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No. ________ 

___________________________________________ 

IN THE 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

_____________________ 

DARIN KAUFMANN, 

Petitioner, 

v. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Respondent. 

_____________________ 

On Petition for a Writ of Certiorari 
to the United States Court of Appeals 

for the Seventh Circuit 
_____________________ 

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS 
_____________________ 

 Now comes the Petitioner, Darin Kaufmann, by his undersigned federal 

public defender, and pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3006A, and Rule 39.1 of this Court, 

respectfully requests leave to proceed in forma pauperis before this Court, and to 

file the attached Petition For Writ Of Certiorari to the United States Court of 

Appeals for the Seventh Circuit without prepayment of filing fees and costs. 

 In support of this motion, Petitioner states that he is indigent, was sentenced 

to a term of imprisonment in the United States Bureau of Prisons, and was 



- 2 - 
 

represented by the undersigned counsel pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3006A in the 

United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit. 

 

      DARIN KAUFMANN, Petitioner 
 
      THOMAS W. PATTON 
      Federal Public Defender 
 
      s/ Colleen McNichols Ramais __________ 
      COLLEEN McNICHOLS RAMAIS 
      Assistant Federal Public Defender 
      Counsel of Record 
      Office of the Federal Public Defender 
      300 W. Main Street 
      Urbana, Illinois  61801 
      Phone: (217) 373-0666 
      Email: colleen_ramais@fd.org 
 
Date: January 7, 2020
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