT)

FRANKLIN ARMORY, INC., ET AL.,          )
                   )
PETITIONER,         )

                                        )
       VS.                              ) CASE NO.
                                        ) 20STCP01747
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,       )
ET AL.,                                 )

                              )
RESPONDENT.         )

________________________________________)

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 2021

APPEARANCES:

FOR PETITIONERS    MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
FRANKLIN ARMORY,       BY:  ANNA M. BARVIR, ESQ.
INC. AND CALIFORNIA        (VIA COURTCONNECT)
RIFLE AND PISTOL       180 E. OCEAN BLVD., STE. 20
ASSOCIATION:           LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802

   562.211.4444

FOR THE RESPONDENTS    OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT  BY:  BENJAMIN BARNOUW, ESQ.
OF JUSTICE AND         (VIA COURTCONNECT)
ATTORNEY GENERAL    BY:  ALEXIS DIAMOND, ESQ.
XAVIER BECERRA:         (VIA TELEPHONE)

   300 SOUTH SPRING STREET, SUITE 1702
   LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90013
   213.269.6555

             CINDY CAMERON, CSR NO. 10315
       OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

COPYING AND/OR DISTRIBUTION PROHIBITED PURSUANT TO G.C. SS 69954(D)
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CASE NO:        20STCP01747

CASE NAME:        FRANKLIN ARMORY, INC. VS. 
       CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA    THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 2021

DEPARTMENT 85        HON. JAMES C. CHALFANT, JUDGE

REPORTER:        CINDY CAMERON, CSR NO. 10315

TIME:        A.M. SESSION (9:33 A.M.)

THE COURT:  GOOD MORNING, COUNSEL.  THE FIRST CASE 

ON CALENDAR IS FRANKLIN ARMORY VERSUS DEPARTMENT OF 

JUSTICE, 20STCP01747, NUMBER 1 ON CALENDAR.  

COUNSEL, YOUR APPEARANCES, PLEASE.

MS. BARVIR:  GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR.  ANNA 

BARVIR, B-, AS IN BOY, -A-R-V-, AS IN VICTOR, -I-R, FOR 

FRANKLIN ARMORY AND CALIFORNIA RIFLE & PISTOL ASSOCIATION.

THE COURT:  COUNSEL.

MR. BARNOUW:  GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR.  THIS IS 

BEN BARNOUW FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE ON BEHALF OF 

THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND ATTORNEY GENERAL XAVIER 

BECERRA.  

MS. DIAMOND:  GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR.  ALEXIS 

DIAMOND FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE APPEARING ON 

BEHALF OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE.

THE COURT:  ALL RIGHT.  GOOD MORNING, COUNSEL.  

THIS IS HERE AS A TRIAL SETTING AFTER A SECOND 

AMENDED COMPLAINT WAS FILED, SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT 

ALLEGED DEC RELIEF, MANDAMUS, AND DAMAGES CLAIMS.  

PETITIONER NOW CONTENDS THAT THE ATTORNEY GENERAL IS 
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IMPEDING THE SALE OF LAWFUL FIREARMS MANUFACTURED BY 

FRANKLIN ARMORY TO ITS D.E.S. FORM.  SO AS I THINK -- I 

DON'T KNOW WHETHER YOU MADE DAMAGES CLAIMS BEFORE, BUT 

THOSE ARE ORDERED STAYED.  

SO WHERE ARE WE THEN?  

MS. BARVIR:  ANNA BARVIR FOR FRANKLIN ARMORY.  

AGAIN, THE PETITIONERS JUST REFILED THE SECOND 

AMENDED COMPLAINT AND AMENDED PETITION.  I THINK THAT 

ACCORDING TO THE COURT -- THE DISCUSSION WE HAD WITH THE 

COURT AT THE DEMURRER HEARING IN JANUARY, WE MADE THE 

CHANGES, AMENDED THE ALLEGATIONS TO CLARIFY POINTS ABOUT, 

YOU KNOW, WHAT FIREARMS ARE STILL BEING FOR SALE THROUGH 

THE D.E.S. LIMITATION, INCLUDING FIREARMS MANUFACTURED BY 

FRANKLIN ARMORY AS WELL AS OTHER FIREARMS THAT CALIFORNIA 

RIFLE & PISTOL ASSOCIATION MEMBERS WANT TO PURCHASE THAT 

AREN'T NECESSARILY MADE BY FRANKLIN ARMORY.  

SO THOSE ALLEGATIONS WERE MADE BASED ON THE 

COURT'S RULING IN THE DEMURRER AND WE UPDATED THE 

ALLEGATION IN THE FIRST, SECOND, AND EIGHTH CAUSES OF 

ACTION TO ADDRESS SOME OF THE, I THINK, CONFUSIONS ABOUT 

WHAT THE THEORIES WERE ON THOSE CASES.  

THAT WAS ONLY FILED A FEW DAYS AGO, AND I HAVEN'T 

HEARD -- AT THIS POINT WE HAVEN'T HEARD FROM D.O.J. ABOUT 

WHAT THEIR POSITION IS ON WHERE WE ARE GOING WITH THAT 

COMPLAINT, IF THERE'S GOING TO BE A DEMURRER OR WE'RE READY 

TO MOVE FORWARD WITH THE ANSWER AND GO FORWARD WITH TRIAL.

THE COURT:  RESPONDENT?  

MR. BARNOUW:  YOUR HONOR, THIS IS BEN BARNOUW.  
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YEAH, WE'LL BE MEETING AND CONFERRING WITH 

PLAINTIFFS' COUNSEL, BUT I SUSPECT THAT A DEMURRER OR 

MOTION TO STRIKE OR BOTH WILL BE NECESSARY, SO THAT'S --

THE COURT:  WHAT'S THE MOTION TO STRIKE FOR?  WHAT 

WOULD THE MOTION TO STRIKE BE FOR?  

MR. BARNOUW:  WELL, FOR SEVERAL THINGS.  ONE IS 

THAT THE PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS INCLUDES RELIEF THAT 

WOULD ALLOW SALES OF THE TITLE 1 FIREARM THAT IS NOW A 

BANNED ASSAULT WEAPON.  IT'S OUR POSITION THAT THAT'S 

CONTRARY TO CLEAR, YOU KNOW, PROVISIONS OF LAW.  WE CAN'T 

ALLOW SALES OF THAT WEAPON.  AND SO THAT WOULD BE SOMETHING 

WE WOULD WANT TO HAVE A RULING ON BEFORE MOVING ON TO --

THE COURT:  YOU ALREADY HAVE THAT RULING.  YOU 

ALREADY HAVE THAT RULING.  

LOOK, I DON'T LIKE DEMURRERS.  I LIKE MOTIONS TO 

STRIKE EVEN LESS.  THEY'RE A HUGE WASTE OF TIME.  IF YOU 

CAN'T KNOCK OUT THIS ENTIRE CLAIM, AND IT DOESN'T SEEM LIKE 

YOU CAN BECAUSE YOU HAVE TO ASSUME THE FACTS ARE TRUE, THEN 

WE GO TO TRIAL.  

DON'T WASTE MY TIME AND OPPOSING COUNSEL'S TIME ON 

AN UNNECESSARY DEMURRER OR PARTICULARLY A MOTION TO STRIKE 

WHEN I'VE ALREADY RULED THAT THE PARTICULAR WEAPON THAT WAS 

ALLUDED TO IS BANNED IN CALIFORNIA AND, THEREFORE, NO 

MANDAMUS.  I MEAN, JUST DON'T WASTE MY TIME ON THAT.

MR. BARNOUW:  YOUR HONOR -- 

THE COURT:  COUNSEL FOR FRANKLIN ARMORY, ARE YOU 

GOING TO TAKE DISCOVERY?  

MS. BARVIR:  THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR, FOR ASKING.  
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I THINK THAT FURTHER DISCOVERY IS PROBABLY 

NECESSARY.  WE HAVE SOME PENDING THINGS GOING ON, YOU KNOW, 

WITH DISCOVERY THAT KIND OF GOT STOPPED IN JANUARY BECAUSE 

OF THE UNCERTAIN STATUS OF THE DEMURRER.  THERE'S 

DEFINITELY DEPOSITIONS THAT HAVE BEEN -- P.M.K. DEPOSITIONS 

THAT WERE ON HOLD BECAUSE OF THAT.  

I'M NOT SURE WHAT THE RESPONDENT'S FEELINGS ARE 

ABOUT WANTING TO HAVE DISCOVERY IN LIGHT OF THE CHANGES 

THAT WERE MADE TO THE COMPLAINT AND THE PETITION.  I 

IMAGINE THAT THAT'S PROBABLY SOMETHING THEY'RE GOING TO 

WANT TO DO.  WE REALLY DO NEED TO GET OUR DEPOSITIONS 

HANDLED THOUGH.  

SO, YEAH, THERE ARE STILL SOME DEPOSITIONS 

OUTSTANDING AND POTENTIALLY -- AND SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES, 

BUT THAT'S STILL UNSURE IF WE ARE GOING TO DO THAT.

THE COURT:  OKAY.  WELL, DON'T TAKE DISCOVERY ON 

YOUR DAMAGES CLAIMS.  THEY ARE STAYED.  BUT YOU CAN TAKE 

DISCOVERY FOR MANDAMUS AND DEC RELIEF, WHICH IS ESSENTIALLY 

SUBSUMED WITHIN MANDAMUS.

MS. BARVIR:  YES, YOUR HONOR.  THANK YOU.

THE COURT:  COUNSEL, MR. BARNOUW, ARE YOU GOING TO 

TAKE DISCOVERY?  

MR. BARNOUW:  YES, YOUR HONOR.  WE ARE GOING TO 

TAKE DISCOVERY ON THE CIRCUMSTANCES SURROUNDING THE ALLEGED 

ATTEMPTS BY THE CALIFORNIA RIFLE & PISTOL ASSOCIATION 

MEMBERS TO OBTAIN UNDEFINED SUBTYPE FIREARMS AS WELL AS 

FRANKLIN ARMORY'S EFFORTS TO SELL THE WEAPON THAT THEY NOW 

SAY IS THE TITLE 1 THAT'S NOT AN ASSAULT WEAPON.
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THE COURT:  OKAY.

MR. BARNOUW:  YOUR HONOR, THIS IS BEN BARNOUW.  

MAY I BE HEARD ON THE ISSUE OF A MOTION TO STRIKE?  

THE COURT:  I CAN'T STOP YOU FROM FILING ONE, BUT 

IT WOULD BE AN IRRITANT FOR YOU TO MAKE A MOTION TO STRIKE 

CONCERNING SOMETHING I'VE ALREADY RULED UPON.

MR. BARNOUW:  WELL, THEN I'D LIKE TO CLARIFY 

WHETHER YOU HAVE MADE A RULING ON THAT, BECAUSE IT WAS MY 

UNDERSTANDING GOING INTO THE LAST ROUND, OR WHAT ISSUES 

WERE GOING TO BE DECIDED, THAT ANY KIND OF RELIEF SOUGHT 

REGARDING THE TITLE 1 IS NOW AN ASSAULT WEAPON.  AND I 

BELIEVE THEY'RE SEEKING IT, SO TO ALLOW SALES OF IT TO GO 

FORWARD NOW EVEN THOUGH IT'S A BANNED ASSAULT WEAPON.  

MY UNDERSTANDING WAS BACK IN OCTOBER THAT WAS NOT 

GOING TO BE PART OF WHAT THEY ARE SEEKING.  THEY WERE GOING 

TO PUT THAT ON HOLD OR IT WAS NOT GOING TO BE ADDRESSED AT 

THIS STAGE.  AND THEIR COUNSEL, MS. BARVIR, CAME IN, AND I 

THINK THERE WAS SOME CONFUSION ON THEIR SIDE ABOUT WHETHER 

THEY WERE GOING TO PURSUE THAT.  AND SO I THINK THEY MIGHT 

PURSUE THAT.  

BUT MY MOTION LAST TIME WAS NOT ADDRESSED TO THAT 

RELIEF SOUGHT BECAUSE IT WAS -- AS I UNDERSTOOD IT AND AS 

WAS REPRESENTED TO THE COURT, IT WAS NOT BEING PURSUED.  

IT'S IN THEIR PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE NOW AND THEY'RE 

SEEKING PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE TO FORCE THE 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE TO ALLOW SALES OF THE ASSAULT WEAPON.  

AND I FEEL THAT'S AN ISSUE THAT IF YOU HAVE RULED ON, 

THAT'S GREAT, AND IT SHOULDN'T BE IN THEIR SECONDED AMENDED 

COPYING AND/OR DISTRIBUTION PROHIBITED PURSUANT TO G.C. SS 69954(D)

5

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

13

D
oc

um
en

t r
ec

ei
ve

d 
by

 th
e 

C
A

 2
nd

 D
is

tr
ic

t C
ou

rt
 o

f 
A

pp
ea

l.



COMPLAINT.  

MAYBE I CAN MEET AND CONFER WITH THEM AND HAVE IT 

WITHDRAWN, BUT IF THEY'RE GOING TO PURSUE THAT, I FEEL LIKE 

A MOTION TO STRIKE IS THE PROPER COURSE OF ACTION TO GET IT 

OUT OF THE WAY.

THE COURT:  WELL, I DON'T SEE HOW YOU CAN DO THAT 

BECAUSE THEY HAVE A DAMAGES CLAIM FOR THOSE STOPPED SALES, 

SO YOU CAN'T KNOCK IT OUT OF THE COMPLAINT.  

MS. BARVIR, ARE YOU CONTENDING THAT THE SALES NOW 

SHOULD BE COMPLETED?  

MS. BARVIR:  THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR.  

I THINK THAT IT MAY BE CONFUSING RESPONDENTS THAT 

THEY ARE STILL IN THERE.  IT'S MY POSITION, IT'S 

PETITIONERS' POSITION THAT, YES, THE COURT MADE A RULING ON 

THE ISSUE OF THE TITLE 1'S THAT ARE NOW BEING CALLED AN 

ASSAULT WEAPON, BUT WE HAVE TO KEEP IT IN OUR COMPLAINT IF 

THAT ISSUE IS GOING TO BE TAKEN UP ON APPEAL ONCE THIS 

ENTIRE CASE IS FINISHED.  

IF THAT'S MISTAKEN, THEN -- I DON'T THINK IT IS.  

I THINK IT NEEDS TO BE IN THERE SO THAT WE CONTINUE TO KEEP 

THAT AS AN ISSUE IN THE CASE AS WELL AS THE FACT THAT WE 

HAVE THE DAMAGES CLAIMS AND THAT THOSE ARE CURRENTLY 

STAYED, TO RULE ON THESE ISSUES.  

IF NOT, I DON'T THINK THAT WE CAN CONTINUE -- 

WE'RE GOING TO BE TAKING THIS ISSUE TO TRIAL WITH THE COURT 

AT THIS POINT NOW THAT THE COURT HAS ALREADY RULED ON THE 

DEMURRER THAT WE CAN'T GET A WRIT OF MANDATE.  THIS COURT 

HAS RULED WE CAN'T GET A WRIT OF MANDATE ON THE  TITLE 1'S 
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THAT ARE NOT ASSAULT WEAPONS, THAT IS HOW I UNDERSTOOD IT.  

THAT WAS PLED IN THE PETITION THAT IS JUST RECENTLY AMENDED 

TO PRESERVE THE ISSUE FOR APPEAL.

THE COURT:  SO THAT WE'RE CLEAR, MY RECOLLECTION 

IS THAT I DID RULE THAT THE SALES CANNOT BE COMPLETED FOR 

BANNED WEAPONS AND THE SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT WAS 

INTENDED TO ADDRESS WEAPONS THAT ARE NOT BANNED; HOWEVER, 

BANNED WEAPONS THAT REMAIN DAMAGES ISSUES, AND AS        

MS. BARVIR SAYS, NEEDS TO BE ABLE TO APPEAL MY PREVIOUS 

RULING BY KEEPING IT IN.  SO IN ANY EVENT, THAT'S WHERE WE 

ARE.  

HOW LONG DO YOU NEED FOR DISCOVERY?  

MS. BARVIR:  ANNA BARVIR FOR PETITIONERS.  

I'D LIKE TO SAY ANOTHER MONTH, THOUGH WE'VE HAD 

SOME KIND OF EXPERIENCES WHERE THE RESPONSES HAVE BEEN 

PRETTY NOT -- WE HAVE NOT GOTTEN RESPONSES IN DISCOVERY, SO 

I THINK THAT WE'RE LIKELY TO NEED MOTION PRACTICE ON IT.  

SO THAT WOULD GIVE US AN EXTRA MONTH, I'D SAY, OR TWO 

FOR -- I DON'T KNOW, THREE MORE MONTHS.

THE COURT:  MR. BARNOUW?  

MR. BARNOUW:  YES, YOUR HONOR, THREE MONTHS SOUNDS 

APPROPRIATE.

THE COURT:  OKAY.  THREE MONTHS IT IS.  THAT WILL 

BE THE END OF MAY.  WE'LL SAY MAY 27TH AT 9:30 AS A TRIAL 

SETTING.  I'M NOT SETTING THAT AS A DISCOVERY CUTOFF, BUT 

HOPEFULLY DISCOVERY WILL BE COMPLETE.  AND IF IT IS, THEN I 

WILL SET FOR TRIAL.  IF THERE IS A DEMURRER OR MOTION TO 

STRIKE, WE'LL JUST CALENDAR IT IN DUE COURSE.  
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OKAY.  ANYTHING ELSE?  

MS. BARVIR:  NO, YOUR HONOR.

MR. BARNOUW:  NO.

THE COURT:  ALL RIGHT.  IS NOTICE WAIVED,       

MR. BARNOUW?  

MR. BARNOUW:  YES, NOTICE IS WAIVED.  THANK YOU, 

YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT:  MS. BARVIR?  

MS. BARVIR:  NOTICE WAIVED.  THANK YOU, YOUR 

HONOR.

THE COURT:  THANK YOU.  

(PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED AT 9:44 A.M.)

*   *   *
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT 85           HON. JAMES C. CHALFANT, JUDGE
     (VIA COURTCONNECT)

FRANKLIN ARMORY, INC., ET AL.,          )
                   )
PETITIONER,         )

                                        )
       VS.                              ) CASE NO.
                                        ) 20STCP01747
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,       )
ET AL.,                                 )

                              )
RESPONDENT.         )

________________________________________)

I, CINDY CAMERON, OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER OF THE 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, FOR THE COUNTY 

OF LOS ANGELES, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING PAGES, 

1 THROUGH 8, INCLUSIVE, COMPRISE A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT 

TRANSCRIPT OF THE PROCEEDINGS HELD IN THE ABOVE-ENTITLED 

MATTER ON FEBRUARY 25, 2021.

DATED THIS 16TH DAY OF MARCH, 2021.

THE REPAGINATION, DISMANTLING, UNSEALING, OR 

UNBINDING OF THE ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT OR CERTIFIED COPY WILL 

RENDER THE REPORTER'S CERTIFIED TRANSCRIPT AND CERTIFICATE 

NULL AND VOID.

___________________________________
CINDY CAMERON, CSR NO. 10315
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
 

Case Name: Franklin Armory, Inc., et al. v. California 
Department of Justice, et al. 
Court of Appeal Case No. B340913 
Superior Court Case No. 20STCP01747 
 

I, Laura Fera, am employed in the City of Long Beach, Los 
Angeles County, California. I am over the age eighteen (18) years 
and am not a party to the within action. My business address is 
180 East Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach, California 90802.  
 

On October 6, 2025, I served a copy of the foregoing 
document described as MOTION TO AUGMENT THE 
RECORD ON APPEAL WITH REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT, 
on the following parties, as follows: 
 

Kenneth G. Lake 
Kenneth.Lake@doj.ca.gov 
Andrew F. Adams 
Andrew.Adams@doj.ca.gov 
Office of the Attorney General 
300 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
 
Attorneys for Respondent 

 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 

State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 
Executed on October 6, 2025, at Long Beach, California. 
 
 
      
            
     Laura Fera 
     Declarant 
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