
John Trull 

From: Trull, John 
Sent: 01/26/2004 04:13:00 PM 
To: 'Tom Frane'; Mccanna, Robert M. 
CC: 
BCC: 
Subject: RE: 

Steve is correct in what he is saying. The project to get the co:~:~:~·n fi·;::::~~:~i!~~i::;~~~ approved has 
been a royal pain in the neck. We have spent over $250k on.)~~~:r:ig__this. During the.testing at the CA 
specified test house, CA DOJ again changed their requiremBOt~:J~:(~QQ:,$.Ome additional imple1nents to 
try and disable a lock. In short, they are doing their very best to··:rr;a:~i:!:if~~::tjj:fficult as possible for 
anything to pass. We protested because they changed lhe requir~.~}~rj~~iinftUWe submitted. The 
response was a statement from CA DOJ saying that "te ............................ fathered under the old 
requirement, but they highly recommended that wen Put 2 and 2 together there 
and you can guarantee that as soon as we applied fo find a loophole to exclude 
us. The only feasible solution is to include a CA DO~:~pprovediQq~!#!ID:~Yery gun. Doing that as well 
as the ISS from a business perspective is silly. It d~f~!fts the wholfl~~M~ for having the ISS in the first 
place. Bottom line is we are chasing a moving tari~f:With ~.~ect to _meeting the requirements from a 
legislation that can change the requirements on u~')illthout,!)1\Jtce. I @9uld have a better update for you 
at SHOT. 

John C. Trull 
Marketing Manager~ Firearms Division 
Remington Arms Company, Inc. 
P.O. Box 700 
870 Remington Dr. 
Madison. NC 27025-0700 
(336) 548-8737 - Phone 
(336) 548-7737 - Fax 
john.trull@remington.com 
www.remington.com 

-----Original Message··---
From: Tom Frane [m.ailtoct<imf@)@~folimedt 
Sent: Monday, January 26, 
To: Mccanna, Robert M.: 
Subject: Fw: 

To: "Tom Frane" 
Sent: Monday, 
Subject: Re: 

>Tom, 
> What tne:v are 11a1 
other 
>major 
California 
> approved or 

Subject to Protective 

lock in each box. 

v. Remington 

MAE00013791 



>Currently, Remington's model 7's & 700's are California approved. All 
others 
>are not which I believe are referred to as common fire controls. It is my 
> undetstanding that the retailers are responsible to make sure that each 
>firearm goes out with a California approved locking system. Big S's 
concern 
> is there is too much at risk if their salesmen drop the ball on this. 
Having 
>an approved lock in each box prevents this from happening. ..:::-:.:..·. 
> Jay has told us that they have been working on getting the comm~ttf:H"e 
>control guns approved. What we need is an update on this projeqt'~)\.iso, I 
> believe that all wholesalers are very concerned about this proje~:~~¥r.:t~~Y 
>are the middle business in shipping firearms into California wit®µfi3:~r:::::::::.--
> approved locking system. Let me know if you need more infor.ffi~iori">::::>:·:-····· 
> .. :·:·:·:·:·:·· 

>Thanks, 
>Steve 
> -~~~~ Original Message -----
> From: "Tom Frane" <tomf@maschmedt.com> 

>To: "Steve Johnson-M&A" <.~:~e~;~Q~~~;,~·~~::'~:~;·~~;:;,~·~i\ AiiM~~······}}{< <<< >Cc: "Mccanna, Robert M." < 

>Sent Monday, January 26, 2004 11 09 AM 
> Subject: Re: 
> 
> 
> > What lock is not CA approved? What do 
>> 
>> 

>> 
>> 
>>>Tom, 
> > > Please forward this request and 
> > >-----Original Message----
> > > From: "Cheely Mark A." <M 
> > >To: "Steve Johnson (E
> > >Cc: "Tanaka Roger K." 
> > >Sent: Monday, January 
>>> 
>>> 
> > > > Steve, 
> > > > Our operation de1oartm@tibl\ m 
> > > > trying to resolve 

would like to know if Remington is 
issue. We have almost 

all inrlrr.~'~'~i~J~);;i >>gun 
> > > > manufactures 
>to 
> > >get 
> > > > up to 
>>>> 

>>>> 
>>> 
>>> 
>> 
>> 
>> 
> 

Subject to Protective v. Remington 

devise. We need Remington 

MAE00013792 
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Subject to Protective v. Remington 
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