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The State moves for a stay of this Court’s mandate pending submis-
sion of its petition for certiorari to the U.S. Supreme Court in this matter.
See Fed. R. App. P. 41(d)(1).t The State is mindful that a majority of this
en banc Court has already held that some of its statutes violate the Sec-
ond Amendment. But the State is also aware that this Court nevertheless
has repeatedly stayed issuance of its mandates, even after ruling against
a movant in a published opinion on the merits, pending resolution of any
petitions for certiorari. That does not require the Court to rethink its de-
cision on the merits in any respect. It merely requires this Court to follow
its time-honored standards for staying its own mandates.

This is the paradigmatic case in which this Court stays its mandate
pending potential further review. This Court looks principally to the like-

lihood of certiorari, possibility of reversal, and irreparable harm absent

1 This motion is timely. This Court entered judgment on July 17, 2026.
Absent this stay, the Court’s mandate will issue no sooner than August
7, 2026. See Fed. R. App. P. 40(d)(1) & 41(b). The State’s petition is due
October 15, 2026. See Sup. Ct. R. 13.1. Any stay would last until the Su-
preme Court resolves the petition or, if it grants the petition, until it de-
cides the case. Pursuant to Fed. R. App. P. 41(b), the filing of this motion
to stay the mandate automatically tolls the mandate’s issuance until this
Court resolves the motion. If this Court ultimately denies the State’s mo-
tion, Rule 41(b) clarifies that the mandate will still not issue a week after
this Court’s denial, which will be necessary to allow the State to provide
guidance to law enforcement and private parties.

1
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a stay. These issues are obviously worthy of certiorari; the Court already
granted review to decide whether States can restrict access to semi-auto-
matic assault rifles, and the constitutionality of LCM restrictions are now
the subject of a circuit split. There is a reasonable possibility for the State
to prevail on appeal, since every other circuit to address these issues dis-
agrees with the Third Circuit, including most recently in Barnett v. Ra-
oul, 180 F.4th 1035 (7th Cir. 2026). The State will otherwise suffer irrep-
arable harm, including the inability to enforce its sovereign laws, which
will in turn result in practical chaos if thousands of weapons are sold and
then the Supreme Court later decides the constitutional question differ-
ently in Viramontes. And the State’s request 1s modest: to keep a 36-year-
old status quo in place for months, where Plaintiffs accepted that status
quo for years before suing and while litigation played out.

The State recognizes that a majority of this Court has held that its
laws are unconstitutional, but it respectfully requests that this Court still

stay its mandate given the high likelihood of further review.

ARGUMENT

This Court has repeatedly stayed the mandate in cases after which

it had ruled against the movant on the merits, including in cases where
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this Court sat en banc. See, e.g., Khalil v. Trump, Nos. 25-2162 & 25-2357
(3d Cir. June 4, 2026); Doe v. Centerville Clinics, Inc., No. 23-2738 (3d
Cir. Oct. 21, 2024); Devengoechea v. Venezuela, No. 24-1518 (3d Cir. July
31, 2024); United States v. Ryan, No. 18-2441 (3d Cir. May 10, 2024);
Logic Tech. Dev., LLC v. FDA, No. 22-3030 (3d Cir. Jan. 4, 2024); In re:
Venoco, LLC, No. 20-1061 (3d Cir. June 7, 2021); United States v. Nasir,
No. 18-2888 (3d Cir. Jan. 8, 2021) (en banc); United States v. Hill, No. 19-
2532 (3d Cir. Dec. 22, 2020); Waterfront Commission v. Governor of New
Jersey, No. 19-2458 (3d Cir. July 20, 2020); Silver v. Omnicare, No. 16-
4418 (3d Cir. Dec. 14, 2018); Williams v. Attorney General, No. 16-3816
(3d Cir. May 17, 2018); Castro v. DHS, No. 16-1339 (3d Cir. Nov. 23,
2016); United States v. Mitchell, No. 09-4718 (3d Cir. Sept. 19, 2011) (en
banc); Litman v. Cellco Partnership, No. 08-4103 (3d Cir. July 7, 2010);
United States v. Cruz, No. 08-4361 (3d Cir. Apr. 14, 2010).

In this case, all of this Court’s traditional considerations for staying
a mandate point the same way. This Court stays a mandate when there
1s “(1) a reasonable probability that the Supreme Court will grant certio-
rari; (2) a reasonable possibility that at least five Justices would vote to

reverse this Court’s judgment; and (3) a likelihood of irreparable injury
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absent a stay.” Nara v. Frank, 494 F.3d 1132, 1133 (3d Cir. 2007). A stay
of the mandate does not require this Court to conclude that a movant is
likely correct on the merits—or else no mandate could be stayed, as the
movant has always already failed to persuade the Court. Here, especially
where the Supreme Court agreed to review the merits of one of the issues,
a lopsided split exists on both 1ssues with the vast majority of judges hav-
ing upheld such state laws, and the State would suffer severe irreparable
harm without a stay, the State has met this standard.

1. Begin with the reasonable probability of certiorari and reasona-
ble possibility of reversal. This Court has repeatedly stayed its mandate
in at least three different scenarios: where the Court already granted cer-
tiorari on a controlling issue; where a circuit split exists; and/or when the
1ssues are of sufficient importance to likely merit further review.

For one, this Court has previously stayed its mandate when the Su-
preme Court granted certiorari on a controlling issue in a case. See, e.g.,
Order Granting Stay, Litman v. Cellco Partnership, No. 08-4103 (3d Cir.
July 7, 2010) (issuing stay where movant argued in a June 4, 2010 motion
that the Court had granted an issue “on all fours” with the Third Circuit’s

case and movant sought to have its case held pending the outcome); Order
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Granting Stay, United States v. Cruz, No. 08-4361 (3d Cir. Apr. 14, 2010)
(granting stay merely where movant identified in a March 30, 2010 mo-
tion that the Supreme Court granted a question “so broad” the eventual
opinion could alter the governing law). In such cases, certiorari is a fore-
gone conclusion—the issue has already merited review—and it is at least
plausible that Court would rule the other way on the granted issue.

For another, this Court has long “stay[ed its] mandate pending the
running of the time for filing [a] petition of writ of certiorari” when its
decision implicates a split—including where this Court’s decision was “at
odds” with at least “five other circuits that have considered the issue.”
Warner-Lambert Co. v. United Retail & Wholesale Employee’s Teamster
Local No. 115 Pension Plan, 791 F.2d 283, 286-87 (3d Cir. 1986); see also
United States ex rel. Chandler v. Cook County, 282 F.3d 448, 451 (7th Cir.
2002) (Ripple, dJ., in chambers) (staying mandate based on the “conflict
among the circuits that have ruled on the matter”); Nara, 494 F.3d at
1133 (citing Judge Ripple’s opinion in explaining the Third Circuit stand-
ard). This Court has done so repeatedly in recent years. See, e.g., Order
Granting Stay, Doe v. Centerville Clinics, Inc., No. 23-2738 (3d Cir. Oct.

21, 2024) (granting stay where movant had argued in an October 15, 2024
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motion that the Third Circuit’s decision was “in direct conflict with the
Second and Ninth Circuit[s],” one of which was “expressly critical” of the
Third Circuit’s opinion); Order Granting Stay, Logic Tech. Dev., LLC v.
FDA, No. 22-3030 (3d Cir. Jan. 4, 2024) (granting stay where Third Cir-
cuit expressly “part[ed] ways with the Fifth Circuit”). This does not mean
that this Court is reconsidering its view on the merits. Staying the man-
date would simply reflect the reality that there is a likelihood of certiorari
and at least the “reasonable possibility” of reversal where multiple other
circuits resolved the exact same question differently.

And finally, this Court has stayed its mandates even where an issue
has not yet been granted and is not yet the subject of a split but is suffi-
ciently important such that certiorari is at least plausible. See, e.g., Order
Granting Stay, Khalil v. Trump, Nos. 25-2162 & 25-2357 (3d Cir. June 4,
2026) (granting stay where movant argued in a May 22, 2026 motion that
the underlying questions had “far-reaching implications” concerning “the
reach of various constitutional provisions”); Order Granting Stay, Water-
front Commission v. Governor of New Jersey, No. 19-2458 (3d Cir. July
20, 2020) (granting stay where movant argued in a July 14, 2020 motion

that the questions implicated significant immunity and Compact Clause
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issues); Order Granting Stay, Castro v. DHS, No. 16-1339 (3d Cir. Nov.
23, 2016) (granting stay where challenge implicated Suspension Clause,
despite panel’s belief “that current precedent” dictated the outcome).
With this background in mind, there can be no doubt regarding the
certworthiness of this petition. The Court has already granted certiorari
to decide “[w]hether the Second and Fourteenth Amendments guarantee
the right to possess AR-15 platform and similar semiautomatic rifles.”
Petition for Certiorari at 1, Viramontes v. Cook County, No. 25-238 (Aug.
27, 2025). So the en banc decision that New Jersey’s restrictions “on the
possession of semi-automatic rifles” are unconstitutional, see Op.55, un-
disputedly merits further review. Indeed, the Supreme Court regularly
holds petitions presenting identical issues such that they may be granted,
vacated, and remanded following resolution of the argued case. See Reed
v. Goertz, 598 U.S. 230, 259 (2023) (Alito, J., dissenting) (explaining GVR
practice). It is already holding multiple petitions—like NAGR v. Lamont,
No. 25-421 (AR-15 and LCMs); Duncan v. Bonta, No. 25-198 (LCMs); and
Gator’s Custom Guns v. Washington, No. 25-153 (LCMs)—pending reso-

lution of Viramontes. Certiorari is far more than plausible.
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There is likewise at least a “reasonable probability” that the Court
will review the validity of LCM restrictions. Nara, 494 F.3d at 1133. For
one, last year, three justices had voted for certiorari on the question, even
before this Court’s decision created a circuit split. See OST v. Rhode Is-
land, 145 S.Ct. 2771, 2771 (2025) (noting Justices Thomas, Alito, and
Gorsuch would grant the petition for certiorari). For another, this newly-
established and expressly acknowledged “circuit split” on LCMs is “likely
[to] trigger review in [the Supreme] Court.” McLaughlin Chiropractic As-
sociates, Inc. v. McKesson Corp., 606 U.S. 146, 166 (2025). The issues that
are the subject of this split implicate critical questions of constitutional
interpretation and public safety and are therefore “substantial” in their
own right. Fed. R. App. P. 41(d)(1). And at the very least, the Court would
hold the LCM issue in this case pending resolution of Viramontes—as it
has in other petitions, like Duncan, even before a split formed.

The lopsided circuit split also reveals “a reasonable possibility that
at least five Justices would vote to reverse.” Nara, 494 F.3d at 1133. The
presence of such a conflict evidences not merely a likelihood of certiorari,
but that the Justices could reasonably reach the contrary result. See, e.g.,

Warner-Lambert, 791 F.2d at 286-87 (staying mandate where decision is
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“at odds” with at least “five other circuits that have considered the is-
sue”); Chandler, 282 F.3d at 451 (Ripple, J., in chambers) (relying on the
“conflict among the circuits that have ruled on the matter”). This Court’s
opinion conflicts with the equally thoughtful and considered rulings from
the First, Second, Fourth, Seventh, Ninth, and D.C. Circuits, all of which
upheld assault weapons and/or LCM restrictions. See OST v. Rhode Is-
land, 95 F.4th 38 (1st Cir. 2024); NAGR v. Lamont, 153 F.4th 213 (2d Cir.
2025); Bianchi v. Brown, 111 F.4th 438 (4th Cir. 2024) (en banc); Barnett
v. Raoul, 180 F.4th 1035 (7th Cir. 2026); Duncan v. Bonta, 133 F.4th 852
(9th Cir. 2025) (en banc); Hanson v. District of Columbia, 120 F.4th 223
(D.C. Cir. 2024). That nearly thirty appellate judges across the ideological
spectrum agree with the State’s arguments suggests at least a “reasona-
ble possibility” that five Justices would ultimately do the same.

The disagreement among this en banc Court is yet more proof that
reversal is at least reasonably possible. Notably, this Court has—sitting
en banc—repeatedly granted stays of its mandate in cases where judges
were divided. See, e.g., Order Granting Stay, United States v. Nasir, No.
18-2888 (3d Cir. Jan. 8, 2021) (granting stay where movant emphasized

in a Dec. 21, 2020 motion the divisions within the en banc court); Order
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Granting Stay, United States v. Mitchell, No. 09-4718 (3d Cir. Sept. 19,
2011) (same, where movant had emphasized in an August 8, 2011 motion
the division within the en banc Court and conflicting decisions from other
federal courts). Here, five members of this Court signed on to meticulous
opinions dissenting in full or in part—which raised questions regarding
the majority’s methodology and conclusions and aligned instead with five
other circuits. While their opinions did not persuade a majority, they offer
another sign that five Justices could plausibly vote to reverse.

2. In the absence of this stay, the State is likely to suffer irreparable
harm—and all the remaining equities point the same way.

a. The State will suffer irreparable sovereign and practical harms
during the time period where it cannot enforce its 36-year-old law—espe-
cially should the Supreme Court ultimately agree with most circuits that
these laws are consistent with the Second Amendment.

Begin with the irreparable sovereign harm. The Supreme Court has
repeatedly established that “[a]ny time a State is enjoined by a court from
effectuating statutes enacted by representatives of its people, it suffers a
form of irreparable injury.” Trump v. CASA, 606 U.S. 831, 861 (2025)

(quoting Maryland v. King, 567 U.S. 1301, 1303 (2012) (Roberts, C.J., in

10
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chambers)); see also Abbott v. Perez, 585 U.S. 579, 602 n.17 (2018) (agree-
ing States are irreparably harmed if prevented from “enforc[ing] [their]
duly enacted plans”). After all, because the State “clearly has a legitimate
interest in the continued enforceability of its own statutes,” Cameron v.
EMW Women’s Surgical Ctr., P.S.C., 595 U.S. 267, 277 (2022), this Court
“rightly hesitate[s]” to “enjoin enforcement” of a “democratically enacted
state law” and instead “err[s] on the side of respecting state sovereignty”
while the lawsuit remains pending. DSSA v. Del. Dep’t of Safety & Home-
land Sec., 108 F.4th 194, 205-06 (3d Cir. 2024). Relevant here, courts
have even made this precise point in the context of assault weapons and
LCM challenges. See, e.g., NAGR, 153 F.4th at 249; Hanson, 120 F.4th at
247. And it applies easily to this case: absent a stay of the mandate, the
State’s inability to maintain the status quo by enforcing its 36-year-old
democratically-enacted law is a real, irreparable harm.

But even though this sovereign injury in maintaining longstanding
and duly enacted laws clearly suffices under CASA and DSSA, New Jer-
sey would suffer profound practical irreparable harms too. If the mandate
1ssues but New Jersey later wins on further review, the harms to public

safety and law enforcement will be permanent. As more than one circuit

11



Case: 24-2415 Document: 128 Page: 18 Date Filed: 07/31/2026

found, allowing the mandate to issue “would lead to a ‘flood’ of currently
restricted weapons entering [New Jersey]” that “will be near-impossible
to retrieve once within the state,” NAGR, 153 F.4th at 249, even if Vi-
ramontes later comes out the other way. Accord Hanson, 120 F.4th at 247
(agreeing that previously-prohibited weapons “will flood into” the State,
meaning that even temporary suspension of these laws “could drastically
compromise [the State’s] ability to enforce its magazine cap [or assault
weapons law] far into the future”). Law enforcement would not know who
now possesses such weapons in New Jersey, and thousands of individuals
may be subject to criminal exposure for continuing to possess weaponry
they understood to be lawful when initially purchased.

This is unfortunately not an abstract problem. As the D.C. Circuit
found, there 1s some evidence that “over one million LCMs flooded into
California in the brief one-week period after California’s LCM cap was
enjoined but before the ruling was stayed by the district court.” Hanson,
120 F.4th at 247 (cleaned up) (emphasis added) (citing Matthew Green,
Gun Groups: More Than a Million High-Capacity Magazines Flooded
California During Weeklong Ban Suspension, KQED (Apr. 12, 2019),

https://perma.cc/66NQ-Z6D6). And even before the mandate issued, just

12
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hours after this Court published its opinion, sales appear to have begun
in the State—with many more advertised to start after the mandate is-
sues. See, e.g., Ex. A (showing three instances of New Jersey arms dealers
selling LCMs following this Court’s decision before issuance of mandate);
Ex. B (collecting ads from several arms dealers in the Third Circuit indi-
cating sales will swiftly follow issuance of mandate). Absent a stay of the
mandate, thousands (or more) of such sales could take place in the State,
a bell state and local law enforcement could not soon un-ring.2

The sovereign injury to the State’s enforcement of 36-year-old laws,
and the practical consequences to law enforcement of thousands of sales
of previously-unlawful items following issuance of the mandate, together
and independently demonstrate irreparable harm.

b. Although these above factors do not present a “close case” requir-
ing the Court to consider whether “on balance, the interests of the parties

and the public favor a stay,” that equitable analysis nonetheless further

2 And though this may not have been relevant to the Second Amendment
merits, “evidence that the enforcement of laws restricting assault weap-
ons, [LCMs], or both i1s associated with a statistically significant decrease
in per capita rates of deaths and casualties due to mass shootings” does
bear on the harm that the State would suffer were the mandate to issue.

NAGR, 153 F.4th at 249; see also N.J.Br.19-23.
13
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favors the State. Nara, 494 F.3d at 1133. The State’s ask is quite narrow:
to allow the 36-year-old status quo to continue for less than one year until
Viramontes (and any other possible case on LCMs) is decided this Term.
At that point, if Plaintiffs prevail, they would be able to possess the weap-
ons covered by this Court’s mandate—meaning that the harm is entirely
a months-long delay. See Hanson, 120 F.4th at 247 (emphasizing delay is
not irreparable in the same way an injury to the State is, and these “un-
equal consequences carry material weight”). The State in no way intends
to disregard or diminish any delay in exercising one’s rights. But the par-
ties’ conduct shows the relatively reduced irreparable injuries they would
suffer from a less-than-one-year deferral of the mandate.

Plaintiffs’ delay in seeking relief, and their own conduct during this
half-decade of litigation, confirms it would be proper to keep this 36-year-
old status quo while litigation proceeds to the Supreme Court this Term.
This Court has noted that a “[d]elay in seeking enforcement of [constitu-
tional] rights” impacts a party’s equities, meaning that there is “at least
a reduced need for” for “speedy action” to effectuate relief for such a chal-
lenger. DSSA, 108 F.4th at 206. New Jersey enacted its assault-weapons

and LCM statutes in May of 1990. These Plaintiffs did not challenge the

14
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assault-weapons law until 2022, and they did not challenge the LCM law
before 2018—and even then only litigated a change in capacity from 15
to 10, not the 15-capacity limit from 1990. See ANJRPC v. Atty. Gen., No.
18-10507 (DNJ), Dkt. 1; Cheeseman v. Atty. Gen., No. 22-4360 (DNJ),
Dkt. 1; Ellman v. Atty. Gen., No. 22-4397 (DNJ), Dkt. 1. That they waited
28/32 years to file these challenges suggests that the status quo can and
should be maintained for months more, given the odds of certiorari, pos-
sibility of reversal, and indisputable interim irreparable harm.
Plaintiffs’ conduct during litigation likewise suggests the status quo
can be maintained, and that the mandate need not immediately issue, as
this case proceeds to the Supreme Court. For one, neither the Cheeseman
nor Ellman Plaintiffs sought preliminary relief. See, e.g., Shirey v. Ben-
salem Tp., 663 F.2d 472, 476 (3d Cir. 1981) (“The party’s own evaluation
that there is no need for injunctive relief pendente lite is a good indication
that the status quo can continue until the ultimate conclusion of the liti-
gation[.]”); ¢f. Defense Distributed v. Attorney General, 972 F.3d 193, 201
(3d Cir. 2020) (looking to party’s litigation conduct as “strong indication
that” in its eyes “the status quo can continue” without irreparable harm).

For another, all parties agreed to stay the District Court’s order striking
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down New Jersey’s law applied to a certain AR-15 pending “the resolu-
tion of any appeal” to this Court. Joint Mot. for Ext. of Stay Pending Ap-
peal, ANJRPC v. Atty. Gen., No. 18-10507 (D.N.J. Aug. 20, 2024), Dkt.
235 at 3. That, too, indicates limited haste to upend the status quo.
Further, while the ANJRPC Plaintiffs sought a preliminary injunc-
tion in 2018 (unlike the Cheeseman and Ellman Plaintiffs), they actually
later switched gears and urged their case be stayed pending the Court’s
resolution of NYSRPA v. Bruen. See Br. in Support of Cross Mot. for Stay,
ANJRPC v. Atty. Gen., No. 18-10507 (D.N.dJ. Mar. 18, 2019), Dkt. 90 at 5-
6 (requesting their case be held, even though New Jersey laws remained
enforceable in the interim, because it was “likely” the eventual Bruen de-
cision would “affect the analysis governing Plaintiffs’ Second Amendment
claims”). They then repeated this request to this Court, emphasizing that
“[t]wo other circuit courts have stayed cases pending” Bruen. Motion for
Stay at 2, ANJRPC v. Atty. Gen., No. 19-3142 (3d Cir. Nov. 8, 2019). But
if Plaintiffs were copasetic with a stay—with New Jersey laws remaining
in effect—pending Bruen, it is unclear why a stay of the mandate would

be inappropriate pending a petition that will at the very least be held for
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Viramontes, a far more identical case.? Plaintiffs’ delay in seeking relief,
and Plaintiffs’ conduct during this half-decade of litigation, confirms that
1t 1s proper to keep the 36-year-old status quo in place while this litigation
proceeds swiftly to the Supreme Court this Term.

3. One last point bears note: that this Court elected to issue its opin-
1on prior to Viramontes does not mean this Court must issue its mandate.
This Court gave two reasons for the timing of its opinion—that (1) it “re-
solves a question the Supreme Court has not committed to addressing:
the constitutionality of a law restricting possession of magazines that can
hold more than 10 rounds of ammunition,” and (2) “no party to these long-
pending cases has asked [the Court] to hold [its] decision.” Op.14-15n.12.
But that this Court resolved the LCM question and created a split in the

process 1s part of what may merit further review—and thus part of what

3 To be clear, neither the State nor the courts thought this stay for Bruen
was appropriate at that time given the material differences between that
case (regarding public carry permits) and ANJRPC (regarding possession
of LCMs). But there is a far tighter fit between Viramontes and this case:
indeed, as explained above, one of the questions is identical. See supra at
7 (discussing question in Viramontes). And it is quite likely Viramontes
will provide doctrinal clarity that bears on LCM challenges too—which is
likely why the Court is holding multiple LCM cases. In any event, regard-
less of whether the ANJRPC Plaintiffs were successful, their own motion
1s indicative of the degree of harm that they will suffer from an analogous
stay of the mandate for a short time until Viramontes issues.

17
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favors this stay under the Third Circuit’s Nara analysis. See supra at 8-
9. Moreover, electing to answer a question does not impose interim irrep-
arable harm on the State; by contrast, allowing a mandate to issue would.
See supra at 10-13. And of course, the State is asking this Court to stay
its mandate in these long-running cases—to maintain a statutory status
quo that is much longer running—for just one more Term.

%* %* *

This Court’s test is satisfied. There is an obvious case for certiorari:
the Supreme Court already granted review over one of the two questions
in this case, and both questions implicate an express circuit split over an
important issue. There are sufficient odds that the States will succeed in
these cases, especially given the lopsided circuit split and recent decision
in Barnett. The State would suffer severe sovereign and practical irrepa-
rable harms were this mandate to issue while this case is pending at the
Court. And it is sensible to allow this 36-year-old status quo to remain in
place for months, especially given Plaintiffs’ conduct, which also allowed

the status quo to persist for years before and during litigation.

CONCLUSION

This Court should stay its mandate.
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Respectfully Submitted,

JENNIFER DAVENPORT
Attorney General of New Jersey

By: /s/ Jeremy M. Feigenbaum
Jeremy M. Feigenbaum
Solicitor General
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Exhibit A

Social Media Posts Showing Sales of
LCMs in New Jersey Following Judgment
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SC Arms:

sc_armsnj -
g Scarmsnj

~ 1,968 posts 277K followers 634 following

' High-End Firearms & Lifestyle
&+ Celebrity Builds « Rare drops
® M| Education » Gear = Culture

) www.scarms.com and 1 more
() SC_armsnj

SC Arms Instagram Bio
https://perma.cc/KZ7G-D62U

@ sc_armsnj Follow ==+

sc_armsnj 1w
=2 FIRST LARGE CAPACITY MAGS SOLD IN NJ

SINCE BAN LIFTED!

#scarmsnj #magsinstockonshelf

“ _jonathanwyatt 1w
# Correction: 'Standard Capacity' Q

363 likes Reply

View all 12 replies

L markxaxfreeman 1w

Qe Q302 714 QY A

July 17

® Add .
-4 a commen @

July 17, 2026 Instagram Post Showing LCM Sale at SC Arms
https://perma.cc/ZJ4B-A8FG
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sc_armsnj « Follow

Al info

a sc_armsnj Everyone keeps saying some mythical
=/ date of July 31st..... Ruling was Decided July 17th.
BREAKING NEWS We stand by our constitution, and we will fight

ﬂSSA“H WEAPONS BAN for it tooth and nail!

FEDERAL COURT RULES AGAINST THE BAN . | #scarmsnj #colddeadheads #jU |y1 7

nited States Court of Appeals
fur the Third Cireuit 4

Tw

z1ggy16 Where you guys located?

1w Reply

Qe v W

888 likes
7 days ago

July 23, 2026 Instagram Post Suggesting that SC
Arms Began Selling LCMs on July 17, 2026
https://perma.cc/XR3D-2DW5
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Urban Tactical Firearms:

urbantacticalfirearms ==+

Urban Tactical Firearms And Training Academy
548 West Side Ave, Jersey City, NJ 07304

65 East Route 70, https:Marlton, NJ 08053

< www.utfirearms.com and 1 more

Urban Tactical Firearms Instagram Bio
https://perma.cc/GKJ9-5588

T r/NJGuns - 13d ago

Another one selling (30 characters)
cnw Urban Tactical LLC.
& s o
FIRST HIGH CAPACITY (AKA- STANDARD CAPACITY) MAG SOLD IN
NEW JERSEY (LEGALLY SINCE THE BAN WAS LIFTED OF
COURSE)!!!! LETS GOt

137 ()69

July 17, 2026 Reddit Post Confirming LCM Sale at Urban Tactical
https://perma.cc/RM8V-B9FJ
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1 @ urbantacticalfirearms « Follow

-hia urbantacticalfirearms 35m
is open for all business as well. Ship to
store for pickup for free or ship to your

front door via Fedex.
www.utfirearms.com

®

Q 3reub3 5m
@seven13seventy7even
Like Reply

onasis_roman 15m

Like Reply

o stan_solid_circle 19m
(XXX X.

Like Replv

C2 Q3 VY W

35 minutes ago

Log in to like or comment.

July 30, 2026 Instagram Post Showing that
Urban Tactical Plans to Sell LCMs on July 31
https://perma.cc/KVB9-435U
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RTSP:

As Northern New Jersey's premier and only 5 star indoor shooting range, store, and training facility, we

provide you with an unparalleled venue for family and personal firearms enjoyment and education. Our
friendly staff will be more than happy to help anyone from beginners to experts with getting on the range,
finding the right training for your needs, or purchasing your next firearm. We offer one of the largest retail
selections of firearms in the area, and we’ll work with anyone on geti... = Continue Reading

RSTP “About Us” Section
https://perma.cc/8QUT-U935

@ NJGF-Admin ¢
()

RTSP seems to be selling standard capacity magazines now. Got this in an email about an hour

ago
. N . P

A It's Official:
Standard-Capacity Magazines Are Back!

THE WAIT IS OVER

The Third Circuit Court of Appeals has ruled that New Jersey’s magazine capacity

restrictions are unconstitutional

This is a major moment for firearm owners!
Our team is already working to bring standard-capacily magazines into our stores as

quickly as possible

Why wait? Gel ahead of the rush and order online today at shop.rtsponline.com

while inventory is available!

Email from RTSP Posted on Gun Owner
Forum on July 19, 2026 Confirming LCM Sales
https://perma.cc/7JJZ-4J2T
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R r/NJGuns - 6d ago
== Ordinary-Ad8859

Full Capacity Mags are in RTSP

| feel like i saw a lot of people say RTSP was just taking magazine reservations but the order | put in online is ready
for pickup. Im a member so with discount it was worth it to buy from them, especially since online retailers still are

not shipping

Twd-0O17

@ z1ggy16 = 6d ago
Which ones? | was just there 20 minutes ago asking about non low cap mags for my Echelon and they didn't

have any, and were unsure if they could order them either. This was Randolph.
vl

k. Ordinary-Ad8859 OP - 6d ago
In store is different | think but can confirm i ordered a bunch of Echelon ones online and that's part of

what arrived today. And | shipped to Randolph

1

k@ Logical-Witness-795 - 5d ago

Did you pick up your order?
¢28

l\. Ordinary-Ad8859 OP - 5d ago

Yes

¢2&

July 24, 2026 Reddit Post from RTSP Customer
Claiming Ability to Pick Up LCMs at RTSP
https://perma.cc/RJ35-8C8D
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Exhibit B

Social Media Posts from Arms Dealers
Indicating Intent to Sell AR-15s and LCMs
in NdJ as Soon as Legally Permissible
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Palmetto State Armory:

Since its inception, Palmetto State Armory has focused on providing the best quality
AR-15 parts and accessories for the best price possible. Following year after year of
exponential growth, Palmetto State Armory’s core principle remains the same, and
our commitment to freedom before profit remains unwavering. The idea is simple:

SELL AS MANY GUNS TO AS MANY LAW-ABIDING AMERICANS AS
POSSIBLE.

“About Palmetto State Armory” Section on Website
https://perma.cc/5ATE-4FPV

NEW JERSEY: 3RD CIRCUIT STRIKES DOWN AR AND MAGAZINE BANS

On July 17, 2026, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 3rd Circuit issued a landmark 10-5 en banc decision striking down
New Jersey's ban on popular semi-automatic rifles (such as the AR-15) and magazines holding more than 10 rounds. The
court ruled that these firearms and standard-capacity magazines are in common use for lawful purposes and that banning
them violates the Second Amendment.

2. What this means for your orders: The ruling is a massive step forward, but the legal process requires
a final administrative step before sales can physically resume. Please stay tuned on when we will be
allowing orders to be placed the moment the 3rd Circuit's opinion is officially effective and shipment
is legally permissible.

Blog On Company Website Indicating That AR-15 Sales
To New Jersey Will Begin “The Moment” The Mandate Issues
https://perma.cc/R5QL-Q5DD

New Jersey
Update: We will begin accephing orders as soon as the 3rd Cincuit Court officially posts the mandate. RBead More
Here,
Palmetto’s State-by-State Shipping Restrictions
https://perma.cc/H666-4PC3
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Middlebrook Firearms:

FIREARMS LLC

SREEN BRO0K. K

Middlebrook Firearms

1.9K followers « 26 following
@ Follow  Q Search

Your neighborhood firearms destination with competitive prices and outstanding customer service.
8 Sporting Goods Store

Middlebrook Firearms Facebook Bio
https://perma.cc/UJ8F-ZGTK

Middlebrook Firearms is at Middlebrook Firearms. .
July 23 at 8:45PM - Green Brook - [l American Nights - Zach Bryan - &
= FREEDOM FRIDAY IS ALMOST HERE. M

Looks like it's time to make room in the safe.

To celebrate what could be one of the biggest changes to New Jersey firearms laws in decades,
we're launching our Freedom Friday Event!

Y 15% OFF qualifying standard-capacity magazines
Use code STANDARD

i 10% OFF qualifying previously prohibited semiautomatic rifles
Use code FREEDOM

Reserve your order now to lock in today's pricing and beat the inevitable rush.

As always, we'll only transfer firearms and magazines when legally permitted. We're excited about
the Third Circuit's decision, but we're also committed to doing things the right way. We'll continue
following all applicable laws and guidance every step of the way.

We have a feeling demand is going to be... standard. &2

9 Middlebrook Firearms
Green Brook, NJ

#freedomfriday #middlebrookfirearms #nj2a #secondamendment #standardcapacity See less
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e ** EVENT »xx

LOCK IN TODAY'S PRICING BEFORE DEMAND EXPLODES.

With the recent Third Circuit decision, we're preparing for what could be
one of the biggest changes to Now Jersey firearms laws in docades

|

| W

QUALIFYING QUALIFYING
8 4 STANDARD-CAPACITY 4 | 4 PREVIOUSLY PROHIBITED
N MAGAZINES ~ SEMIAUTOMATIC RIFLES

STANDAR Rl‘i:“éﬁom

AT CHECKOUT Ml AT CHECKOUT

W——

¥ )
i
i BN  FIRST IN LINE WHEN
. LOCK IN ’ BEAT POTENTIAL
' ¥ 2P TRANSFERS BECOME
. TODAY'S PRICING INVENTORY SHORTAGES T

IMPORTANT INFORMATION
Orders placed during this event are reservations only No prohibited firearm oc

magazine will be transferred unless and wntil permitted by appbcable law.

I legal circumstances change or additional court action delays transfers,

we'll contact customers with available options. J

*  RESERVE TODAY & SAVE

WE'LL SECURELY HOLD YOUR ORDER

TNV, TV TV TN R

AND HAVE IT READY IF AND WHEN NEW JERSEY LAW ALLOWS TRANSFERS

BROOKTIRE ARM

July 23, 2026 Facebook Post Advertising Pre-
Sale of AR-15s and LCMs in New Jersey
https://perma.cc/UJ8F-ZGTK
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Keyport Guns & Sporting Goods:

e —

Keyport Guns & Shooting Club

179 followers - 24 following
a Follow CL Search

A state and federally licensed family owned and operated gun and sporting geods boutigue.
B Gun Range

All About Reels Photos Followers More =

Details

'{:g 1 Review

@ 58 W Front 5t,, Keyport, NJ, United States, 07735

Keyport Guns & Sporting Goods Facebook Bio
https:/perma.cc/2U4Q-A6J7
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KEYP® @

GUNS & SPORTING GOODS ——

ASSAULT WEAPUNS BAN &
MAGAZINE CAPACITY UPDATE

UPDATE ON THE ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN & MAGAZINE CAPACITY RULING
We are aware of the recent decision issued by the Third Circuit Court of Appeals and understand
that many in the firearms community have been eagerly awaiting this development.

THE RULING IS NOT YET IN EFFECT.
At this time, the ruling is not yet in effect, and there are tiil additional legal steps that must be
completed before any changes take place. Until the process Is finalized, existing laws remaln in effect

WE'RE STAYING INFORMED SO WE CAN SERVE YOU BEST.

Keypart Guns is working closely with aur legal partners and industry contacts within the
Second Amendment community to stay informed. As scon as it is legally permissible, we will be
fully stocked with magazines and resdy to serve our customers.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PATIENCE & SUPPORT.

We appreciate your patience and understanding as wa await the final cutcome. We will share
updates as sacn as additional information becomes available.

* THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONTINUED SUPPORT

gy

@l Keyport Guns & Shooting Club e
¥/ July 18 at 1:34PM - Keyport - @

Thank you for your continuous support and for choosing Keyport Guns and Sporting Goods.

— at Keyport Guns & Shooting Club.

July 17, 2026 Facebook Post Stating That Sales of AR-15s and LCMs
will Begin in New Jersey “As Soon as It Is Legally Permissible”
https://perma.cc/9NT7T-TR27
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Middletown Arms:

middletownarmsco -

665 posts 7,153 followers 2,399 following

Gun Store

Family Owned and Operated

‘We're the shop without the attitude, serving everyone from beginners to experienced shooters. No Sales
on G

FFL 07402 50T
429 MJ-36 N unit 4, Middletown, New lersey 07758

) maps.app.goo.gl/seEtC3gelTiPDusAA?g_st=com.google.maps. preview.copy
middletownarmsco

Middletown Arms Instagram Bio
https://perma.cc/5UMN-8SQL

When can we order magazines from Middletown Arms now that the magazine ban has been
struck down?

d & repy O
Middletown Arms & . 1w - & Author

Chris Sgrensen very soon we have them in stock already we are just waiting ! We just
posted what we are doing on Instagram

MAJOR
VICTORY

NEW JERSEY

* GUN OWNERS

h & reply O

July 23, 2026 Facebook Comment Stating That Middletown Arms
Has LCMs “In Stock” and Are “Just Waiting”
https://perma.cc/ZK77-GS88
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middletownarmsco #njgunstore #redbanknj
#rumsonnj #fairhavenn) #atlantichighlandsnj
Motforsale on Instagram .

@ middletownarmsco « Follow
Middletown, New Jersey

w
8¢ ” / e hercules_papadogiannis Has not gone into o
ey effect yet. Still illegal. Wait patientl
EMAIL US OR STOPIN - y 9 b y >
T0 DROF OFF YOUR 1w R.E'pl}l'
« T BE UNMENTERED. * —  View replies (3)
WE WILL TEY AND GET THEM
L -
| Qe VY A
137 likes
July 21
@ Add a comment... Post

July 23, 2026 Instagram Post Encouraging Customers to “Beat the
Rush” to Convert AR-15s and LCMs by Dropping Off Modified Firearms
https://perma.cc/RT4Z-GWZU
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@ middletownarmsco + Follow e
Middletown, New Jersey

middletownarmsco #middletownarmsco
#redbanknj #rumsonnj #fairhavennj

IRMF #atlantichighlandsnj
AP/ p Notforsale on Instagram .
f A S L 1d
® lovequotes19977 Yall gonna have 100rnd )

4»  drums or not?
21h 2likes Reply

NI D AT DUR Aa— I _ . _ R .
' QoY A

87 likes

1 day ago
@ Add a comment... Post

July 29, 2026 Instagram Post Offering Pre-Order for LCMs
https://perma.cc/DFX7-TD8K
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X-RingSupply:

X-Ring Supply

@ Follow

X-Ring Supply Reddit Bio
https://perma.cc/ WKH3-4W1.4
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@ vetternngs OP - 9d ago
u/X-RingSupply. Some FFLs in M) have gotten official correspondence from the MISP about they are able to
sall ban iterns on 07/31. Have you gotten anything from DSP or the DE DOJ as of yet?

sy
I"‘q-@ X-RingSupply - 8d ago

We are waiting for the mandate to go into effect. Once laws change, we will be full sending it. We haven't
seen any guidance on when, aside from the Aug 10 date that the NRA attormey mentioned on that
Youtube Live video.

a6 4k

o
'\.i vettermnis OP - 8d ago
Thank you for the update. Im ready to buy that Tavor ¥95 on the wall when you can sell it
] {L

L@ X-RingSupply - 7d ago

I'm just excited to sell AKs again thh
g 5 il

56l
July 22, 2026 Reddit Comments from X-Ring Stating That
They Will Sell Previously Restricted Arms As Soon As Possible
https://perma.cc/M2N9-86N4
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