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P. o. Box 1000
I-eavenworth, Kaosas 66048-1000
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CI,ERT OI :tXE COURT
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Elghth Clrcult
'Ihomas I. Eagletofl U.S. Courthouse
I1I South loth Slreet, Rooro 24.329
St. I-ouls, Mlssoutl 63\02
TeL. (3r4) 244-24Oo
Hebslte: eEw. ca8. uscourts. gov

U.S. CERTITIED XAIL NO.
7 0 to-o290-oo0 3-s 4a 5 - 4 424

Dear Clerk:

Attached for EILING 1n the above-entitled actlon ls copy of oy:

1. .,MOTION IOR RBCUSAL O} CIRCU].T CoURT JUDGE DIANA MUR?HY IROM'II{E
JIJDGMNNT IN lltfs ABOVE.ENT].TLE) ACT]ON ?URSUANT TO TITLE 28 USC S$ 455 et a1.II
Dated: Novenber: 5, 2012.

RE: JOm GREGORY r,Af,Bf,OS aa. IISA, No- 12-2427

',PETITION IOR REEEAR].NG (FRA? 40) W]TH A SUGGEST]ON TOR PETfTfON FOR
REEEARING EN BANC (IRAP 35)[. Dated: November 5, 2012.

CERIFICATE OF SEBVICE

2-

?1ease serve tlte U,S. Attorney copy of this Botlon v1a ET-ECIRoNIC MALL,

'Ihank you in advance for your continued support in thls matler.

I JO}IN GREGORY
motions r,rithlr
ON 1IOVEMBER 5,

3. C1erk, U.S.

LAMBROS certify lhat I nailed a copy of the above-entltled two (2)
a staBped e[ve1op with the correct postage lo the followlng partles
2012, froo the U.S. Peailentlary Leavenarorth l4allroom:

Court of Appeals for the Eighlh Clrcult, as addressed above.

Sincer

regory ]-ambros, Pro Se

Lanbros, Pro Se



UI{I.TED SIATES COUIT OF AP?BALS
FOR lXE EIGtrIN CIRCUIT

JOEN GREGORT I,AI.{BROS,

Respofldent.

casE ro. 12-2427
Petltloner - Movant, ,r

umlm sIAras oF altERfca,

* DISTXICI COI'BT TOR INE DISTRICT OF
I{IINESOTA - Crr in,l tro. 4-89-82(05)

:t AITIDAYIT IORI{

UOTIOI{ FOR RECUSAL OI CIRCUIT COIIRT JIIDGE DIAIIA

UIIRPEY IRCtr{ lNE JI]DoIENT II 1?IS ABOVE.EIITITIJD

ACTION ?IIRSI,ANT TO 'rIII,E 28 U.S.C. $5 455 et aI.

CoMES Nol{ the Petltlorer - Movant, J0IiN GREGoRY LMBRoS, appeartng pro

se, hereby submlts thls "MOTION IOR RECUSALI for the renoval of Clrcuit Cour!

Judge DIANA MURPHY fron this action, pursuarr ro Ttrle 28 U.S.C. 5455(a), 5455(b)(1)

and S455(b)(3), as Judge Diana Murphy i,as the Distrlc! Courr Judge thar gIiE@Lry

conducled the trial and sentenclng of Movant Lanbros ln thls actton, See, USA vs.

I,AM3ROS, 65 F.3d 698 (8th Clr. 1995).

Thls notlor ls filed 1n a tinely manner, because Movant Lambios did not

know Citcult Judge Dlana Murphy was sitting on the panal in this above-enlit1ed

actlor until Movant recelved thls Courtrs "JUDGIGNT" dated Ocrober 24, 20t2, whlc:h

stated this actlon was ruled on by Clrcult Judges " UR?HY, SMfTH, BENToN".

Movant has offered an arsumenr as !o the above wirhtn !'PETfTIoN FoR

REI{ETIRING with a suggesrion for PETITIoN IOR REHXARING EN BANCrt, that is being

f11ed r{,ith this motion and requests the argunent to be incorporated hereln.

Movant l,anbros requests that thls Court vacate the judgBeat ln thls

actlofl and assign Movantrs petition for authorlzation to file a successive habeas

52255 applicatioa to a NEW PANAL 0I JUDGES, as Clrcult Court Judge Murphy gry_gq

1.



improperly shared her personal knowledge of Movantrs history r.,1th Clrcult Court

Judges SMITII and BENToN.

'Ihls Court has held that due ptocess requires that a ludge possess nelther

actual nor apparert bias. See, I4!II:gJ:j_!!!q, 100 F.3d 610, 614 (8th Cir. 1996)

(whether judgers lnpartiauty mlght reasonably be questloned by average ?erson on

street who knows all relevant facts). The Itlird Circuit gllglejl_el_lglgp!_lIgq+I

on point in CLEMMONS vs. WOLIE, 377 T.3d 322, 32a (3td Clr. 2004):

"...., the case before us ralses the latter issue and the
passage of time cannot overcome a reasonable personts doubts
abouT a I,DGEI S IUPARTIATITY IN JI]DGING EIs oR EER om }I0NKS."
(emphasls added)

and held lhat due process was vlolated because the

in state court falled to StrA S?oltTE recrse hlnself

judge who had heard the case

from hearlng federal habeas

petltlon challerglng thar trlal and convlction:

"..., re now exercise our supervisory porrer to require
that each federal district court ludge 1n thls circult
recuse hlllself or he.self fron partlclpatlflg 1n a 28 USC

S.5z-ffi4" co4"s peEltion of a ilefendant ralslng ary
issue concernlng the trlal or conviction over whlch that
judge preslded in his or her former capaclly as a state
court judge. We thus sha11 vacate lhe DlstrlcE Courtis
dectston lo dery Clemmonsr habeas petilion for appotnhen!
of counsel and we w111 remand wlth inslruclions tlal the
case be assigned to a dlfferert district court judge.ri
(emphasis added)

See, CLEMMONS vs. WOLFE, 371 F.3d at 329.

cotrctusror:

Movant believes Judge DIANA MURPHY should of recused herseu fron thls

as a r€asonable person !,,ou1d doubt her inpartiality in judging her oe'n

Ior all of the above reasons thls Movant reouests this action to be reheard

by a new panal of judges. The foregoing ls true and correct. Tltle 28 USC S1746.

Gregory ]-ambros, U,S. Penitenllary Leavenq,orth, PoB 1000, Leavenlrorth, Kansas

: NOVEUBER 5, 2012

website: I,Ys. BrazllBoycott. org



UNITED STATES COURT OT APPEA]-S
FOR :IEE EIGETE CIRCUTT

JOE:I GRNGORY I-AI'{BROS,

Respondenl.

cAsE NO. 12-2427
Petitioner - Movant, *

IINITED STATES OT A},IER]CA,

,t DISIRICT COURT FOR TEE DISTRICT OI
I4INNES0TA - Cririnal No. 4-89-82(05)

,t AI'F}NAVIT TOR}I

?ET' T1ON }OR XEtrEARfNG (FRA? 40)

T{ITE A SUGCESTION IOR

PETITION FOR REEtrEARING Sl{ BANC (FRA" 35)

COMES NOll the PITITIoNER - MoVANT, JOIIN GREGORY IA]4BR0S, appearing

pro se, hereby subnits, pursuan! to I.R.A.P. 40 and I.R,A.P. 35, the foUo ing

?ETIT]ON IOR REIIEAR]NG with a suggestlofl foi ?ETfT]ON FOR REI]EAR]NG EN BANC.

]. $,I,IUARY OF fEE ISSMS

].SSUE I:

}IEETTER CiRCUIT COURT JIIDGE DIAI{A MIIRTHY SEOIILD OT RECUSED EERSELF

rROU TEE JI]DG{ENT JII ITIS ACT]ON WEEN SgE EAD ORIGIXAI,LY CONDOCTtrD

l]EE TRfAI AND SENTENCING O} UOVA}II I,AMBROS Wf,EI{ SHE IIAS A DISTRICT

COURT JIIDGE?

In rnovantrs judg ent, the panel of Circult Court Judges auowed Clrcult

Coutt Judge Dlana Mur.phy !o revlew Movantrs 28 U.s,C. 52255 on appeal, \,rhen she

conducted the trial and senteDcing of Movant Lambros when she lras a District Coutt

Judge 1n the Distriet of Minnesota. Movant relies on the r:ecusal statuEe 28 U.S.C.

5455 et al.

t-



ISSIE II:

IIEEIXER THE UNITE' STATES COI'RT OI A?PEAI,S iOR ?EE EIGEIE CIRCTIIT

DENIED I?IOVANT I-A}.IBROS DIIE PROCESS I{trEN ]T flNFTISED TO OTFER AN

OPINION AS TO TEE PJTROACTIVE SfAfiS O}'TEE NEII U.S. SIIPREiIE COIIRI

CASES I.fi SS0URJ vs. FRrE, 132 S. ct. 1399 (March 21 , 2012) AND

I"AFLER vE. COO?ER, 132 s. ct. 1376 (March 2I, 2012) - AmER

I.{OVANT I.TADE A IIPRDIA FACIE SEOIIT{C TEAT FRYE AND LArIJRI' ARE

RNTROACTIVE TO EABEAS CORPUS }IOIIONS BY ANOTIIER U.S. COT'RT OF

A??EAI,S.

ln Movantrs j udgment, the

Supplenental Uotion Movant fj.1ed lo

2012, publlshed opinion by the U.S.

panel overlooked the oclober 11 ,2012,

this Court that offered the September 28,

Court of Appeals for the NlnEh Circuit,
llRoNE r.l. MILES vs. MJCIIAEL M.aRTEI No. 10-15633, rihich held IRYE andI'ARDEN,

LAFLER apply RETRoACTMLY.

]SSUE I1

ARCI]MBNTS

}IEETHER CIRfi]IT COURI JI]DGE DfANA I,'TIR?W SEO{II,D OF RECtrSED {ERSEL}

FRO}.{ ITE JIID@{ENT IN TEIS ACTION T]EEN SHE EAD ORIGINALIY CONDUCTEI)

TEE TRIAL AND SENTENCING OF UOVANT I,AUBROS I{EE}I SEE I{AS A DISTRICT

COtrRT JI'DGE?

This panelrs declsion to alLow Citcult Coutt Judge Dlana Mtrphy to

rule on Movant "sECoND oR SUCCESSIVE MoTI0N PURSUANT To 28 U.S.C. 52255(f)(3)

and $2255(h)(2)" does not appear to be a11owab1e rithin the recusal statute,

28 U.S.C. 5455(a); $455(b)(1); and Sa55(b)(3), as Judge Murphy as the District

Court Judge that originally conducted Ehe trial and senlencing of Movant Lanbros

lE thls action. see, USA vs. LAMBRoS, 65 F.3d 698 (8th Cir. 1995).

Movant LaEbros requests lhat this Court vacale the judgnent ir thls



actlon and assiga Movantrs ?etltlon for authorlzatlon to flIe a successlve habeas

(52255) appllcatlon to a nelr panal of judges, as Ctrculr Courr Judge Murphy ay of

lnproperly shared her personal knooledge of Movantrs hlstory $lrh Circult Court

Judges SMIIE and BENToN.

llhe goal of 28 U.S.C. 5455(a), !.,hlch disqualtfles Judges fronl actlng 1D

proceedlngs 1n which hls/her lEpartialtty mlght reaEonably be questtored, 1s to

avoid even appeararce of partlallty. See, LILJEBERC vs. EEALTfl SERVfCES ACQUISfTI.ON

rssm 1r:

c!R?., r00 1,. Ed. 2d 855 (1988),

Movant ]-aubros requests that this court grant a rehearlng.

IIEEIqER IX8 IIMTED SII|IES COURT OI A"PEALS IoR lXE EIGf,Ig CIRCUI
DEf,IH) UOYATTT I{ BROS DIIE ?BOCBSS }IEBI{ IT RBTUSE) I() OTFER AN

OPI]$IO AS IO IXE RRIAOACTIIIE STAT'TIS OF TEE NEg U.S. SUPBEUE COI]RT

"Accordlngly, thls Court should deny Lambros' request for leave
to flIe a second or successive habeas corpus Inorlon MAISE-q
CAtrNOI }'AXE A PRIUA TACIE SEOWING Truft FRYB AND I-AflTR COI{STITTIITffi, xlnr-rrmoectrffi cesns ox

CAsEs XISSOLRI va. trRYB, 132 S. Ct. 1399 (Harch 21, 2012) AnD

LAELER vs. coOPER, I32 S- Ct. 1376 (ltarch 21,2012, - AF]IER

UoYAITT IJxBRos UADE A IIPRIIfA IACIB SEO.I G TEAT FRII AxD I,AFI,ERII

ARE REIAOACITVB to EABEAS COBPUS T{OrIONS BY ANOISER U.S. COI]Rf

OF APPEALS.

On July 23, 2012, Unlted States Attorney B. Todd Jones a l Assisranr

Unlled States Attorney Ann M. Anaya, suboltted a response 10 thts action, as

to Movant Lanbrosr request to f11e a succegslve Sectlon 2255 ltabeas petitlon.

The Unlted States Attorneyrs Offlce for the Dlstrlct of Minnesota specifically

requeated that thls court:

COII,ATERAL RWIEI' BY Tf,E SIIPRX}TE COIIRT. ISAT }IAS.PREvIOUSLY IIl{_
AVAIIABLE-" (enphasls added)

"To deter hundreds of slndlar appllcants fron burdetrirg thls Cour!
wlth nunerous successive S 2255 appucatlons tased on FRiE Al{D LAfLm,
and Eo avold the need for the GovermeoE to brlef and ifrG Court



to coflslder the sane lssoe repeatedly, IXE III{ITED STAIES
RESPECTfi[ry XIQIIESTS TEAI TtrrS mURr DISiHISS rf,rs SUCCESSTVE
$2255 APPLICA:rIOtr III A ?RECEDENTIAL OPT$ION. FOf, ALL IUE
FOIEGOINC REASONS, TEE IItrITED STATES RES?ECTEI'I,iY REQIESTS
IXAT TEIS COI'RT ISSUB A PRECMETIIAL OP ION DENYING I.AUBROSI
A?PLICAION m FII,E A SBCONp OR SUCCESSTVE 5 2255 r()r.]-Or{. 't
(emphasis added)

See, Page I0 of "Unlted States Response to Defenalantrs Appllcation to }'1le
Successlve Sectlon 2255 Uabeas Petltlonrt, dated July 23, 2012,

0n October 17, 2012, Movant Lambros fl1ed lPrlsoner ],Iat1 Box Rule)

a SLT?LEI4ENTAL MoTIoN to lnforD thls Court of the Sep.ember 2A, 2012, published

opinlor by the Urited Stares Court of Appeals for the Nlnth Circuit, rYRONE i,I.

I'[I]-ES vs. MICHAEI MARTEI, WARDXN, Xo. 10-15633, !|'hlch held that I-AILER vs. COOPER

and MISSOURI v6. IRYE apply RrmOACTMLY:

Footnote 3:

'rln IAILER, the Court held that STRICKI-AND is appropriate
'c1ear1y established federal lari to "ppfy to claims of
lDeffectlve asslstance of counsel 1n plea bargainlng, ever
whe, the clalm relates to a foregone p1ea. See, LAILER,
132 S.Ct. at 1384. BY APPLYIIIG IEIS UoLDINe fI 1498, A
E^RRAS PE:[IrIO SIIBJECT Io AEDPA, TXE @IIRT }IECBSSABII.Y IUPL]XD
If,AT IXIS EOI,I)]XC APPLIES to MBEAS PSfITIONB,S I{EOSE CASBS ARE
ALREADY FINAL O}I DIRECT REVtEL: 1.e. THAI Im troIJInG A?PLIES
BrIPoAcrIvE-Y. ..." (enphasts added)

UEIBIT A.

See, Page 11917 wlthln U.S. Court of Appeals for the Nlnlh Circutt published OPINIoN.

II(A): PRIUA rAcrE sEolIInG - rrII,E 28 U.S.C. 52244(b)(3)(c).

BLACKT S LAy DICrIONAf,Y - Slxth Fiittolr, deftnes rrPRn4A I'ACIE EVIDENCITI

'iEvtdence good and sufflclent on lts face. Such evldence as, ln the judgmeDt of the

lar, is sufficient to establish a given fact, or the group or chaln of facts

coostltutlng the par:tyrs clalm or defense, and whtch if not rebulted or coatradlcted,

w111 rematn sufficent. Evldence whlch, If uno.plained or. unconlradlcted, ls

sufflclent to sustaln a judgnert ln favor of the lssue whlch 1t supports, but vhich

(October 17, 2012, Co\rer letter frou Movaot to thls Court lhat contaltred
that above-enrlted "SL?PLEIENTAL }IOTLONT|. Please note rhar rhis
motion ras mailed via I.S. Certlfled Ma11.)

4.



may be contradlcted by other evidence.rl

rhe Seveoth Clrcult stated that ln conslderlng appllcatioDs under 28

U.S.C. S2255 for perBlssion to f11e SECOND 0R SUCCESSTVE M0TIoNS, the court of

of motioDr s adequacyr 1.e., sufflclent showing of loseible Eerlt to rdar?:ant fs11et

exploration by dtsrrlct court, See, !ENN!!! Alr !!4, 119 F.3d 468 (7th Crr. 1997).

The l'1fth Circult stated that in the context of deterotning ruhether to grant

appeals should use 52244 standard anal th"6 @

app1lcat1ofl for permlssion to file SUCCESSI.@

PURSUAXT T0 28 U.S.C. S 2244(b)(3)(C), Court of ApPeals vlerss definltlon of

he flted a " SUP?IB,IiNTAI MoTI0Ni offerlng the septeEber 28, 2012 published oplnlon

by the U.S. Court of A?peals for: the Nlnth Clrcult, MLIES vs. }IAR'IEL, No. 10-15633

lrhlch held I-AELER vs. COOPER and MISSonRI vs. IRYE, appLy REIX.OASIMI-Y to habeas

petitionerB whose cases are already flnal on dlrect revlew.

exploratlofl by dtstrlct court; 1f 1a 1lght of docuEents submltted ulth apPllcatlon

1t appears reasonably Ukely that applicatlo satlsfles strlngent riequlr€neBt fol

filing of second or successlve petltlon, court of appeals sha11 giant the appllcatlon.

See, lN Rn MoRRfs, 328 I'.3d 739 (5th Crr. 2003).

F1na1ly, the lourth Cltcult stated ir the context of 28 U.S.C. S 2244(b),

by "prlna facJ,e showlag" the court understands slnply sufflcient sho'!,7ing of posslble

merit to warrant fu11er eaploratlon by dlstrict cour!; if tn hght of docunents

subnltted with prl-filing authorilzatloD Botloll 1t appears reasonably 11ke1y that

notton satlsfles strlngent requlremeflts for fl1ing of SECoND OR SUCCESSIVE PETITION,

?RfMA IACIE SEOWING as sinply sufflclert sholrlng of possltle mexlE to warrant fuIler

court sha11 grant morlor. see, IN RE llIlLIAMs, 33o F.3d 277, 281-2a2 (4t]r, cir. 2003).

Movant Lambros made a "?RII,IA IACIX SHolJING" on October 17, 2012, when

DIIY OT IIIS COURT r() IM)ICAIE NASIS IOR DBTERUINAION

AND STAIT IT COXCLUSIONS OF I-AI{ SO CIITER COIIRTI S UAY

KI{OW DBTEITELY }IEA[ GROI]]{DS FoR RELIEF EAVE BEEtr CONSIIEBBD

5-

II(B) :
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This Circult has held by a panel of judges that lncluded

of thls JUDGMENT - Judge Dlana Murphy - "a prlsofler ls entltled to

heallag on a sectlon 2255 notion unless the notlon,

concluslvely show that the prisoner 1s rot efltltled

See, ENGEIEN vs. USA, 68 I.3d 238, 240-241 (At}]. Ctu.

a panal member

an evldentiary

flles ard records of the case

to rellef. 28 U.S.C. $2255i.

1995).

Movant belleves this court has the sanoe respoflslbiLity as a allgtrict court,

as to the de[1a1 of Movafltrs rlght to file a petltlon for a writ of habeas corpus,

as to the lnpact of a denlal wlth NO FT.NDING 0I IACTS AN, CoNCI-USIONS 0I I-A , I]his

colrrt is not fulftlling lt6 responslblllty of revlew 1n thls ac!1on. Therefore,

Movant belleveg lt i6 lnperatlve that delllal elther of leave to f11e hls petltloa,

or dentsl of the wrtt ltse1f, BE ACCOUPATIm BY Atr E8?RESSIOr Or lgE REASOI{S FoR IE

DEfIAL EITEER EY INr0IX(AL ET()BAADIM. BY BECIIAL I]I AN ORDEI, OR BY TN|DINGS IS

NEmm AND REqIIESI}D BY U)VANT. See, VoN MoLTKE vs. GIl,uES, 332 U.S. 708 (1948);

LrHfTE vs. RAGEN, 324 n.S. 760, 765-166 <1945). See a1so, WooD vs. flowAfi), 157 I.2d

807 (7rh C1r. 1946); BARRoN & ItoTzoIF, Federal Pracrlc€ anil ?rocealure, S 1123 at

pase 8I4 (r950).

ThIs Courtrs JUDGMINT denying Movantrs petltlon for a second and successlve

Irrlt of habeas corpus should be reversed, wtth thls panel aklng a ftndtng of fact

ard corcluslons of 1aw hereln, whlch lacludes the questlon of lrhether the INITRVINI]{G

CEAflGE III IAB LAI{ I[fuI]I XISSOIIRI vs FRIE AND LAFLEB. vs. COOPrTR IS RETROASTVE IN

IIIS CIXCIIIT, AS ?ER TEE REQIIEST OT ftr U.S. AfIORNEY.

II} short, th16 Movart has net the requlred burden of showlng that the

erds of jusrlce ffouId be served by a redeterElnatlon of the grounds asserted.

III: C.0I{CLUSI0II

Movant believes

as Panal member Circult

th€ trtal and sentenclng

a nrlscarrlage of justlce has occurred wlthin thls acttor,

Judge Diana Murphy was the District Collrt judge that held

of Mowant 1n thls actlon. Thls Co[It held ln DYAS vs.

7-



IOCKIIART,705 I.2d 993, 997-998 (8th Cir. 1983)(0n renand from appeal of denlal of

habeas corpus re11ef, case \1111 be assigned to judge other than JIIDGE ItEo pRESITEI)

oN Pf,ISONERT S EARRAS mRmS PtrrIIION SII{CE SUCf, JI,DGE rAS STAI? AI'pErr.a'rE COIIRT

JIIDGE AT TIUB OF ?EtIrlOtrERi S DIRBCT APPEAL }IIIEIN STATE SYSTE .)

Ior the above stated reasons thls Movant requests a rehearlag on the

lssues presented.

I declare under penalty of perlury that the foregolng ls true and correct

pursuant to Title 28 U.s.C. Secrion 1746.

ENECTTIED OI{: NOVXUBm 5, 2012

U. S. ?enlteotlary Leaveoworth'
P.0. Box 1000
Leavenq'orth, Kansas 66048-1000
USA

Webslte: EEs. BrazllBoycott. org

8.



October 17, 2012

John Gregory Lanbros
Reg. N0.00436-124
U. S. ?enitentlary Leavenwor!h
P. o. Box 1000
Leavenworth, Kansas 66048-1000
USA

CLERK O} lUE COIIRT
U.S. Court of Appeals for rhe Eighth Clrcult
Thomas I. Eagleron U.S. Courrhouse
11I South 10th Street, Rooa 24,329
St. Loulsr Mlssourl 63f02
Te1. <314) 244-2400
Ilebslte: Ilrwir. ca8 . uEcourts . gov

RE: JOEI{ CREC:ORY I-AUBROS vs. USA, No. 12-2427

U.S. CERTIIIM }TAIL NO.
7010-0290-0003-5485-4349

Dear Clerk:

Attached for IILING tn the alove-ertlrled acrlon

1-

ltaEk you 1n

is copy of ny:

vla ELECIRONIC ].[AIL.

this matter.

'.sU??InMnNTA], MoTfoN To INIORM coLRT oI NEw RELEVANT ?UBI,fsltED EoLDIIIG
TEAT CONTAINS ?BRSUASIVE VA],UE ON THN ONLY ISSUE IN IEIS ACTION -U.S. COURT OI A??EAIS }.OR TEE NINTE C]RCUIT APPI,Y LAFLER vs. CooPER,
132 s. cr. 1376 (2012) AND MrssouR, vs. FRYF, r32 s:-i:-l3e! (2012)
RETR0ACTTVEI,Y . ''

the U. S. Attorney copy of th16 notlon

for your conthued Buppoit fu

SERVICE

I JoEN GREGORY I-AUBXOS cerrify that f nailed a copy of the alove_enrltled motionwlthln a stauped envelo? wlth the correct ?ostage to the follo\r1ng parties on
OCTOBEB. 17, 2012 from rhe U.S. ?enitenrlary Leavenrorth mailroom:

the Elghth Clrcultr as addressed above.

E
L

A/.

egoty laBbros, Pro Se

Court of Appeals for

gory l,ambros, ?ro Se

BSIBIT A.



UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR TIIE EIGHTH CIRCI IIT

No: 12 242'7

John Gregory Lambros

Petitioner

Respondent

Uniled States ofAmedca

Appeal from U.S- District Court for the District of Mimesota - Mimeapolis

JTIDGMENT

Before MURPIIY, SMITH, BENTON. Circuit Judges.

The petition for authoization to file a successive habeas application in the disrrict court is

denied. Mandate shall issue forlhwilh

Octobet 24 , 2Ol2

Order Enteied at the Direction of the Court:
Clerk. U.S. Coun o'Apneal(. Eighlh ( i c rir.

/s/ Michael E. calls

EXHISII B.


