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U.5. GERTTFIFD MALL KG. FKI-0320-0005-1583-304%5

RE: 02-202&, LAMBROS va. [0.5.A.
District of Minpescta CourtfAgency Numbers: GCivil Re. 99-Z8 (DSC)
Criminal Heo. 4-89-B2(5){DSD)

Dear Clerck:
Acrached for filing in the sbove-entitled action d1s the following document:

a. MOTION FOR ISSUANCE OF CERTILFICATE OF APPEALABILITY BY THE EICGHTH CIRCUIT
COURT OF APPEALS. Dated: June 10, X002,

Flease filod one orlginal aml three coples.
Thanking wou 1o advance fov yowe conbinwed aesistance in thils matter.
Hinge

S el i
TeRLEY Lambeos, Fra Se

CERETIFICATE DOF SERVLLE

1 dec]lare under che '|:I-E1'I..":|.lt}' uf perju.r:,' Ehalt a Erwe And correcEe caapy afl
the above Jisted document/mocian was oatled Wwithin & stanped addresszed envelope

MFum the U4 BesvenWocokh Matleoom an thiy 1lth day of June, 22, Lo:

1. .5, ALTITORMEYS QFFICE, Bsbplet of Minnegota, U.oh. Federal Couyt House,
Budte 600, 300 Zouth 4uh Sereet, Mipoespolis, Klnnesobs 534150

i Tl

n Cregery Lambros




UMNTTED STATES ODORT OF  AFPEALL:
FOE THE EIGHTH GCIECUIT

JOHY GRECORY LAMHELNS, * APPEAL BO_ 022026
Petitiuvner — Appellant, * HMstrict of Minoesota CourtfAigency
Numbers: ©ivil No. 99-2A (D5U)
iE. * Crimoal Koo G-H9-32{5h(050]
THITED STATES 'F AMEHCLA, *

AFFIDAVIT FOBRM

Rgupundeu[ - ﬂppElIEE "

MITION P2 1SSTARCE OF CERTIFICATE OF APPEALAFRILITY
Ef THE FEIGHTE CIRCDIT OCIOORT OF APPEALS

MW COMES the Petitianer = Appellant, John Gregacy Lambroos, Pro-Se,
{herelnafcer Movant) and reguests this Honora®le Court purseant to Tinle 28 U 5.C.A.
§ 2253, far che fssuabce of a Certificate of Appealabillity {herelnafcer COAY, as
the District of Minnesota Court ruled, pro forma om May 29, 2002, chat the coure
would not prant such a A when the court DENIED Movant's “MOTION TO VACATE ALL
JUDEMENMTE AMD OERDCES BY UMITELR STATES DISTRICT COURT JUDGE ROBERT {:. RENWER FURSUANT
TO RBOLE 60{b}{6} OF TUE ¥FRUBERAL, EUCLES OF CIVIL FROCEEATRE FOR VIOLATIONS OF TITLE

I8 T.5.C.A. § 455." Judge Bennmer wasz the U.&. Arctorney who fndiceed Movant.

The District Court erted 1n bolding, In sgquere conflict wilth fthe 1U.5.

Supreme Court decisien LILJEBERG wis, HEALTH SERVICES CORFP., 486 US 847, 104 L.Ed2d

855, 108 5.Ct. Z1%4 (L906) and obbec cIirvowics. Ehat every Federel Eules of Cdivil

"ececond or successive” habeas petitiom

Frocedure 6O0(bY meotlon coastlbuces problibited
as matter of law. The DlgEpleE Courk sEeted, "Although peritioner putpurcts bo

bring this motion undee Rule AR{L){6) of the Federal REules of Civil Procedure, the
court conelodes Ehot 1B must be Ereated as a petitdeon pursuant to 28 N.3.0. § 2233

gince Lambres l= atbemprcing oo calltaterally attack hie conviction amd sentence.”

See, Harch U8, 2002, OEDER by Judgce Tuty, Page 3.



APPELLANT HAS MADE A SUSHTANTIAL SHOWING OF & DENTAL NDF A COMSTITIONMAL RIGHT:

L. The Zupreme Court in CHAPMAN wis. CALIFREHLA, [V L. Ed.2d 705,

FLO [1947) stated that an Impartial judge is a constifutional right Ao basic to

a frir trial chat tes tnfraction can mever be treated as hatwleas arror. Quoting,

TIHETD wuw, OHID, 273 U5 510, 71 L.Ed. T4% (1927). Ree, CHAPMAR, 17 L.E4.24 at 710

n.El-p

o w

SAME [JURSTI10N:

2. o Aprdl 22, 2002, the Cnited Etates Supreme Court CRANTED

CERTLORARL o the Very same queation that the Disttict Court DENITD Muwant'y

"MOTION T YAUATE ALL JUDCMENTS AND ORDERS BY UNITED STATES DISTRIGT CIRIRT FUTKIE
ROBERT <. EENWEE PUESCANT 10 RULE BOCh)(G) OF THE FEDERAL EULES OF CIYIL PROACEINMRE

FOR VIOLATIONS OF TITLE 24 U.2.C.4. § 455," in ABDUR"RAHMAN wis. BELL, #3l-50%4,

questions presented:

(1] Dld Sixtk Clrewle err in holding, in squere conflict
with de¢lslens: af this court and other circwlts, thai nwerw
Fud.R.Giv.F. GO(k) moblon conatitutes prohibited "second uor
success[ve™ habeas petition s matter of law? (emphaxils added)

£2] Does couwvrt of eppeals sbuse its discretion In refuslog
te pecmlt cansldevatfon of witel intervendng legnl development
when Faflure Fo do =o precludes hebeas petitlonec from ever
recebving any adjudfcatlon of hie cleims oo merits?

Saa, EIAIBIT A (CRIMIMAL LAW REPDRTER, ApriP 24, 2002, Velume 7b, Wo. &, Pages
2006 and 202E)

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

3. Movant incarpurates and restates bls attached April 10, 2002,
KOTION FOR ISSDAMCE OF CEETLFICATE (OF APPEALABLLITY, that was Elled wich che

rlted States Diotrict Coure for vhe Hutrict of Hinnesotz., See, EXBIBIT B.

2.



Movapt alac vequasts this court tn hear, review, and incorporate the full recurd
that was developed within che District Couet. Movant vequecstad the Clark of Lhe
Dlstelct Couwrt to certify and transmit the Full rezord to thic court om June 5,

M0 .

LSEUES MOVANT SEEXKS TD FPRESENT ON 2AFPEAL

&4 Again, Mawvant incorporates the restaies the follewing three [3)
igenes within his Apcll I, 2002, MOTIOY FOR LSSUAMCE OF CERTITICATE OF APFEALABILITIE.
that w3 filed with the Unlced Stecas District Court for the Dldstrict of Hinnesota,
EXHIEIT B, and incorporates Che foll record that was developed within the Dilstrict

Lourt:

a, ISSTE OFE [1}: WHETHER THE DLRTRICT COURT ARDSED ITS
DISCRETION AY HOT ALISWING EEVIEW UNDPER THE CONSTRUCTION
ANT APPLICATION OF RULFE $0(b) {6} OF THE FEDERAL RULES OF
CIVIL PROCEDURES FIR VHMILATIONS OF TITLE 2B DSCA § 455{a)
AND 455{b}[(3); \NDER THE STANDARD ESTABLISHED IH LILJEBERG
vB. HEATTH SERVICES CORF., 460 L& B&7 (198337

b. ISSDE TWO (?): WHETHER THE [NOURT #F nrrEsald MAY REVIEW
THE QUESTION <F RECUSAL PE KOWr 0N REVIEW OF THE PROCEEDIHGE?

c. ISSTE THREE (31}: WHETHEE SUDGE BEENMER aAMD HOEL ARUSED
THEIR DISGRETION Ky THEIR FAILURE TO DISQUALLFY THEMSELVES
FOR VIOLATIONS oF § &55(a) AMD % 455{h){3) AT THE TIME
THEY HEARD MOVANT LAMBEGS' CASE AND ENTERED JUDGHMENT, AS
HOTH JUDGE RENWER AND KOEL HAR ACTUAL KHOWLEDGE OF THE
FACTS AND LAWY

CORCLOSION

b Meeant Lambras regoests Ehis Sourt to dssue a C0A, as dovant
has #ade a substantial showlng of the denial of & constitutiopal tight. To meet
what the Rinth Circuit has relerred to as this "modest standavd,” see CHARLES vs.
HICKSAY, 228 F.Jd 4981, 982 n.l (9th Cir. 2000}, thls Maovant "moust dewonstrate that

the 1lssues are debatsble among juriets of reascn; that & couct could resolve the

3.



jssues [1n a different mawner]; or that the questions are sdequate to deserve

encuuragenent to proceed further.™  BAREFQOT wwu. ESTELLE, 463 U.3. 8B0, 493 n.l,

113 3.0E. 3333, 1Y L.Ed.2d 1090 {19333, (uoticg, BRANDOLPH vs, KEMHA, 76 F.2d

40, 403 w.l (Beh Cir. 202).

G. The 0.5, Suprese Court has demomstrated Chat the §ssues are
debatable among jurists ol reason; that a courc could reselve the lssues in a
dittepent manner and Lhat the questioms are adeduate to deaerve cncouragement

ta proceed further, vhem Lt CMANTED CENTIORARI in ABDUR'RAHMAN ve. BRI, #01-

90%4, wo April 2%, 2002, on the very aame guestlon Movant has presented within

this COA. 4ee, Paragraph Two (X)) within this metion.
1. 1 JOHN GRECORY LAMEKOS, declsre under the penalty of perijucy

that Lhe foregoing la true amd correct. Title 28 U.5.L.A. % LT4E.

EXECUTEN OM:  Juoe 10, Z0N2

'.'I.--

H#Fﬁgnnﬁﬂfignry Lambros, Pro Se
eg. Ho. DO4G3I6-124
.5, Penitentfiary lesvenwarth
PO, Bax  100Q
Leaverworth, HKgnsay GA0GB=1000  Usa

Wak alte: www.broxzilbuycott.org




535 pwal, T1, Ma. 4

SUMMARY OF QRDERS

Trjusctive oeliel is available In private plaintiffs encer
siv1l remedy provision of Racketeer laduerced and Cor-
rupt J-geniwaliots Act, 18 UREC 1964; 3ulopation Lhar Bnti-
shartion peetesters ook clinic 2arients” rzght 1o seck meadi-
ool serwices, 2N dearors! FiEhT 1 parform snecr qubs, and
chmes' f:Ehs 1o prctadn meadicsl services and othervse
sopnduct 1heir businesaes, although inwolving loss of icten-
bl progery it JaTm af rigis, slared caim loc " obLRITING
af propery from anathes, with has consens. induced by

wrongfd use of achal ar threatened {orce, wiolenod, of

Aat, LR USC L.

Questions zresentet: (1] Tnd Seventh Ciregit cormectly ]
hed, in ackngriedged canfict wish Minth Cirowt, 1t in-

judertes redief is mvaiinsle o peivare sl acton for trebis
dnmrl.gr.:-i broierhl under RICC stetute? () Coes Hohbs At
wiich toakes it orime (o obsioud, delay, or offect ierstace
commerce Chy robtery o extarcies,” and which defines
Umxtartioo” a5 Choe l:||.'|I:a.i.nin|.; 1afF proparty from anoller,
wath [the owwes's| consent, wheon such congent s "in-
dwied hy the wrungful wse of actual or threatened fores,
wivlenace, or fesr” 18 CEC 1951 R 3], rriminalize aclivities
of r|Ttical protesters wha engage o Lik-ins ad demopsira-
tions Chal ohmuct puklic's agcess to business s premises
and interiere with freedomn of putative cudtamer w obiczin
services oHesed them™

01-111% Gperatice Réscaw v Halional Organiabion for
Woman Inc.

Rachetegring—Prvate civil acions—injunctive relicf—
Ifubox Act, i

Ruling below (National Groaalzanes for Watret Ink v
Scheidier, Teh Cic, 267 F 1 887, 75 LA 12148 2000

ljunitive relief ix availahle t2 private plaintitfs undar
civia pomedy provision of Racketesee [ofluenced ansd Cars
rupt Orgunizations Act, 13 USC 1844, allegation thar jeci-
abortion sroaecters wok cline patients' righs 1o se®fk mledis
<l services, flinic dectors' ight to periorm their jokbs, ard
climcs’ r.phe W provide medics] secvices and ntheradse
ciznduct their businesaes, although iovobnng loss of incan-
gible property in form of rights, stated claim for “ohtaioing
aof preperg fram anciher, woth hls consent, Indfuced by
wronglul wse of priual or threatened foree. wiglance, ar
ferr" withu eeasing «f defirniion of =xtocion in Hehhs
Aet, IR 1SS 1851,

Cuestions presented (LY Did Sevench Cirewit corcecly
eid, 1 ackniwledgad canflicd wilth Minik Circuir, than in-
junctive relief 15 svadabie 1y prvaete civil eerlan fir fr=ble
demiages hroughi under RICO statute® 2] Doss Hobbs Act,
which maies it crime to okt nut, delay, or affect intorstate
commercs “'hy robbery or extottion. and wiich detses
Caxtortion'” as “the pblaining of prope=cy frem aoather,
with the owner's| consent,” amen U0 ofeterl is "ine
duced by The wronghol use of wctual or threasened force,
viglence, or fesr,” 18 L'SC Lub] (bh (4}, coininatice adpaities
af poliiueat profesiers who engages in sit-ins and decwanacea-
fnos thar akstmuer publle’s access o business's premises
and anteclere with freedom ol putative Qastomers to obtem
secvices ofared thece?

G1-9004 Abdu’ Rabman v Ball
Hubous corpus—Senoml oF SUOesswe petiticoes —
Inrenening legal geerlppmeant.
Eullng Eelow (Gth Cir.,
211N, unpublishedy
Motion under Fod BLCiv P BB for celiel Tom judg-
mem 2lding "hat claimy asserted o hateas COTPLE 16t
were precedurally gefawlied, whicth motion was baged
upan Eervennf adopiooe 5f stEbe supreme court mile re-
laling to exhaustion of state cemedies respactiag claams of
EXTLL. Was properly condrrued hy disinoe court as equiva-

LF18%%, unpeblizned, and
1

lent of surcessive habeas corpus pegition and, a5 sech, is
cenied [or movant's feiluce 0 Satisfy crrema of 28 USC
224D

Juestians presecies: (20 Did Sl Circic err in hald-
ing. in sguars cunflict weth decisuens of this wowd and ceher
clreeils, it every Fed ROl S0 mation constitures
rrasibited “serond or successive” habeas petition a5 mat-
ter af law? 2 Does coum of apaeals abuge bt discrelion in
refusing to permil considesation of wial intervening legal

L nITes . Rt i dewpilopment when fadlure to da si plEchiges hpbeas p{:ﬁ-
faur™ within mezononyg of dedinitboen of exiomon an Nobbs_4-

noner (0cm ever ceoeming any adjudicarion of his claima on
merits? e .

Detinoa far eettinrar Wed 31902, M Thomas ©. Gold-
sigin, Ay Fowe, and Cialderein & Howe 10, 4l nf Wash-
aman, 00, Wiiliam I Redick Je.. of Whites Creek, Tenn,,
and Bradley Maslean aps 3ites & Hacbidun #LLC, bath of
Mashwlle, Tenn.

Review Denied

01-1053 Anderson v. Mrthensy
Holkeos corpus—Evidantany hearng—Compatenay
Ruling beiow (Tth Cie. 253 F.3d H2E 2006):
Evidentmry hearing 3 mgulred to derermine wiwther
hebeas corpus perticner received inaffectinrs pscistanca of
counse] when his defense eam luled Lo pucre his reques;
loe heaclng an hls comperency o stand thel; pentiosers did
not receive full and fair hearog gn this issue in state
WLITT N

01-1060 Rlabap v. Unkbed Sabes . . - -
Jures—ESeabng of stahearly disquaifled [umr—Ewdence
— Hecramy;: !

Ruling brlow {ith Cir,. 264 F 3d 535 (200 )
 Cngt’of-court statements of tex delendanrs deceased
furmer buckle=eper that iL was her fauall that Income was
omisted from defendants books was protfered by defen-
dant ta shaw truth «f matter asserted and, ‘hemefoce, ams
imagmiceible hearsay; altheowph juror was stafueerily cliss
qualified foom siting due to pending eriminal charge, her
presecce o delendacne’s jury wis nof ceversible =cmor in
absemer of Gemenstation that she was bissed.

M1-1152 Wikoa v Giotgla
Suwarch and seizwe -Vehicle sropa—Rellabkility ef
L FHET,

Ruling beiow (G, CL App., 548 5,E.2d 414, 249 Ga App,
BB (3001

Trial oourT's deléominalion (hat informer whosa tip lad
ro stop of defendant's wrkucle wag mellaiie, taied on police
crfficer's Testimarny that infonmer hed o byo previows ocoa-
sions proeided effcer wiih informadiun that led o arens
aned snEuekd of Jdrugs, was nat clearly aemoneous, ewven
shough officer restified that, in ahsene of long-standing ra-
latignship wilh anformer, he felt cormpeled w ndepen-
dently werify inlermatlon in tip,

01-1194 Smaidone v. Senkawakl
Habeas corpua—Limitatons prrasd  Fguitasle tolling—
Iasiee preclaslon.

Bubing heiow {2d Cir, 273 F.3d 134 @201):

Ermoncous balief an part of uamey for haleas oorpua
pelitivneér 1hal properly filed state molon for collateral res
llef resete™ rnrations prricd mther than simpdy Telling i
i net rate and exceptional circumstance meriting apgplica-
(Lo of expuicable tolling, this aourt lacks surisdiction to cun-
SIGRT imsue of matcoactlve apydicatlon of Zameent v Aris,
2d F.2d 3, 63 CrL 471 (2d Cic. 2008), which held that
district coort mey—acid L J0me cAdes myst—sray proceed-
ings on Lebeas petition that, as originally submitted, soo-

2402
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EXHIBIT A




2028 ivol, 71, g Al

I3 MNAL OF FROCEEDIMGS

!uurnal of Proceedings

Foegn Inied et OFE cxcarpiy fane he Shoeere Cowrt's faur-
ral uf Procoedings covenegt all coming | rmaRers agtzd aparl hy
the 2qurt o ik g gahs ddtceten

Aprit 22, MH0Z
Cortioran—Summary Diaposition

1934 Mewhkirk W, Unsted Siares, The peunon for a wot
of cerfucan 15 graoted. The judg‘mem g yaested ard e
cage 15 remanded 1o the Urared Siates coust of Appeals for
the Eleverth Cowcar Tor fyrther considecar.on in lighs of
Asheroft v, Free Speeck Coodeian, 535 [15, [T C-L &1
parl Y

oHRA 4 Menda v Dnited Stares. The reistion of perloner
for leave %o proceed v fgrma paupers and e peticon for
a wnt of carmsoran are granied. The judgml:n‘t is vaculed
end the caze is remanded to the Unitedl 3 rates Cowrt of A
prals fur the Fourth Circuat for fumher consideration in
light af Asheraf v, Sree Speech Coalinga, 535 U5, |TL
Crl 1) Ga00d.

P-571 Taropico . United Siates. The perltion for 3 wreit of
c=ciicrici 18 grunted, Toe judgment @5 vamted znd the case
iz rammanded 7a the United Srated ot of Appeals foe the
Fifth Ciccwit fowr lurther consigesalian in I.i;_;ZhT of Asheroft v
Frea Speech Conlinas, 536 LS. __ 71 CrL BL[ (ZpUT).

1805 Fox v, Unled States. The pelition fara wrt of cer
toran is granted The judgrmant (s vacated aod the caze g
remANded [0 [he United Stalkes Cymacl nf Appeals for the
Fifth Circwir for fumher consideratlern io light of Aghemft v,
Froe Speech Coolitier, SIS U S [T CrLl B1] (22

838 O Cannor v, Dnited Siates. The pelition for 2 wit of
cartiorazl 1 grantedt. The udgrment is vacaed and the case
i remanced to tho United States Coutt of Appagis for the
Ared Forees lar fedher coms idection in ligrhe cof Askeroft
w. Free Speech Cowlitior, 328 05, [T Crel 81) 20024

Q1AR%SE Peebles v, Urated Srates. The peatleson fac & varit af
vertipran is granted, The *ndgment is vacated and the case
i rertatuied oo the Usuiied Steres Cour of Appeals for the
Fitth Cirouit For iedhet consideralinn io Tight of Askersf «
Free Speech Cocilitien, 535 U5, |F1 Crl WL (2062,

01-743% Snow v, Unlred Scates. The motlan of periunec
far leave o proceed 10 farme paapens ang the patinon for
a wric of cermleran are gramed. The [wdgmen is weated
and tne case 15 remandad ta the Unitod Staces Coam of Ap-
peals for the Fifth Circuzl Tor further considecadion in Light

af Aghcroft v, Free Speeclt Coaltar, 5356 TS [T1 O,
d1] (20021

Dwders i Pandb g Casaes

Gi M8 Katoey w. Dattles, Warden
CAM G Huall . 24ijchell, Warden

Tha motiens o Jicect the Clerk 19 file pelitiogns for wTIts
of cetinran cut-af-tme ame denied.

G1-9270 Panz v, Unsted States. The motlen of pelitaner for
sRave to proceed e farhon prupeis is denied. PeHbiener is
allowed until Mey 13, 2002, within whileh ta pay Lhe dock-
etlsg fee required by Rule 38(a) apd tg submit & pectlon to
complianee wich Rule 33,1 of the Fulea af rhis Crasrt,

Certiorari Gramad

':_ﬂ_-ﬂ'ﬂﬂ'l- Abduc'Bubizoad v. Ball, “W'erden. The mation nf po-
ciiphet for leaye to preseed in e pouperia i grosned

The petifion for » wol of cerioran s granced lseated @ ‘_r
Cuesiesns Land 2 presented by the pefition.
Cartlarari Taniad
- 1060 Sishop v, United Siates
01,182 “Wijlopn v, Grorpgia
i-110d4 Smaldnne v, Senkowski, Supr., Clinton
OL-12D3 Jacksan v Michigan
031-1283 "“Willames . Jagioashky, Lataorive
-1 2865 Haris v, Michagan
G1-1309% Fndjni v, Morplyr
OL-L400 Trarmemell V. United Stares
BL-2dGE Jomes v, Uniced Stales
0-1408 Avains-Barmipga v Uslred Stanes
d-18dd Jimene=z v. Coiied States
OL-L422 'Willams v. Unived Siates
01-7F23 Lawis v, Califamia
01-TTF8 ‘Wrinkles v. Indzansa
OL-TBSH Hamen ¥, Texas
ODL-Ha0% Strauphn v Kimmy
L-B408 BEnrdner «, Missouri
A-Bd3 Armng nomp v, Lelbuwilz
018431 Lawia v, Stk
01-8426 Mackintrush v, Arkansas
OL.B42T Lipmett v Toppet. Woren
Oi-842 8 Zamifesta v Greines, Supr., Geeen Haven
C1-8430 Tinslay v Million, Warden
G148 Mo(re= v, Hild=hrand
- Shebarz v, Caldoenla
18450 & s v, Colomdo
Q18488 M {"ord «. Flacda . .
T B4S8 Lirty v 1exes
Q184840 Coaan v, Phillips, Warcen
O1-E481 Parkd v, Indiana
018486 Swails, v, Ga Bd af Pardods & Pacale . ...0 . .
G288 Wiliams = Merkle, Wardeni T e :
01847 Bowmane v. Mew York
18473 Parrilla v Mew York
12475 Brown v, Kennedy
0134 TE Caldwel . Cahill-Masching, Warden
18483 Callamore v, Coclrell, DL, TX DD
01485 Proples v. Doolan
L SARE Bagley v. Vance
01-8487 bcFartand ». Garcia, Warden
g-g4mg Hill +. Oklahama
GL-BA90 Hadley . Taylos
31-8494 Hilton «. Moore, Sec., FL DOC
1-8497 irsch v lones, Warden
ir1-8438 Halcomb v, Kemna, Sopt., Croddroads
Ca-8498 Cordon v Mew Grleana
O A500 Hernandez v, Candelanie, Wanden
Cd-A501 (3ross v Kupec, Warden
018502 ¥haalid v. Loebbers, Supl., Putoss
J1-4504 Hill v. Flanda
a1 AE20 Soncchi v, Cockrel, Dir, TX DCT
01-8523 Naddi ¥ Lamamue, Werden
719523 In re Fellegnino
Q18894 Pitureryk v. Avers, Warden
OL-8830 Spurgeson ¥ Texas
018533 Wonpds v. Alabama
018535 Tracy v. Aubdicon, "Warden
L8843 Duatias v, Jury Selection Comm'n
f1AME Andacseo ¥. Lambert. Supt. WA
018880 Nables v. Florida
A1-55T1 PDarmes 4. Arkansas
OLARTE Tanes v. Bryant, 'Waeden
Oi-&684 Senith v, Luebbers, Supt., Pofosi
01-8386 Meore v. Jocksun
3-89 Moare ¥. Stermes, Wacden
R1-EE0S Pece ¥, SUMQN, Adon'c

42451

~OPYA'GHT B 2007 AY THE GURLAL OF NATIONA, AFFAIRS, IND., WASHINGTON, B¢, ZRL
EIHIEIT A.
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