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PRESENT: All the Justices

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
OPINION BY

JUSTICE WILLIAM C. MIMS 
May 30, 2019

v. Record No. 180940

AUDREL JACK WATSON, JR.

FROM THE CIRCUIT COURT OF ROCKINGHAM COUNTY 
Thomas J. Wilson, IV, Judge

In this appeal, we consider whether the imposition of a sentence below the statutory 

minimum renders the judgment void ab initio or merely voidable.

I. BACKGROUND AND MATERIAL PROCEEDINGS BELOW

In 2007, Audrel Jack Watson, Jr. was convicted on Alford pleas to several offenses, 

including four counts of using a firearm in the commission of a felony, in violation of Code § 

18.2-53.1. The circuit court sentenced him to a term of three years’ imprisonment for each 

count, to be served consecutively.

Ten years later, Watson filed a motion to vacate three of the four sentences imposed upon 

him as void ab initio. He noted that the statute imposed a mandatory minimum term of five

years’ imprisonment for any second or subsequent offense. Consequently, he asserted, three of

his three-year sentences are void ab initio for being shorter than the statutorily-prescribed five-

year minimum.

The Commonwealth moved to dismiss Watson’s motion, arguing among other things that

under Smith v. Commonwealth, 195 Va. 297, 300 (1953) and Royster v. Smith, 195 Va. 228, 234

(1953), sentences below the statutory minimum are not void ab initio but only voidable.

Consequently, it asserted that pursuant to Rule 1:1 Watson’s sentences had become final years 

before he filed his motion to vacate. Watson responded that under Rawls v. Commonwealth, 278
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Va._213-(20.09),_any_sentence.imposed outsider statutorily-prescribed range is .void ab_initio._ 

The circuit court issued a letter opinion in which it agreed with Watson, relying on Rawls and 

Grafmuller v. Commonwealth, 290 Va. 525 (2015). It thereafter entered an order granting 

Watson’s motion to vacate his sentences and reopening the relevant criminal cases for further 

proceedings.

!

We awarded the Commonwealth this appeal.

II. ANALYSIS

We review lower courts’ interpretations of our precedents de novo. Hicks v. Mellis, 275

Va. 213,218 (2008).

The Commonwealth asserts that the circuit court erred by ruling that Watson’s sentences

are void ab initio and therefore could be vacated upon his motion a decade later. Rule 1:1 limits

the circuit court’s jurisdiction to 21 days after entry of judgment. Although Rule 1:1 applies

only to voidable judgments, not to void ones, the Commonwealth argues that this Court held in

both Smith, 195 Va. at 300, and Royster, 195 Va. at 234, that a sentence below the statutory

minimum is only voidable, and the circuit court mistakenly ruled that those holdings had been

overruled. The Commonwealth argues that in Rawls this Court was limited by the assignments

of error, which presented the question only of whether a sentence above the statutory maximum

was void ab initio. The Commonwealth contends that the language in Rawls suggesting that any

sentence outside the statutory range, rather than only the excessive, over-the-range sentence at

issue in that case, was dictum.

Watson responds that in Rawls, the Court expressly stated that it was adopting a new rule,

precisely for the purpose of creating uniformity:

Today we adopt the following rule that is designed to ensure that all criminal 
defendants whose punishments have been fixed in violation of the statutorily
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-pr.escribedj'anges-are-tr.eated-unifoimly-W-ithout-speculation,—iAfe-hold-that-a— 
sentence imposed in violation of a prescribed statutory range of punishment is 
void ab initio because the character of the judgment was not such as the [cjourt 
had the power to render.

278 Va. at 221 (italics and internal quotation marks omitted). He argues that Smith and Royster 

cannot survive that holding, so they were implicitly overruled. He contends that the Rawls

language was not dictum because the Court unequivocally stated that it was creating a new rule

that all extra-range sentences were void, whether too long or too short, so Rule 1:1 does not

apply.

The Commonwealth replies by reiterating that Smith and Royster are the law of Virginia 

until overruled, and Rawls did not overrule them. Under stare decisis, a circuit court lacks power [ 

to rule that this Court has overruled its earlier precedent by implication. I

I

- Watson is correct that our intention when we decided Rawls was to promote uniformity. ' 

However, the disparity we sought to eliminate was not between above-range and below-range 

sentences, but in how circuit courts were correcting jury sentences later discovered to be

unlawful.

"Rawls was sentenced'by a jury tHafhad been erroneously instructed about the sentencing

range for the offense for which he was convicted, second-degree murder. The sentencing range

at the time of his offense was 5-to-20 years’ incarceration. Before his trial, the General

Assembly raised the maximum sentence to 40 years. 278 Va. at 215. The circuit court

incorrectly instructed the jury on the newer range, and it imposed a sentence of 25 years’

imprisonment. Rawls later filed a motion to vacate that sentence, noting that it exceeded the

statutory maximum at the time of his offense. The Commonwealth conceded the fact that the

sentence exceeded the statutory range but argued that the court should simply impose the
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.superseded-20^yearmiaximum.—Rawls argued-that-a-new--sentenGing-hear-ing was-required--The

circuit court ruled for the Commonwealth. Id. at 216-17.

When Rawls appealed, we surveyed our precedents in which we had considered whether

a new sentencing hearing was required after a jury returned an unlawful sentence. We concluded

that those precedents “have not been uniform. In many instances, our jurisprudence requires a

court to speculate regarding how a jury would have fixed a defendant’s punishment had the jury

been properly instructed or had the jury properly applied a correct instruction.” Id. at 218. That

is the problem we sought to resolve when we held that “a criminal defendant in that situation is

entitled to a new sentencing hearing” so that “all criminal defendants whose punishments have

been fixed in violation of the statutorily prescribed ranges are treated uniformly without any

speculation.” Id. at 221 (emphasis added). In other words, we wanted to stop trial courts from

trying to guess what juries might have done, as they had in some cases but not others, and to

instead require that they always conduct a new sentencing hearing with a new jury.

The Court considered a similar issue in Grafmuller. In that case, the defendant pled

guilty to two counts of child sex offenses and was sentenced by a judge, not a jury. The offenses

had five-year statutory maximums but the court sentenced him to 10 years’ imprisonment on

each. He moved for a new sentencing hearing but the court instead modified his sentences by

reducing solely the amount of time it had suspended, leaving him the same duration of active

incarceration. 290 Va. at 527-28.

The defendant appealed and we reversed, applying Rawls. We ruled that Rawls was

“purposefully broad.” We noted that our “holding was not limited to cases in which the jury

imposed a sentence in excess of the statutory maximum.” Id. at 530. “The requirement [for a

new sentencing hearing] was announced to ensure that all criminal defendants whose
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-punishments-have-been-fixed-in-v-iolation-of-the-statutor-ily-pr-esor-ibed-ranges-are-treated—
i

uniformly.” Id. (internal quotation marks omitted) (emphasis omitted). We therefore held that

the distinction between sentencing error by a jury or by a judge was one without a difference in

that context. Id. at 530-31.

Consequently, the issue that Watson raises in this case was not raised in either Rawls or

Grafmuller. In each of those cases, the Commonwealth agreed that the respective sentences

were void, because they were too long. Grafmuller, 290 Va. at 528; Rawls, 278 Va. at 216.

While the language we used when we decided them was intended to be broad, our decisions were , 

nevertheless restricted to the legal question in dispute. Specifically, when the judge or jury 

imposing sentence exceeds the discretion conferred by the legislature when it enacted a statutory j

range, see Alston v. Commonwealth, 274 Va. 759, 771-72 (2007) (describing the imposition of a j

sentence within a statutory range as an act of discretion), may the trial judge simply impose a

new sentence without ordering a new hearing? Therefore, we today clarify that our holdings in

Rawls and Grafmuller are limited to such cases, and the answer to the question raised in them is

no. In other words, when (1) the General Assembly has prescribed a statutory range of sentences

for an offense, and (2) a sentence is challenged at a procedurally permissible time as lying

outside that range, then (3) the trial court must conduct a new sentencing hearing to permit the

sentencing entity, whether judge or jury, to impose a lawful sentence. Whether the judgment is

void or voidable determines the “procedurally permissible time.”

_ In light of this clarification of Rawls and Grafmuller. it is clear that those cases did not

overrule Smith and Royster* which dealt squarely with the legal question Watson raises here.

* As we noted in Clark v. Virginia Dep't of State Police, 292 Va. 725, 735-36 (2016), the 
Supreme Court of the United States discourages lower courts from concluding that its ‘“more 
recent cases have, by implication, overruled an earlier precedent.’” (Quoting Agostini v. Felton,
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-W-hile-it-is-undoubtedly-errer-te-sentenee-a-defendant-to a term'ef-impr-isonment-j'/zorter-than-that------

authorized by the General Assembly, such error renders the judgment merely voidable, not void.

Royster, 195 Va. at 234-35 (internal quotation marks omitted). We were not unaware when we 

decided Smith and Royster that a sentence to a term longer than authorized by the General

Assembly was, by contrast, void. To the contrary, in Smith, 195 Va. at 299, we cited and 

discussed Crutchfield v. Commonwealth, 187 Va. 291, 297-98 (1948), a case in which we agreed

with a trial court that a sentence in excess of the statutory maximum was a nullity but held that

the appropriate remedy was only a new sentence, not a new trial.

The legal justification for treating a sentence to a term of imprisonment shorter than the 

term prescribed by law as voidable, but one longer than the term so prescribed as void ab initio is 

rooted deeply in the law. The Magna Carta of King John famously provided that “[n]o free man 

shall be seized or imprisoned . ... except... by the law of the land.” Magna Carta, ch. 39, 

reprinted in British Library, Magna Carta: Law, Liberty, Legacy 267 (Claire Breay & Julian 

Harrison eds. 2015). But we need not dig so deep in this case because it is clear that once a court 

has imposed the greatest sentence that the legislature has authorized, the court has exhausted all

its power to punish and “its further exercise [i]s prohibited.” Ex parte Lange., 85 U.S. 163, 176 

(1873). Thus, any excessive sentence is void “because the power to render any further judgment j 

did not exist.” Id. The reverse is not true. A sentence for less than what the legislature has

allowed is merely legal error, and when a court has power to render a judgment, it has the power

521 U.S. 203, 237 (1997)). We echo the sentiment and, like that Court, direct that “‘if a 
precedent of this Court has direct application in a case, yet appears to rest on reasons rejected in 
some other line of decisions, lower courts should follow the case which directly controls, leaving 
to this Court the prerogative of overruling its own decisions.’” Id. (quoting Agostini, 521 U.S. at 
237 (alteration omitted)).
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-render-an-erroneous-oner—E^g^-White-v-State-ex-reL-Johnson^^Solld-EiWf-SS-l-lF-la^-lBAS)—!^- •■—

re Bourke’s Estate, 156 P.2d 501, 505 (Kari. 1945).

III. CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, we conclude that the circuit court erred by ruling that

Rawls or Grafmuller overruled Royster and Smith and Watson’s erroneous sentences were void

ab initio. The court therefore lacked jurisdiction under Rule 1:1 to consider his motion to vacate

his sentences. Accordingly, we will vacate its judgment granting that motion and reopening the
i

associated criminal cases. :

Vacated.\

)
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AUDREL JACK WATSON, JR.
OPINION BY

JUSTICE WILLIAM C. MIMS 
May 30, 2019

v. Record No. 180819

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

FROM THE CIRCUIT COURT OF ROCKINGHAM COUNTY 
Thomas J. Wilson, IV, Judge

In this appeal, we consider whether a felon has standing to move to vacate the sentences 

of other felons as void ab initio.

I. BACKGROUND AND MATERIAL PROCEEDINGS BELOW

In 2007, Audrel Jack Watson, Jr. was convicted on Alford pleas to several offenses, 

including four counts of using a firearm in the commission of a felony, in violation of Code §

18.2-53.1. The circuit court sentenced him to a term of three years’ imprisonment for each , 

count, to be served consecutively.

Ten years later, Watson filed a motion to vacate as void 30 sentences imposed by the 

court upon 12 felons for violations of Code § 18.2-53.1, including three of the four sentences I 

imposed upon him. Twenty-eight of the challenged sentences were for terms of three years’ 

imprisonment, one was for two years’ imprisonment, and one was for five years’ imprisonment 

with four years suspended. He asserted that all of the defendants had, like him, been convicted 

of multiple violations of the statute. He also noted that the statute imposed a mandatory 

minimum term of five years’ imprisonment for any second or subsequent offense. Consequently,. _ 

he argued, each of the challenged sentences is void ab initio for being shorter than the statutorily- 

prescribed five-year minimum. ;

* Watson did not join any of the 11 other felons as parties.
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______ The Commonwealth moved to dismiss Watson’s motion, arguing among other things that

he lacked standing to challenge the other felons’ sentences. Watson responded that, under our

t

precedents, a judgment that is void ab initio may be challenged “by all persons, anywhere, at any j 

time, or in any manner.” Singh v. Mooney, 261 Va. 48, 52 (2001) (internal quotation marks

omitted). The court issued a letter opinion in which it ruled that a person must establish standing

even when challenging a judgment as void ab initio.

Watson filed motions to reconsider arguing that under our decision in Virginian-Pilot

Media Cos., LLC v. Dow Jones & Co., Inc., 280 Va. 464, 470 (2010) (plurality opinion), the

doctrine of standing is “not relevant to the inquiry whether an order was entered by a court that

lacked jurisdiction of the order's subject matter.” The Commonwealth responded by arguing 

among other things that Virginian-Pilot Media was distinguishable because circuit courts haVe

subject-matter jurisdiction under Code § 17.1-513 to try felonies and to impose sentence upon

conviction. The court issued a second letter opinion adopting the Commonwealth’s argument. It

thereafter entered an order denying Watson’s motion to vacate the 11 other felons’ sentences.

We awarded Watson this appeal.

II. ANALYSIS

Questions of standing are questions of law that we review de novo. Kelley v. Stamos, 285

Va. 68, 73 (2013).

Watson asserts that the circuit court erred by ruling that he lacked standing to move to

vacate the 11 other felons’ sentences. He argues that after this Court’s decision in Virginian-

Pilot Media, standing is not relevant in an attack upon a void judgment. This Court has

repeatedly said that a judgment may be challenged collaterally by any one, in any place, at any

time, and even by a court sua sponte. E.g., Singh, 261 Va. at 52.
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The Commonwealth argues that the circuit court correctly ruled thnl Watson lucks______ j

standing to challenge the other felons’ sentences. Under Evans v. Smyth-Wythe Airport Comm ’n, 

255 Va. 69, 73 (1998), a judgment may be void ab initio if (1) it was procured by fraud, (2) the 

court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction, (3) the court lacked jurisdiction over the parties, (4) the 

judgment is of a character that the court lacked power to render, or (5) the court adopted an 

unlawful procedure. It contends that the ruling in Virginian-Pilot Media that standing was 

irrelevant was limited only to judgments void ab initio for the second Evans reason—i.e 

because the court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction. Here, circuit courts do have subject-matter 

jurisdiction to render judgments imposing sentences upon felony convictions.

*5 •

Watson replies that a void j udgment is void regardless of which of the five Evans reasons

makes it void, and that Virginian-Pilot Media applies to them all. He argues that the reason for

the ruling in Virginian-Pilot Media that standing is irrelevant in a challenge to a void judgment is 

that such a judgment is a nullity. Further, even if we determine that he lacks standing, we may 

still set aside a void judgment sua sponte, as noted in Virginian-Pilot Media.

A close reading of Virginian-Pilot Media reveals that, for both factual and procedural

reasons, it does not apply here. In that case, Dow Jones & Co., Inc., the publisher of the Wall

Street Journal, filed an ex parte petition ostensibly under Code § 8.01-324 asserting that its

periodical met the statute’s requirements for publishing legal notices in the City of Virginia- 

Beach and seeking the entry of an order granting it authority to do so. After the circuit court

entered such an order, the publisher of the Virginian-Pilot moved to intervene and to set it aside

for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The circuit court heard argument and ruled that it had

subject-matter jurisdiction to enter the order and denied the motion to intervene. 280 Va. at 466-

67.
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_ffie_awarded-the-publisher-.o£-the-J?//igOTza«=i?/7o/-an-appeal, which-resulted-in-an i
i

uncharacteristically fragmented decision. Three members of the Court joined a plurality opinion :

holding that the circuit court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction to enter the order and, using the 

language Watson relies on here, that they did not need to reach the issue of whether the circuit 

court erred by denying the motion to intervene because orders entered by a court without subject- j

matter jurisdiction are null ities, so the question of standing was irrelevant. Id. at 469-70

(plurality opinion).

Two members of the Court strongly dissented because they viewed the standing question

to be dispositive. In their view the publisher of the Virginian-Pilot did not have it. Id. at 470-71

(Lemons, J., dissenting). Two other members of the Court concurred in the result because, while

the publisher of the Virginian-Pilot lacked standing to intervene, Dow Jones & Co. lacked

standing to seek the underlying order in the first place and the circuit court lacked subject-matter
i

jurisdiction to enter it. Consequently, the voidness of the order was manifest, and the failure to 

vacate it would “make this Court accomplice to a lower court's exercise of jurisdiction contrary

to the constraints constitutionally placed on the judicial branch by the legislative.” Id. at 478-79

(Mims, J., concurring).

This review of Virginian-Pilot Media highlights three observations. First, no majority of

this Court has ever held that standing is irrelevant when a judgment is challenged as void ab

initio, regardless of the Evans basis for the alleged voidness.

Second, even the plurality opinion in Virginian-Pilot Media limited its application to

judgments challenged as void for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. Subject-matter jurisdiction

is unique. It “cannot be waived or conferred on the court by agreement of the parties”; a defect

in it “cannot be cured by reissuance of process, passage of time, or pleading amendment”; “a
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.co.urt.always.has jurisdiction J;o-detcrmirie-whether-it-has.subject-matter jurisdiction2;-and--the

lack of subject matter jurisdiction can be raised at any time in the proceedings, even for the first

time on appeal by the court sua sponte.” Morrison v. Bestler, 239 Va. 166, 169-70 (1990). In

short, subject-matter jurisdiction is the paramount consideration in assessing whether a court has

authority to enter judgment, and a judgment will always be void without it. And because the

question of subject-matter jurisdiction is a question of law, Gray v. Binder, 294 Va. 268, 275

(2017), it requires no factual development or evidentiary record to consider.

Third, although it was not expressly addressed in any of the opinions in Virginian-Pilot

Media, that appeal was properly before the Court because the publisher of the Virginian-Pilot

was aggrieved by the circuit court’s denial of its motion to intervene. See Eads v. Clark, 272 Va.

192, 195-97 (2006) (affirming in an appeal from the denial of a motion to intervene and ruling

that the Court therefore could not reach assignments of error challenging the merits); Mattaponi

Indian Tribe v. Virginia Marine Res. Comm ’n, 45 Va. App. 208, 214 n.3 (2005) (noting that a

party denied leave to intervene may appeal on that issue, but not on the merits of the case

because it was not made a party); see also City of Cleveland v. Ohio, 508 F.3d 827, 837 (6th Cir.

2007) (noting that the general rule is that a party unsuccessfully seeking to intervene may appeal

only from the order denying intervention); 7C Charles Alan Wright et al., Federal Practice and

Procedure § 1923 (3d ed. 2019) (noting that one who seeks to intervene may appeal from denial).

“We did not reach out and pluck th[e] case from thin air.” Virginian-Pilot Media, 280 Va. at 479

(Mims, J., concurring). Thus, as obliquely referenced in both the plurality and concurring

opinions, the Court had the authority to vacate the circuit court’s order as void sua sponte. Id. at

469-70 (plurality opinion); id. at 479 (Mims, J., concurring).

*
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.In_view-oTthese.-limitations-on the scope of the-plurality opinion \n Virginian-Pilot ~

Media, we will not hold today what four members of the Court declined to hold in that case—

i.e., that standing is wholly irrelevant when a judgment is challenged as void ab initio because of

a lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. And, because we agree with the Commonwealth that circuit

courts have subject-matter jurisdiction to try, convict, and impose sentence for all felonies,

Porter v. Commonwealth, 276 Va. 203, 229 (2008), we will not expand Virginian-Pilot Media to

hold what no member of the Court articulated in that case—i.e., that standing is irrelevant when

a judgment is challenged as void for any of the other four Evans bases.

Anticipating the possibility that we would decline to extend the plurality opinion in

Virginian-Pilot Media to this case, Watson also asks, now that we have taken up his appeal from

the circuit court’s ruling that he lacked standing, that we avail ourselves of the opportunity to

declare the other felons’ sentences void sua sponte. We will not. The other felons are

unquestionably necessary parties to an action to declare their sentences void, which, if

successful, would result in the imposition of new sentences. See Graves v. Commonwealth, 294

Va. 196, 208 (2017).

“All persons interested in the subject matter of a suit and to be affected by its results are

necessary parties.” Michael E. Siska Revocable Tr. v. Milestone Dev., LLC, 282 Va. 169, 173

(2011) (internal quotation marks and alteration omitted). The Court may note the failure to join

a necessary party sua sponte. Snavely v. Pickle, 70 Va. 27, 42 (1877). When faced with the

absence of a necessary party, courts have discretion to continue with the existing parties. Marble

Techs., Inc. v. Mallon, 290 Va. 27, 32 (2015) (citing Milestone Development, 282 Va. at 176-81).1

However, in light of the possible due process concerns that may arise if the 11 other felons’

sentences are void and they need to be resentenced, see United States v. Lundien, 769 F.2d 981,
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__3.87„(4.th Cir. .19.85_)4opining.that_!!due-proeess-may_also-be-denied_when-[even.a statutorily.

invalid] sentence is enhanced after the defendant has served so much of his sentence that his

expectations as to its finality have crystallized and it would be fundamentally unfair to defeat

them”), we decline to exercise that discretion here. Consequently, we will not even consider in

this case whether the other felons' sentences are void.

III. CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, we conclude that the circuit court correctly ruled that

Watson lacked standing to challenge the other felons’ sentences. We therefore affirm.

Affirmed.
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May 11,2018

Audrel Watson Jr. #1201662 
1821 Estaline Valley Road 
Craigsville, Virginia 24430

Michael T. Judge, Esquire 
Office of the Attorney General 
202 N. Ninth Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Re: Audrel Watson Jr. v. Commonwealth (CL17-3815)

Dear Mr. Watson and Mr. Judge

This matter is before the Court on (1) a Motion for Reconsideration on the issue of 
standing, filed by the Petitioner, Audrel Watson, (2) Mr. Watson’s motion to withdraw his guilty 
plea, and (3) the Commonwealth’s Motion for Reconsideration on the issue of voidability. The 
Court directed that all filings in response to these motions be made on or before April 10, and 
any reply be made by April 17, 2018.

The Court accordingly has received and reviewed Mr. Watson’s Brief in Opposition to 
the Commonwealth’s Motion for Reconsideration, the Commonwealth’s Reply, Mr. Watson’s 
Response to Reply, as well as a number of other letters and filings made by Mr. Watson.

Mr. Watson has also filed a document entitled an “Addendum of Evidence” on May 2, 
2018 and a Clarification of Motion on May 4, 2018. Because these filings fell outside the time 
limits established by the Court, the Court will not address them. However, even if these 
documents were timely filed, they are insufficient to warrant a result different than that reached 
by the Court on the issues before it.

!

1. Motion for Reconsideration on the Issue of Standing

Mr. Watson argues that at each sentencing where this Court sentenced a defendant below 
the statutory minimum, the Court lacked subject matter jurisdiction, and therefore the sentences 
can be attacked by anyone, regardless of the traditional notions of standing. The Commonwealth , 
argues that the Court did have subject matter jurisdiction, even if the order was void for other 
reasons, and thus Watson’s lack of standing undercuts his motion. The Court finds that the
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position of the Commonwealth, explained in their briefings of this issue, has merit and prevails. 
The motion to reconsider will be denied.

2. Watson’s Motions to Withdraw His Guilty Plea

Mr. Watson also seeks to withdraw his guilty plea to each of his charges, not just the 
charges for which he received a sentence below the statutory minimum. This request will be 
denied because Mr. Watson cannot withdraw his guilty plea in this, a civil case.

3. The Commonwealth’s Motion for Reconsideration

In the Attorney General’s Motion for Reconsideration filed on behalf of the 
Commonwealth, six arguments are raised seeking the Court to conclude that the 1953 decisions 
of Smith v. Commonwealth, 195 Va. 297 (1953) and Royster v. Smith, 195 Va. 228 (1953) 
control, despite the Supreme Court’s recent decisions in Rawls v. Commonwealth, 278 Va. 213 
(2009) and Grafmuller v. Commonwealth, 290 Va. 525 (2015).

a. Stare Decisis

The Commonwealth first urges the Court to recognize the importance of stare decisis and 
to make decisions only concerning the state of the law as it is currently, not what the Court 
believes the appellate courts will do in the future. The Court, of course, agrees with this 
assessment. It is also true that only the Virginia Supreme Court can overrule its decisions. The 
issue, here, is not whether to follow stare decisis, but which precedents are controlling and need 
to be followed.

If Rawls and Grafmuller imposed a new rule, directly overruling Royster, Smith, and any 
other case not in conformity with the rule announced in Rawls, then these recent cases are 
binding on the Court. The authority of the Court of Appeals in interpreting this new rule (such as 
Greer, which directly held that Rawls applies to sentences that are below the statutory minimum) 
is also binding on this Court.

b. How Narrowly to Read Rawls and Grafmuller

Next, the Commonwealth argues that Rawls and Grafmuller should be read very 
narrowly. The Commonwealth notes that although the language of the rule in these cases dealt 
with sentences outside the statutory range, the assignments of error and the particular facts 
addressed in Rawls and Grafmuller were dealing with situations where the sentences were above, 
not below, the statutory limits.
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Rawls and Grafmuller did deal with situations where sentences were higher than the 
statutes allowed. However, there is no indication that these cases should be narrowly confined to 
their facts. As noted in the original opinion letter, the language employed by Rawls and 
Grafmuller is uncommonly broad and indicative of the Supreme Court’s intention to create a 
new rule to guide future decisions, even beyond the particular facts of those cases. The Court did 
not list by name each of the cases it was overruling, but it did note displeasure with its previous 
decisions which displayed a lack of “uniformity” in “determining whether a defendant, who 
received an improper sentence, was entitled to a new sentencing hearing.” Rawls v. 
Commonwealth, 278 Va. 213, 220 (2009).

The Court then announced:

Today we adopt the following rule that is designed to ensure that all criminal 
defendants whose punishments have been fixed in violation of the statutorily 
prescribed ranges are treated uniformly without any speculation. We hold that a 
sentence imposed in violation of a prescribed statutory range of punishment is 
void ab initio because “the character of the judgment was not such as the [CJourt 
had the power to render.”

Id. at 221.

In Grafmuller v. Commonwealth, 290 Va. 525, 529 (2015), the Court had opportunity to 
consider a similar argument by the Commonwealth to view Rawls narrowly. The Commonwealth 
argued that the rule in Rawls should be confined to sentences from jury trials, since the particular 
facts of Rawls and part of the reasoning dealt with preventing court speculation regarding how a 
jury would sentence the defendant.

The Court noted that “[djespite the clarity of our holding in Rawls, we are now invited to 
create an exception.” Id. at 530. The Court rejected that invitation:

Our holding in Rawls was purposefully broad. We intended to end both 
the lack of uniformity in our jurisprudence and the speculation about what 
sentence would have been imposed had the sentencer not been mistaken about the 
maximum punishment provided by law. Id. at 221. Although the cases we 
discussed in Rawls each involved a jury sentence, our holding was not limited to 
cases in which the jury imposed a sentence in excess of the statutory maximum. 
The requirement was announced “to ensure that all criminal defendants whose 
punishments have been fixed in violation of the statutorily prescribed ranges are 
treated uniformly.” Id. (emphasis added). We decline the invitation presented by 
this case to create an exception to this doctrine for defendants who were
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sentenced by a judge rather than a jury. Such an exception would re-introduce to 
this area of the law both a lack of uniformity and a need for speculation as to what 
the sentence would have been if the sentencer had not misapprehended the 
statutory maximum.

Id. at 530-31.

Applying the logic of Grafmuller, the rule in Rawls should be interpreted and 
followed as written, not strictly confined to its facts. The Supreme Court chose to rule 
that sentences are void when “in violation of a prescribed statutory range of punishment” 
rather than only when “in excess,” the Court must follow this binding precedent.

c. Inference from the General Assembly’s Amendment of § 19.2-398.

Next, the Commonwealth makes the argument that because the General Assembly 
created a statutory mechanism in Section 19.2-398(C) for the Commonwealth to challenge 
sentences below the statutory minimum, that the General Assembly must have considered these 
decisions not to be void ab initio. If they were already void ab initio, it would be unnecessary to 
have such a provision. And, as the Commonwealth argues, it is presumed that the General 
Assembly knows the law and that a “substantive change in law [is] intended by an amendment to 
an existing statute.” Commonwealth’s Reply 3 n.2 (quoting Commonwealth v. Bruhn, 264 Ya. 
597, 602 (2002)).

This argument is persuasive for the proposition that at the time the amendment was 
added, it was intended to make a change in the law. Thus, the amendment may imply that 
sentences below the statutory range were not void ab initio when it was passed. However, this 
amendment was passed in 2002. See 2002 Va. ALS 611. This statute says nothing about the 
General Assembly’s opinion of the law on this subject post Rawls, which was decided in 2009. 
Thus, this argument also fails to show that the Court should reconsider its reliance on Rawls, 
Grafmuller, and Greer.

d. The Commonwealth Asserts the Propositions in Greer Are Dicta

The Commonwealth argues that Greer cannot be relied upon because its ruling, that a 
sentence imposed below the statutory minimum was void ab initio, was unnecessary to reach the 
conclusion.

In Greer, the Court of Appeals ruled that “the jury’s sentence of two years was unlawful 
and the trial court’s imposition of that sentence was void ab initio.” Commonwealth v. Greer, 63 
Va.App. 561,579(2014).

s®, 4



The Commonwealth argues that since the Commonwealth had the right to appeal by 
statute in Section 19.2-398(C), the Court of Appeals did not need to decide whether the sentence 
was void, only whether the sentence was in error.

However, it appears that the Court of Appeals decided it was necessary to determine how ; 
to characterize the imposed sentence in order to decide what to instruct on remand. In that case 
the Commonwealth had argued that in the interests of judicial economy, the court should simply 
order that the five year sentence be imposed without impaneling a new jury. Looking to Rawls, 
the Court of Appeals decided that the rule in Rawls applied, therefore, the sentence in violation 
of the statute was void ab initio and the proper remedy was to remand with instructions to 
impanel a new jury to impose the five year required sentence.

Assuming that the Commonwealth is correct in arguing that the Court of Appeals could 
have ruled differently to correct the same error, it is very clear what the Court of Appeals did 
hold, and that is what is binding upon the circuit court.

The defendant correctly argues that the facts in J.K. Rawls are distinguishable 
from those in his case. Rawls' sentence was above, rather than below, the 
statutorily prescribed range, and the sentencing error in J.K. Rawls resulted from 
faulty jury instructions rather than the jury's disregard of proper instructions. Id. at 
215-16. Despite these differences, however, the “common law rule of 
jurisprudence” set out by the Supreme Court was not limited to the facts of that 
case. Id. at 221. Its holding expressly applies to a jury's disregard of "correct 
instructions.” Id. It also expressly applies to “a// criminal defendants whose 
punishments have been fixed in violation of the statutorily prescribed ranges.” Id. 
(emphasis added). It therefore implicitly, and logically, includes both those whose 
sentences are above the statutory range and those whose sentences are below it.

Id. at 576-77 (emphasis added).

e. The Commonwealth Asserts Smith and Royster are still Controlling

The Commonwealth continues by asserting that the 1953 cases should be considered the 
controlling authority on this issue. This argument is the counterpart of its arguments that Rawls, 
Grafmuller, and Greer should be viewed narrowly and applied only to their facts.

The Commonwealth argues “if the Supreme Court of Virginia had wanted to overrule or 
otherwise limit Smith v. Commonwealth or Royster v. Smith, it had the opportunity to do so in
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recent opinions” citing Jones v. Commonwealth and Rawls itself, both of which reference 
Royster. Commonwealth’s Mot. for Recons. 4 n.l.

The problem with this view is that Rawls announced a new rule on this subject 
(reinforced by Grafmuller) and overruled previous cases in contradiction to that new rule. 
Further, a review of the cases citing to the 1953 cases shows a consistent understanding among 
the appellate courts that Rawls supersedes Royster and Smith.

Smith has never been cited by the Court of Appeals or Virginia Supreme Court since the 
Rawls opinion. Royster has been cited five times since Rawls, but always in the context of noting 
Rawls as the leading authority and never in a way to suggest that Royster's holding on 
voidability survives the rule in Rawls. See Jones v. Commonwealth, 293 Va. 29, 49 (2017); Roy 
v. Commonwealth, No. 1827-13-4, 2015 Va. App. LEXIS 15, at *10 (Jan. 20, 2015); McClease 
v. Commonwealth, No. 2209-13-1, 2014 Va. App. LEXIS 358, at *10 (Ct. App. Oct. 28, 2014); 
Bradley v. Commonwealth, No. 1194-12-2, 2013 Va. App. LEXIS 168, at *4 (June 4, 2013); 
Daugherty v. Commonwealth, No. 0297-11-3, 2011 Va. App. LEXIS 326, at *5 (Nov. 1, 2011).

f. A Final Order. Signed by Judge Albertson. Following Smith and Royster.

Finally, the Commonwealth relies upon an order, asked for by Michael T. Judge and 
signed by Judge Albertson in March of 2017. That matter concerned a petition by Andrey 
Pinkevich, that his 215 year sentence be declared void ab initio because the court failed to 
sentence him to a sufficient period of post-release supervision according to Code § 19.2- 
295.2(A). Pinkevich also sought to have some of his sentences run concurrently.

Pinkevich argued that his case was analogous to Rawls. The court rejected this argument 
and granted the Attorney General’s Motion to Dismiss and denied Pinkevich’s Motion to Vacate. 
Judge Albertson signed the Final Order containing language similar to the Final Order proposed 
in this case, such as a holding that “[a] sentence imposed below the statutory minimum permitted 
by law, however, is voidable, not void” citing Smith and Royster. However, this case before the 
Court deals with actual mandatory active sentences, not merely post-release supervision. 
Moreover, this Court considers itself bound by the Virginia Supreme Court and Court of Appeals 
authority that a sentence falling outside the statutory range is void.

Conclusion

The Court will continue to follow what it believes is the relevant Supreme Court 
authority on this issue. Accordingly, the Court will deny each party’s motions for 
reconsideration, will deny Mr. Watson’s motion to withdraw his guilty plea, and will maintain its
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original ruling. An order to this effect is attached hereto. All objections previously made are 
preserved.

Very truly yours,

5^

Thomas J. Wilson, IV, Judge

TJW/dmh 
CC: Court file
CC: Marsha L. Garst, Esquire, Commonwealth’s Attorney - VIA Courthouse box 
CC: Robert S. Hahn, Esquire - VIA Courthouse box
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VIRGINIA: IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF ROCKINGHAM COUNTY

AUDREL JACK WATSON, JR.,
Petitioner,

Case No. CL17-3815v.

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
Respondent

FINAL ORDER

This Court previously issued a letter opinion in this case dated March 12,2018, 
addressing the issues raised. Thereafter each party filed a motion for reconsideration of the 
rulings averse to their positions, and Mr. Watson filed a motion to withdraw his guilty pleas in a 
criminal case which led to the present litigation. This Court issued a letter opinion dated May 11, 
2018, addressing the motions for reconsideration and the motion to withdraw guilty pleas.

It is ADJUDGED AND ORDERED that the letter opinions of March 12,2018 and May 
11,2018, are made a part of this Order and incorporated verbatim by reference thereto.

It is accordingly ADJUDGED AND ORDERED as follows:

1. Watson’s Motion to vacate the judgments against eleven other inmates, to wit: Anthony 
Dustin McMillian; Jeremy Michael Huddle; Tammy Lynn Traber; Charles Fletcher; Andrey 
Pinkevich; Christopher Raye Brown; Jonathan Peter Grattan, III; Michael Wayne Crawford; 
Terry Allen Riggleman; Luis Flores; and Drakar Lee Rawlings, is hereby DENIED.

2. The Court will GRANT Watson’s Motion to vacate the sentences imposed against him in case 
numbers CR07035489-00, CR0703549Q, and CR07035491, and will hereafter reopen the 
criminal case to effect such vacation and for further proceedings.

3. Watson’s motion to withdraw his guilty pleas is DENIED.

This is a final Order. All objections previously made by either party as reflected in the 
record are preserved. Endorsement hereof is waived. The Clerk shall mail an attested copy hereof 
to counsel of record, and to the pro se litigant.

Entered this 1101 day of May 2018.
\\\^

Judge Thomas J. Wilson, IV

I CERTIFY THAT THE DOCUMENT TO WHICH THIS 
AUTHENTICATION IS AFFIXED IS A TRUE COPY OF 
A RECORD IN THE ROCKINGHAM COUNTY CIRCUIT 
COURT CLERK’S OFFICE /ND TH,
CUSjrODIAN OF THAT REC0RD. //
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SUPREME COURT OF VIRGINIA
PATRICIA L. HARRINGTON, CLERK 

SUPREME COURT BUILDING 
100 NORTH 9TH STREET, 5TH FLOOR 

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219 
(804)786-2251 V/TDD 

FAX: . (804) 786-6249

DOUGLAS B. ROBELEN 
CHIEF DEPUTY CLERK

uDecember 20, 2018

Audrel Jack Watson, Jr., Inmate # 1201662 
Augusta Correctional Center 
1821 Estaline Valley Road 
Craigsville, VA 24430

Audrel Jack Watson, Jr. v. Commonwealth of Virginia 
Commonwealth of Virginia v. Audrel Jack Watson, Jr. 
Record Nos. 180819 and 180940

Re:

Dear Mr. Watson:

The Court has considered your petition for appeal and has determined that one 
of the assignments of error should be granted. I have located counsel willing to 
represent you in the matter on a pro bono basis, which means that you will not have to 
pay the attorneys and the attorneys will be able to put together the documents that 
make up the appendix, file the briefs, and present oral argument on your behalf before 
the full Court. The attorneys who have agreed to represent you are L. Steven Emmert, 
Sykes, Bourdon, Ahern & Levy, P.C., Pembroke Office Park, 5th FI., 281 Independence 
Boulevard, Virginia Beach, VA 23462-2989 and Juli Porto,, Blankingship & Keith, P.C. 
Suite 300, 4020 University Drive, Fairfax, VA 2203CL

Sincerely yours,

Patricia L. Harrington 
Clerk

PLH/th
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VIRGINIA:

Jn the Supreme Count of, Vinginia held at the Supreme Count {Building in the 

City of {Richmond on {Thunoday the 10th day, of (9ctohen, 2019.

Commonwealth of Virginia, Appellant,

Record No. 180940 
Circuit Court No. CL17-3815

against

Appellee.Audrel Jack Watson, Jr.,

Upon a Petition for Rehearing

On consideration of the petition of the appellee to set aside the judgment rendered

herein on May 30, 2019 and grant a rehearing thereof, the prayer of the said petition is denied.

A Copy,

Teste:

Douglas B. Robelen, Clerk

By:

Deputy Clerk

Wh.
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VIRGINIA:

Jn the Supreme Cowit of. Virginia held, at the Supreme Cowit ffiuilding in the 
City, of Richmond on Jfiwioday the 10th day of Octohm, 2C19.

Audrel Jack Watson, Jr., Appellant,

against Record No. 180819 
Circuit Court No. CL17-3815

Commonwealth of Virginia, Appellee.

Upon a Petition for Rehearing

On consideration of the petition of the appellant to set aside the judgment

rendered herein on May 30, 2019 and grant a rehearing thereof, the prayer of the said petition is

denied.

A Copy,

Teste:.

Douglas B. Robelen, Clerk

By:

Deputy Clerk



^vifvVcAx^-^fjsa^KgR sQteatre
\j^^N0T^b

CjO\i9Ts Kfel gft3rV\gv hsava A hj tVnSc. ^>\qc\ y3
t\^vJeft<\E. A-TfrvA^a

INtffr) tssfy\ (VSStefl A Cr>A5V\^ov<^C)ft VbAT MAmvfe "TO
ST KA^-fyrO

u\Wpr rr 4\cTuft\Yj V\{vs tsmYTFrC feu.YVft \1. Chm ana 

Vft. Vg o f 3iooVn).

U^LC1

y\V

ft g&UPT KftS F^V^flP^ A jWAoMgrST £& CDK^~ 

x/vcTsd^ sf (^ c&\\n^tW C|U^Vto^i cHr 
tv\Mjxv-£5E> Ia ar^TxftS^y iAY\yTft"\V^ y Qt^\ KkiP. o4 TVg

VW^t^to gX^cxeg i-toKA tW ax p^^Wme^T
<Q <^f^Yv^W D0C5£JQAtejk ^TAfcftjS \).. CoH ^ Slffl

VPi\(^a^)^

bt

tv
AslftTwl^

Ai\yv\m\
. -^AfrOfe - b^Vnj^ \A\fcV vXQ JNA A^EFT o ftJ\u Xb^l CTAXXA ^0. A 

• r^vA\. Crafc^ yvx^Vrvi?^ to d^a$x ck^fobaafcA ^e\ou\
ft \nM\^A&TO^] VA^Kt^vOO^A \S XpgFC&uAb

( ^ r
PvPpir^^y U_VJ^^E \ P"X3 )

U&



tW \^<ys\ft'Yuftg puRyo^F. wFfe-TOc^\)E5TtfUftl,
A\1 Ays ftnA AuQ\& oV fv\\ A\ Hr BSTto n ~TCi seft\Q3C£ 

V^noa^^.TW^jirfAA UWj \KC-DU, SO \lk.

ftys. mfaoo^______________ ’________
Vkk\ V>foA fr

^\ya\j V^ea ytoygofy \^^\^uci^D'TVKT'Vwe MftXt hvxw 

^uya r^>\<Mg^SY TV Qpaj^A ViPA^Qf^l upsf^ S^ft\&Vi=> *^0^- TVp_ ^Vl-____

\ ^Q^WNKQ.^ ^~\Vn£. "j UO^) kiS
PvT Nl-^Ch^ \\N^£INS^KA£^ y^WcV Tb f^)(lDV, i Hf^- __

\s) V^Qg^^V^b &C ^.<Q\) 0fir^b ? ____

csq^t ^_|ftsg:___

. “"TO YF^Tf^e-^: cbO\ov^*.lVE: QjOk\^T\j£TT0yQi &f 

.K\n|
y^VjM ST-ftWDS j^S \)-fi-^ f>0\3Q_,__

'bkx^ Kfv^V\M\ vA^o~V£V^^V£r ^Q^eiZv o-V

M- lol.



i

1
kjnvsx)

\ S \)^S\<5^ OfttVr. ; noTTA Yw£ Au-
rV^fit <k^CT^T\, ^ \^YVv \^vS>\ A-^RJE ^ t^qV "\Vn£
0r)u03 . \AWgk v^^O (VCI^HE fVKl^ O qr^Qut TT&

/^^v^Tgb ^ m . Cjdk; ^s fvapA^o f\)a aoo<^.

^AA^KUE1 ^ ftrAff\Vgfe- CjO K&v&gfl fP^etO ~VV\^ \\K-^fcr
k^Ob £& AaAXQftL TWA U• S. cCT , "rig CfrV
.yres^OEF. H VS uu^;but \TXS>UE Vfit^o VvNfVX ^TT^ 

; s;\k Kiypp^.ov^o^Vj^.^.WogH fi^wO,______

i

/

. K\5eATfV)YQ9. M .CtoU,^ 0<V l\)P\ fitpp &Q\\)

. uvn»€*ftA>J v^uW^ an\o \J(\. van; lAn i ^ s.^ 3<*. SHX xff U w- 

.R^l^OOS^YfWj^.Nl. VdefrOEU^f^Q^astei \fo ?k\q •

.'X±Z ^eA ) ^;e ,3-A\7te}\y\ [\*W\)j y£lV]&& ft ^>Bp- 

g^Tuo^ a^^vAra^ bOO^^eVv^u^ ±>\ic£^^w 

FVCt^Tvi\-K\^ bpVfc Yl^a, S u ftflSME' CDUffr.___________

I

■7

w6 lo8.



VI'S. \/. VW-'R^roKi
S33. (CAH& (mA)3so8)

&o <&t Ai'spi^'TWvrft Ffctu? w pgsoe.
ccgugesfo uisACmo A^A^sYtKvtofem (fefaWfttfr bgfoPF

^fs-.ty^vMjjjA. £fewate£ .,.}TV£<icMeT ~rck\
tto&A 1st VsPTO^R 2 F?£to Ih. I h-HEfte^j 

tV£ GouB*&&(toT M^Koat^g^nifcvlr>'b~t/ S^A iS~y
WA^V U-Ui>K- e t ^tkcrclrf^dfll^ vXXsStk H^tST 1a»a1p~ ffcoelgd- W<3 1 
V>\i^Vtfll^'rktvrK<E.'<?pc^g'jm? £gfe3cav

ft^To PHL.

yftoaasfcirt^).

^ A^Ia^&v*v W CrMSi^
to^TdeR \^q tAftfe ^orx) tAm *vs

pVeA msA W*a Tte-PsMKtDf^H^cs^ iAdm\A K/vfe.
tecvo^ ctefA ^\L\klX> _______

OM~l

cem k>$ pA TV^Nf-p \ e#L. \fe\v\Bk/ ^ To ^ Psci^fe ftjX-tVe 

'3r^^p^» fwAgoIil^ fil’g&s r^u^Ait) g\\)s cterte^

f\?P&^k\XU E'1 (VcAV^gjg^
m, bq



i

VC

AfoSnte cffirtaa'tJfiy W fU6D; TKoto^ xsS
f,3A PFt fVDSRjd/

Tm^ uq F,^d \on vygliAsM'V’sV uA ti. .
gcH- F-3.A :m,a}jgls^cvr .vgaoV, i \,s. \). i1; voa
F.Tb^ng^^Cg^glfc^^loV.' 

a. v.

3

6QiME e&lkfe
rtrsay3^>^o plFfotek ojixvae: CipvXWkg .

. \ __ V.V „ -I
■ -------------------------------------------- ■ “ ~ “ * ~ ~ s ;

^?V\xT
&

\\
vcat

ss;<n\ Td P\^ fovte/S .

u it& iU

vW. ^KVafefc /^-Vkis cV(sa^ 

. figQut^V Wu WlTte <Sia£^^QS\%^b drkil> q&xTQ^ p\£& ^

. 1«»<■ tpx b Tfrfff a
"^5>S ^<4= T>\A Wv£5\E^ -SEl^te
^sdAA teu>.ee^ 2P£& aneHoyaflfe^ y^ca! wa^VAofc^

~vW, ^fvST sfcTte: Drtf^vVtT; g>V p* Niugk Wy^g^ 

fjeS^CR1

TV

f^’^S^b'X \r LXck \ pftgjBfe. 1
fig. 10.



'feuVFAV dgfev^-

IbJT Avg^C^ rgju\g3£ CjsxXKIS vn ty^k)5UK frifttLL
POl^UMV) P^VTiyK^ fcjl W^UNIM M^KKU.\K

J fYtsA >0 V^foNj. frA*K4j£ i\ tsf^UT
SiKvi^b^ 'V^ y\i^A avm -fvr^ k^\M\x ^ ^
oAvAsxV^'W^: CmaA &4Avg; c&ulfl
k^vKivOf Wo^cragxcsit^ jjbtxsi Yk^: ^-gK^^XlE^L

\\ t ftgd aV€
’^g. ^£^bvVA\J P^A AQ^l'^OlUi^e^ ,

$.1* t

V

. \f 3££l&\ Aagsp*.
^Y| ijirnAA CJ&fcftSKTTkg: feu\B W Vaonx uc\oo\^ vAoT.
KA\n) OQoPJE W*fte^oAKif^^tedr c^A-W &&bSL. Ot.
bpvax^ w^~z,te^T\^Z.; BHSi ab> eft jp\ (PtyWc^^o. AVcvt,

v-eVo^ te\ £U&£fl.

gHfo*. Ct^] U\P f\
y^ac^kj^v^: \Q^rS 6P WOSk ^sr
ge^VA^X^^V^^^CPJ$jg ^Ao M-K^£VW\x^£^> 

y\C^ Qaftv3\cxto&> fr<tO frU-Cfc$JQ^ } f>o ’to
\\ca^O^ uVx\ WteAVe ea^H^fy^j ufe. M^Wn) \>frkRU^

VIB. Nf.

fMffiF^VPxX E ^ (3 bi ^ p*P^0)
m hi



\ oU\

6.CX- tAAklffia, Uy
ec^pAeRT -tr, us. t>. Cm.gr Ru\^W

X

‘Hkg.Onisrr'Ykxa T-ft eA-fcrr -ivftSn3^^ upoRnte: £TOP4, 

t\ KxfiTVEft. t£ tefyj^O^s^TfoRfK IfvuJ .Tkr vT^m? 

ngQ^kyW^C,l^UuRBKBte^o£ PEhg^L,^>fe>
r.^tAv^fiLeppggM.'eE^ \\1_FRC-P_\' 1
gpfleetWEz; wf Ra\g V\ <39 P 6i.Xsi?WiKv\y.
fyyjpliCftble
CD^f^vjnoi^ftb bu^ftoc.gss,1 htyK;4 v. m.^.

L

,riJLt

\/ i Rdj\T, ft ^, CT. £uYg 3>P>: \\^ 'tea^ntefer ts Ur____
t-FrATfi ^liAS^T-S of Tke ‘We VQciLP^ cWse? of- ~rk€ 

l)ue>. Cr^STTuSTtoh,^ AKVi-TiKe tlS-VRCJ? fcA\£\N)iAf6__

PXg 2>fr'.g ^ 6o!bgvPtvrnftlL\) GP<ut\3A-\e&rTO FgJLfrAL 

\¥i\\eR \). Chu..Uift.^go^.; GftftA^gPL \i. a£

J?k,

e:

uM-'RQ'nWs Riv\£ Spy V\ braiAN^ft!6 RuteX&JLCkl
!'S.^\p rS-Pi’.wfeV'i ^ S'.ikVTSvP^T'fAA-y) S^QqC FyVS^A TQ__
FRC-P \C tvr, ^bWv^L) o___
UsJTRfiru^i^._____________:________ ____________

3a

f\?PRKj\S\x'jl-^lA o< l\)

m. n a



3s

\A R kol F &

* ft Q J&C1>5T <3^^ bkPU L^PTfrf / P^5V IV Gj uCvj
ftleiy Qft.\ftOLo Ct>»Su=fA£S>E ~yo rJki^PQF
^T^scuy-i?’vR£5r ^i i\q^ ^vTtUv: cA^p, m
v/PtW^-KfcAVj Ci>T(V\ (Vk> of ~tVg ^TKlRPT
pVtVe cVNft»ops Cr^RaaPi^s c£^tVe peh."

t

UvxV.^ 3fy.g

Cr^TT^rH^£u
Ti ~
Ruig2tv. g v-, OT^^^Ktr '^FW~vKg \Re a^ft, 

C€«\^rrwxV?D^s ft'gTic^eTJ£jprTi'OK\ g^-v^XTikAa 

TW^Tter yteft \jk wrfy\p OtsVa^TM^U/ 

fV&k ^Agrvi.T^Q^TLv/ ^\ftCF^ Ah V\KJA\5vV\fft&.

PfeftVvMA ^-CtUA.

L

0 »T^r
S> *j*.

ITa j£Z

V* °7— f
6uj^SUE C^\St9aj~T^^-Cmpr tAft) Vfc^QT cpVJiy
* \\]3 ^ \ — l 5 " — S \ "N.” i iT —. » ^\~1—  V \ f“—ETnT^-A . V Vtt — fc'T   V  r\V\ \

^yv3Rj?aAr^ ov^i ^We^TPcfag^A:^'Ywv!r <^\m ~>3
"UON\ 0<Ern^c^» o^by TO ^ ugfriyNST o^q\5j ^\pft vs VvfAg 

___________ f\?Pt^DCx‘vf^ ( a.oi\>) _______
______________3fcj3«____ '___________



3 ©4 \\

\/A. tg^Qjrt^-\C\Sc>~[i 13 ,A-£j5-y--
^.CTAuVjeS ’bty-g^ft.-SCb'y <y& Cj\ vtftQh t K)__________
SfeftW* \). tew.CvJAf. fy^.l^oY____________  '

i _ Or* tCT uivj y^egr^Ve^T; -yw
a- ptea\s U'^OM^Aa^Vpte^gv^ASutaO
fetna^As oAVi^ o^'lSy ^pp> t*-, ww^nte_____
InsVxS^KfeftV) nS^^Vx aghTAj fyiO<^ Vl£xx£x<WU\y. SfrA-WrM
v ctiA Ygftsai^'TO (Ua^s^tcrxcte \tg ^ coAe \3SD
£ VS A-3S4-j 5 CE O-Afe ~AtV.^ r3 ft: SOY' h
q^vCR] rs> ft \^cxi\lRg_aH- Cnn^fir; AaVor^’. .«- ^3u.cl^
W^Vx-iViefc-K ^\3t4(-lcla^v oAVj v^VeA tt
vtiWSvftEy aaA T’vftglbftp&rji^ uxxxOeR ^'vo W
ftOC-CCTan fiAYj PrgvEfc-iW= "Vg.-M -Auc\&^ WY^> UActe A 

cfe^^W^vrre>ft) -fK<^- 'Tv s xitAwfmR) mA n^te\\ tojaOT^
WiST \1r\u^vfifiy ^b\iT ^X\\^T^ ~\^tg\\TgjErSr
fyfls ^ crf-\t/yg

<fFWv)fti3sr QJfc 0 W\ YxVhY/ Ctyftg5pgi\fl5Etog> >

3.

<$ & ii

X

Hi
Ex&

VTvU yaM£\\\Ofi^jT
k^\)^\\jvS\N^\V^iV)fl|Ab!: AU- \AWrr^ HU-ST fy^yi^R-

fv5 ^ ^V\S~K V - QnW IxlA.'frffp^ ■________
___________hPPe^ntxV hoti^__ _________

3*



H V\

j)

—1fNvv^ajSCgfe-
rAMvvO \\\i > klyosnOcx ~\\l syA -S£hS\F>Yg vYxH_____ __
L.fiVcft'v'Zgfo Vm Ofil ■ \K\A Si \l rsMvivOixi f)^ K^Vu\3F)Tk'

Yiukss v/.QfeEg^gff.ftM Uft) VW

&

xn^fc^prb cpt>Ke>

ft\gfo ^0AV\<5y ^vlRS^i^ST 

in \^(Y CJtidt= ^BOrtfM^ VV^.-aA.Vo/^AfV! ft ^iteft l S
* HF xAWtV^Vg. <^.4e&Aft>3Tv& R\L\^ 

rr^~VV£ cVt&grV grwfreiB^Gftf'g-. OtlVs sft\gft
^sST x^Av.\(LSfc>'TO \fen V-, Sock;. »-• HiVve__

PCC^SD dcf^ ^DTvx^f^giPrt^~tVfe. MVAftE ff^dWg: 
Ilrniv^r. Vg. \K^oTwl\^Q BlLtoeCANfeg: iKe

i.

1

."v ‘sliKCi
^"tVs cWao^TwKV W> ("^ >\6Y -S^iA pfc W

f^VKvS^o nWutT Cj^'ORj
.dsu v-wL'jy W xqAersA si\;nWS?Px&.i M Cdka.m.!

V

^ i

aWuW&n<, ^Ff^\Ae££ v^ST \toV’$a^r
1'<L&OJ^i& ^P\\T^ST) ^ \3 \6^S\lO^ &<T V\P .SnjxW
r\ vivdtel iW. 5^; l<fc. 8"^ ftKid V^ ftMAl5^A.\txS^

-voiV&v^.Qfa^gr.-j^A fjPSteASV-8^ wrh\

)

\\vA
IhlxWx'S^ ■ (n^SlF

[yg&Ri^X V\ U<Su)
^ 1g



S e4l\

lV ^r\5^ywiAF ^f\l XuA<^Yvo,
(A (XO^C^ -fe^L- Ci^ ?ncc vA\AVtxM^(.Rca^ei^
v/rAv^o^vfv^j Cd^Bi^AT K^A/RaO^ €K
AA^^CffVtD^ 5^k^9 ^C l\^LV^kS SU tou.j

\) >C£n.»,

\

lV

~TtvJ~i. CO i^g5T
^tefeKrWvL^ a. 11^ ~ij^ .ip 1 ^ BTrTkf^-Tte- A&'feA A.ftji^T
u\f^ VK\-k£HH) <vC ft\ \ tUf. tog]:(Mft,nQvVi^. eP

y>\ PpA (A PFva?^)^ Al. Onyx ■ (m ft. Artak ] &SgX_____
v/. A-'ACiEA-O^P 

aL i1

kTW ensVyEg-Augb
aAlfc) of, „ At^TbC^SP^e^/^Sft^fcTVsBS^ j&q65fc 

UfeA Ce^Tt^tD^fsL^uV^^T^^^r.QlLJikk^ 

ker)\\yixte> gp^>o ~d\^. \ raa^w crt- tktr pRocEB^fl^

3

t

jj'-  ̂...........

laovd X1

'Ve (feoi^&K’b Kgs.4-) -vecitQ) et<^%6lAvA&£&
.TOg^vr^felj fccy^to^.e.. fv\H%d OAuiiy___
.^Fft- vtXjU^R; f\A pfffigufR'.xlP TWy ^>\etv m$6
ft <^i Vv^l\F-ft ( Alft <&>€&)_____

____________ v F^1 (A Ab)____________ 1__________

*L

AB,



\jp cAr \\

U
£z

~rtse\j U A\j Kg ftOCfepHak' >iA*V ( \7f*. 3vCSP)-j
<:ffis^\i.SAftcy citt^ k\.c,. \J-ftLfeeXL__ ;___

“ftSSc «lV /W ftjAe/2&8 J £» wft/ v^oSgg. TkvroCoK.
fi^C Fyu^Q N &£=■foAftfe tVs T\>lf^g£XlCr Uj&ST

cteteWc^fe -y-t-fte Ap-feawk i-s jyJVxgfe si V>4.___
^t^TTR^R^\ .v^o,Vfe;,Ws i^te'oi^kAaa^

klta (vi^A vi^xEtK^ "CUE ^ >^Q\-\&Q^AT ly

lo,

e>n

kg Nils ,-t\yA ; ^ruKTt\ \l, ft-VftkfWA. • aoS£.3£L^a^6
■"'■■' "~VEfr CfctSF-g^Mft.Vo*1*J

I “.». nf ^ ul5y N s ^^YiopSTVj (.NloVuiSBS^------
fovl KAPhKtfSAkj ufvAe-.K'.^W ivKf-gAte: o4 fc>j£kJL_----^
,4^ ~xW-^S^C5rtx^s^'Wr,^^feg> Tvt V^fSL- 

-A<=~9\p.Q"\\p><oig^vl-CO,VV-J kcwKTv^&VV, , fVScpS^L^O---

a

llSk f .f'S's Vi\\ ^ okI Vft. RkE 3A'-8 fr»k\ HlCP \\EZ
fSEE. X. ^0'6 \}&a A.

\/n\ uimgvla
M eftxTrte^ tn W\\)f

A F£p^ta f". lwgi^___ ,_______
n. ^ ”" 1

L a »P



^ \\

u.<> 210&,
k)*yf\\g'+<>.a: wm ;mt)j \* uai aACmA
i^vk^grN TtQ V-sq^V^aA \l v fVlA______________ ______

£S-

u^v^Kxjv>.ua&A uAMS^e^gr ),\^io,aa 

,g\ k^Atwtvx tou^W va^K
a

efr ^P&PfryM\XS.SAjlU^f lw

<A
ev^mC^ p\PQ ^ ftr^ (v^Kiafai s Ai

cfr .cWa.'eAgj_
^cftiNi AiTlfeito^ v)r)UuS\f\fe>j ui^VS^-^ cjg^^fe

%

<C\ YEfovfiOA)
•ilo-^E^frcg^ frfCftjnH) VA\s,j^H.^1S^SLIiMe^L 

L.-e^H'g' A^upxeh ~tA tojm N] -PAJt. ■__________

V\ V

fi^r^aKcir,- cpmsf.-p^ f\c w,vf\ Wb>

i^E^Txt^ kuA^&uO^ToNjfCgfe: T^£K_ftAJA
uSERg

y
Ws SjE^q^k^.

vA ^k-QT ^1 Y_VB*ftL. JusAiVNSg^)g£1' Xlo^fckS^Wl!\

IIkV II

WyfrSjViftyft^eft u\m\A \^TWog. i\\pft<Aev>Ke Ufw
ii<r^ Q-

^CSEP^F-^VC^ Mllck \j£^b fs

_______ ftSPftttfoV'. (n,04vO)_________A



8 o$ W

S.X.
X.

'tW: f» _
yq^^(\V,W i^c>nWteVn:j'~iWRi Urr^oE.- OrmfegLk— 

^go^R (j iXryvY^gXQXS ^ W= OxAdXdT

u

V & vo!
vftt-. &\LLX LnXWvgr. H~l H UXt»XSgLP3i

o^ss) 3

W uf^SEg. MX-ft<^6gV01-
:CirrA rf h UiffieSlft.4ftCT ----

Xsgr 6fV^-\^Kfc. v^m\A-^Q~

X

; 7
\i. Ca.

X\P PkriO'uXA Nj^VVAB^L,
VA

SVr-Itx.
fifvfyfc 1V£. TP^ On-up 1" X to f-A0\6^~tXCXick»g:

Jr ^ ^ r—   ■ \ n-L_ Y- -rVsr>*flTf?T"<Fr” ' 1 '"^

bWw sWM t^VxAg.j^t^tivVxf^ Ptv&v^pr ~p— 

K\ftXte ti^VRcWte Kc\ rf<^ryo oR^T&ft-
<1

to
fe^^^XkWvT nJ
.fc-TKACRA \1. fV\Jfii._________ ________ ;----------------

(goi V\\



°\ &o\

_ Ap TkF'' WuE TOog-B6C C\O.V 'A WfrSTVae ftd
l>rtPv^a^ ^Vv^t^MFv^iBtLf^ftAoeN^a^r af &__
VEWA v^^^^J\\FAg£,.>'^5W^-Dl^^.7e^C^ EcA 

n,S.\4gg^\(A Eg ^cX toV\Jt,^L-g^\'AU(\c\3g)J J 

jcf t iXE3~> ^ \£J^ \kft\A._______________

^PtSPtKflta ^vfojE. j^g^BJ^y3^3b£i££^

fuT-w^Toj^te Y^,er 

•^•YKFC^-t^gF^ ^f\tS£)KRlSn vV t\¥i^VQ^k ; cjUtSnK^—
FRC^U.yg: V^S-ft.

^4

OS

5*
A,

-)

" ni&y (te^EftchfaSrUjfts m’AxU^i
kn’s ce^aitMc^ K\^cte> Iqf, ___
usAfr WriCE^cWit^!1 iX-^fi. (\>aeAA$^

H.

tat?rty^fccfe> y^C-va
lUOJSl foJ

\
Y^dQ^ii p^g V>^\^\\\^y^\, \v> \]\UTr^w ut __
Yt<^f> u^ep -xtejkPjQ^
l-ifVsF OE>. Cm^t. Wi> \jjgjV S\jltMIlslS 
f-^- oVTkg^iffa^ft 0n^:l‘^V\o^-6R'£B^fc...!-----

c\E%j^VSfc %ut-\^ A v^L
l^\}ftU^\tcAurSwyfc>KY!

%) vnVfffort E^ C,.U 9I^DCE£,') ’11 <3
___________ P\PPAflS0(1' F" fa vO)

w
±,



\O o4 \\

AfVl^r t^t^'faafcV) fVO^D \6Q^ gt \fs (LDlN>^6?VA-£t,^CS’.
fe u^sAf^tKe

c\h0£E. VXihVv^ \Mok^bot^________ :__

a
Eb A. #®

\ATAivCfoftft V^^poab >KA xToV^t)^^ Vft-
vMte3#& ^ f-rlp \vm^ m, ^eiSfefoi ^
______ ftf^Al kKfck& ’__ ___

u.

¥ .OniA, ted ]AxVK> \)-Cnt\- ^
^■■Ppg.shlpaiiSaAlkSfe&'O^ \t,li^_Qau£X_
M.t?ax '^Trk W‘V^S> \i.Cov\.'^f-A"vV¥ ixxMdfv^CfcJ____

iMu^kmiKa Crre^TuXB. W5TWtt<E: vatvOcIft-
'mtKy KK»^>^Avm ivAA-sW. _____

PVt>'<TAvi- .r G

Tk£ ftftuls 6J<SEqj^\SJ3cffljL
^ A^Ck^^Xi ^foSuPtrTWX ftU. gSj^^V-.AEfe^: 

AfvrSg, u\V\g^£, Ws-OS: \5E33hlJki£sEA

XA.___1

\*0
U-c.

<>>&&•. u^e^k/ ^^VbuT fvA-)
\ife_ Vd\A'tVsyT (S ■6^S^:::)^L£.^U^)C£Sd
fi yp~>f SVft\u>£j£>) tWfe c& yjj^W&S5Ll
WCSA ftbX^Cxt?1/ M ___________ L

5

^olglUkl HE-tYE.TfoCS.., £S&D^ CD^amky
___  \ ^ .. .. V- ^ \\ \  _ :—

a
\k*w£L£ \ <*.

ftWe&r^x ''gh , C \0 »w)
m 6i.



w ^ \i

mBJT
1 ^ cW^rfclcT Qd VI gf V^ M-KCWXED 

1 £\E-Pl j Uf^v \f,
3>Atk3>Ci^-H

Cot^Auife . Wx^Btei> ^yW^Tuyx&J^ ^Asg^fcocl^
3^r£b> I'o^LufcE

IQ

1M
Avp5aw_^^g^^£_________

Cl^feh 'TO etfc^if^-lW.Uli^-^O^TKR. ftw 

iropf^l yTaY-^>.

a>&»

ufttftTiel\-

, , oWrck^pA^ n)\ qVmIDi^ &Cvnu£ Ptoc^NVf^
^TKfegsfe^^n'ib1.^11, ^ck/K^> \Lfo-iA,._________

n3.

a IX (te^Afr^
tvW^V^QO diflO^vted

H
I &t1u\ J

^ \J\6\fiy4\Q& o£ V\o\SLVfe)CH-3.S k-^dLLS
st\ n5.

tc
C\j^04;u>O' ,v

QilVs^ YiS:V^\^ QIK3VNs£>St^V \

\ ^TcSg^r^ 3Vou&V\fV\£DA c^A ^oT Y^Ov\) fir\\JTUg
ltoy^J^vkP^c^~\o Wo T ,w, ^

-iWfA £)fe- OVlW\/\ ft (jDt^I
& ftfo^pTP ( W oi vv) 

)

,^W
l\\ j

i

!



\ CHtO

f^xkr^u(\^Tin \;P|.5>cv.$A.v.\e ^rd US£>cr. Uife\\

t^cfX __________________
| Ofy^C^s ve-teilTo U'ffVirAs'WrftD^-ro^T^y^,..' <kssn H|u|g

5aG£Cfel

c\auso^\). cpha-_________
k\\ s. e. aA . a.°\; \>ft. ftp^. ag a. t
Ic 

HaL

3k. iCnUk.M ■ VkDKK<£Kl_____________
__ 3-00^ kkVO^^ioaofe.QkaooQ.

-1. rDWv\). __

i! 1

\). 13^^433q. *■ & 3

{\]p,:m\\

iN\ \) • (LiTiW____________

MKA^rno,^ anov 

\\ Mft , vxx.______ _

\^s:s.

WftU M, CdK.is i
V\

fi^Tfe^tyNy C? (\ o\ s ppg^)
m. 93.



C*. cr* ^

'•\JlWAfett.M. rnu..__________
■ baoMft.^v^bf?Ja.vfi3i£.ad.
!;•)^ T\qf j asl•&■?■.. si

gga. 

33

€. 4hV\gS\].g£>V\,
MUU s e. dscL^no \$ ma. ^ p.

______________________

q. j-\eH^.^oT^ \J. fm. ag^as^V'fc

am 6R. aA. SgiA
\o,

2^

\\- Hfv^~\k\o^0. Cr,n.______
:A5.Uf\.K9^ 3sg|asMjm.og1
ge,

^.'iKO^asa m. e^u
K^P.moJV

\^. \1 \QC~i CkI rfN C VT

. i\l \£>C-^?f\ Cr,tM^\\aX\G^ Ao.H^)

Mvg. 33,a>\
(^gpg^rvx V (a.t^g'i

•gH-



\u. ■ti'.cr, Ru\f \a-.g

U S. ScX ftAxie \\ ________ ;______
I ■ ^ ^ j
.! f ireViEq^O vAP^S€A4*uoYre^^ SfoiVE ,,• ^

cj\^eb

*S»\. "CR-'YAi-kM jjyd ’

*g£..affri| p.SWl_________
.viin

^x^t7H^Hn7nrnrSS-
__ jgc\ &.<a~. y-'t^'V^u-s an>g;

■ jtuSjftVfU0^

Rsk \), fi^gpioNie.______ _
W\ ^. ?, 4 ^ 1 iCc

as1®L

ftRiyAvjxj vl.^. ________
^o 4.a-.\^(?,qr\ ^ -\h^
C.U-&. kxua^q)

•bonv^n^ma.o.

UtS.
\nR <>.or. n\g Caois^

inan.

Xo} \^3A \• i i

i&s.or.mA-pA\ ia.
_______________ pt»fieAbiK,’G1> t f n e*5r)

g5« 11* r



M, -^>

!

Al. r , STOP
___ Slofir &fi aoV 3M,1gg
_ r^fv. -fvyp. \qPio)

2U

A°t. So^ng/i ySA V3gJ \) .

MCg^ U4> ScM-^ \ ftAS,-CX
usB A2a( m)

iV-^VA^ \). ^cW^A^rvi 

jm as ns\ i~i l fto m\ 

I ASH ..as u-eA AA-]^C\°\lS)
i • - . I

x>§, \syat>.
>

t

___sa AE-adsia^ ' <¥-W)

SpSSDSElAVO \1. ____
a^scr. sas AoS u^ASn Cm A

* I

))

3& I^vO^cXT \J.
____b$V4i U^UQ^GL\(Y^rA ^ .ClX N’fcgR

___ma. , ft L.ec\. adi. ^ale
->

a^. jkowe^ n) .
IU\\ AS.a^g(S3>^.<0'.\Wo5L)

l.cA aAaaS'C.wi'C)

os. \au

3Q.IU6, \l. TNftWa^________ _
\A\ y. su\su4 fnA^u. \°mS

|i 1 $g -



r
5~ O

xT;^a'-iJ3 3%
VA.S \l. V^xtUbAfaK)____________

*?ao- V. V\. Xs\j>(cl A.HAfMft.^r.oe).
2U

!

g-<,.^\AxgyA "bb2a:
q, Wi-Ws)

^ c.f.NKj VvolTKe- v .GUVfA 

\3,a u-^-iogjUgs-cr-^Wo ’Hiv.-sd
Ko^Cv^

3d

!

> V\^aT \). kf^Vv^__________
Majg pp, \t-A AnS-dt. pan a. sA 

Ivy. m- ^ (Wcg)

jnis-g,3aie\

3^J\X-t>.yBaggftL^\ESo4 C^^Wv^hL P^OCi^U^E
V^x\S- \a.

il

G" ( ?ov s-'i
! mMt
i



Vs

__________bu£.Vfo>C<^5S ______ :______ ;
v Crft5T\\tA?TQN)^5iKuI\)^>}ft*ri Yu,te> 

hP T\op pau^ Coa^Jp^V. Ctm rtr v^qA:^ujlC%j^___ ,
J^rdte:^(keTug^TvQ^Ag^F^ t£nW>XrftS*Y f*2ft£gUO$&>___s

dA\^ Yr Ag^BfelA iSN^EsnWVf $Ifeh QDAST\\^v51^ ^ Xti-
\lA-\vdj b\^ci^Qm\^TD^ QCxQ^k e*U 7X) t^sxAgJ%_t^I___
guxOxj fb w^fcs \]bXA\3\ft^V^; iv^ExVt^a^] find______:  
cko^\s^\ju cpftsff\urcn<0 fVv£fc\E o^i s ; cpfe

PuAeh &V.8 ^ fftypx J te^kA^ I
Gnu. v^^i^o^jS^aAyvqtvvikapftx^___ :____

: ±cx.

* Cougrjja3^<i rvuWstd ‘hue fro pass. o-H-ftsa
_ frtVtA

^M^aWr\i r,^TTV\J3^f^rv4^^DuWt4

,*v A _*N. V- 1XNoimtlAJCJeep

H

V%^\jiW\£ ^>\pp^» Ugeg \ssr QoVu£^m& icmftxiXL
vC^s \x^dg^____ ;

TOYW \*SxjfoCiStC\l)r
f ftofl <fttA&3CX\r£& \kf\A; ____
iJQy'vvpX VJaJ^~A\\vA\ \*C^S^vJ^bQvS> V~---------------------

(CftSlxXvyl0^. ;

t(
vr

Et-fe ft^i^gVei^UYXjKE» TVfe: AW\>g£. pVvXe fWfcS^ 

ft\\ e^vjA
■S *L» *

H A v eJi ^
i



\Jax> fiy v\? ?a\8;-p> ?&#£&.■

"TVv£ CrttfjTWtsXf> p^srr-fty^g^ tApe&3V&^f5gy£t&_ 

cv wKTn=g olftraagM jQ-i^axgQ^Vftu^U&Vi^
ny\)|<gtr .vF^»iR£aABte. oE-Fgm\..,ftfgsuhgfeortMly__
■^\oAN^FTQ~tkFSf^ff«--*^ft KfflEE.a^ gBrid5ftCg£>lsi-Sr'''-. 
-wfoofeM Vi&^gCf E56.1. RtyftoA \l. U.0 ;8R 6.G; HcR ,3951 

ua.338 fuA.jtM.lwV_______________

UMtvs-£ayaMP- Pf«?r ru\f fo’A\ v&fa\^~ro-Tfe ve-
a ^ggMOiSS. dt~~tvfeV\ig-terceab <i\ K-v>SE_&ljasJj,6_j£>ij^j- 

nKtoa mjA FRC-f*\V uiffe^fyli'-teK'to ~ro
ttrattfeW.fenVfrSft'.S &3v3hsn^<Sfy oauTOfAeSTTP

. -i^JAs&isACOto^P 

f ie^«38isg^.y7(ofa3a/Jft. hr\ .
>1g

‘^>DuVg^.g-..as jmV»srpii^^4=y^0pA6srto pe-qP 

ft" \iOf£Ts A^tOTffiEkCB^F; t* iKEgf^rft____________

ft, ^ ^y.8 k ot^ATe^vATnv'tVg tf’e-^sai&jjaaSSz- 

;s lAftAe »fta\Tgaa&f <\mi flf£S>
Wfijftfote. ,n6ska^^

»PA\fe-,'i fem^^.CooAjOfcLMQ^Q9aJSn 5-c^d alo, 
/ *

.LL^J&A&iJuSL.

SR.



7f
v5b\t££> Ct^s2ftbVe o ft <%

ft- *^ds fsfl g- "tWAfc WK^d \jQQfM gp^5\t-

' \UV\0»o^-^ '4X^(^\(HX0 S iV^A\?^^ep^vA>C^> ^vV^js ~\Q

. llc^ATf frfrxfrs: “\kigp> v). S^\\^ fcVfV W\o\;

.gjvifftfrtte^ CAfr\\6QKi \) t1 ^UQ^ f^gJ^ VV.

o\ & U

M
. TVk \1 WtApa ^ CouCr 6&ft^O\U> ^O^&'TWrt «-^fM ,
!quf^^»Vsq\Ac^ Vsft\)t~>o \j^r^V\ARN^ /ypVsfv ek g^csa_____ f
&.T^ ’"tVsftgXkg.L A P\WO tt^s
E^rfereL1 OotvK a) MaflOO SiQQb UQ51S(g2?3,ro^C?SLa 2&h).

__t>- Lfe \fN\^QQFVNMv^Xft&Sc. AXjks> (V^Q^WA^^O^

h x^cVacfeQ tv pie^TW
A)if&_ \AOvM ^Ps^SaS, \I- £^>tR

_______________________________________

If
. TWg(?£*Cu) \Ou£>t\fefytes-TO fa^ C>&a\-K\^& ■‘t-ftQtfvA yfv^k- .~tkg

: to VsB^^yWjab ^ OsAckcX/=^ oA -

. fy\A^ eftYSL a%^

~ 6^ ^^GSO&rvo fy^Ai^]MVc^Usg: /\€S^»______ ;

. f^&ESCflR TO &%fra&HEC» ^bfL uk^\ kssr ^s>
j rVxftfc^a fhtsBe. b^6e>^a^fef Vfep

:J. Rufl&^ftLg 9>r\Vo^ fyad.m^"W^O^laS). ft£>
^A!S\e> M S>OjV^ \),&tft.ff°i6 CxHtfl, *ftS}U<^gg fi&dft. \°<kfi) i

m,3o.



.y\Yy t^\)MyA; m\c)k -rigg^UA^fltfc 0 

.*Q(X^Aa e^V|TD \VL^u^vfOjl~rY^\MfY<fed^- 

. \o^A^Y\f A fejvktvy.v ^
J^■)^J\^.^A^b^Atl.S.fe^dLa,lt?j U ft^p .V3>2>; Ytr
:teas%33hLCjfr&5^u^ottJ$£S^:g;\i & GafrEr-\<\So;
.d 5 diaAfcx Rj^\^±> ’MV,# .SAYgOaV* __
ftlSto A-o^vQ^ pl^fr wsA^&a^kl &£ C-Qi^snTulTeNl^rf^

. »>, 6uqV\ gja^6ETTanoK\A^

. (UeaT e>AVj u1/\fe>aTrT£? \iDd\f\^yPvD^ p^ksA 

: cx*j^ PrdreR
, rurcs 03\ukt^/
. _______________ =___________________________________________

____A^_0_-^a\:o3^: fr

..^UA\^_pl^.%&-U^ ^Q4fel5^) {^KkfX^rdi^ (ftggJJ&5ifc>)
ato\w£F$&j Coi^Q^nr 64-

:: ^fe A/fMsfoe£EteR£ gH^ p\rete!^ \h0tUtma^ \T,

..€i5°lJ^ut)fii\V^ VAftv^A \)» CxaU'_________________;

pWa qCaUe Vtarcfe&j %)f> ~\U&
ptoft \fflk-

!XxTd^ft^ftMEgX\lfr ^VcxST^AkvTdd^vA^TQWcjgdT fittOcl

a-ppb^x* (Mon)
MM



g°^,£r A3^?
C^^Wi^a)/ ______________ _

i

\) o\u3ftti& l^g>^ of yl€^ fl^^RUT f fyfl te 

^ f\8 ftLlRtte: $*5f £ MR--
£quA&^TRV; &tebsj \hvLR \Q t>CXMi&J?nts\

:

i

i
J
i.

I
IaVKss^ h \JQ\VX^rv^*

IlL» fvCoQte^^aO ^ \)ON8Jiftfrfcj ' ^Xs^XT
'MMgnsx K^etmsc^ Ry ^sd sogx sfrt-V\f^Q

\fcUT
V6^ uvE^se^

. V\i*n&
vaOiA^ g^gr

UnTbATo sreSM&PwA frU^VsteTj eft- vkoVErflCJcj

^ eR fegg^QlMiN^Y i SD fftoUl^g. KoiA~ 

Mc^RT kW oRARy
fe&PfcH ^ A6>.^o 5>Ct Pteb&n iufo 74-a /K.K.W\o).

>_^LK03

1

; S

. 3oeV\A -viCA\X\^^) V\*As

. fti\Yj M^fcfe Ak^bDt cgftgpy^£& ewe. fr’tek tffA-vAQ^,
fr^^Aac)Q^Te.f^f6ajc^*»^it^(aaig5b cks^or 

^ogfe T^vg ea^sTno^f^t^
UQ^^ofc. to£^£^l3€ ctetoAfr&\ W¥>oacW

(Soil) 1

)

mJ&s<2



a

ftCS^^^jgr Vg>-tsS>efcgE> v*> ta^xisW
^k^~vW /JW\ Tfrgr CmgrW& >to__

*5l»

VERg^M-j ^^ggteD^5TFNe^\l .osomag^ nS^A (yjaaoHj,
lA

Qauoxk tq <^e^R3: ^ojafl^gfrl teis&Q
MfWvw^^) u^\vvv\u ~Sh Kfvjto^j \). CpM
y V-h Mff,S"toC&g)Q2>\_________ __________________

f-j

. \ ^ flssgiStjp^ f^i^g^TVoe

: tefe&AhVjV^cte\)g^lB^'T^^oAjB£> ^ftll.(Wi) g^QA)

£ly

'‘iV^^VGftQQ M ftStCA efr^CfldCTV^ V^,

\>0^ rk€:^aM.-eQ_^-

\/r>V^c,Tt^ C^KCgmftT^O fACr s»Ci R
^A^^-f lTV^ \fi^E=Q_ W A
Cmffx v>toV fte£. ^ gfrJteft- fS^ok^WfO^^ftXjMgr^bo^

' V

t T^R^u^A^^yff^G^ s^ vV\^^N^.^(£^yQ\lfe <36PT fspipy .

PgEk^QcE

__ITM^ggft Wa> 9UQ\?\C^ ^OP^TftF^T(k^E7 TO “%
{^*g£sfcsty. $ b^uAkb£

__!________ Cu ^ T)______________
%



hrib'Ti ofl M. buP ^gocfeS' case

\l 'ft-fe"' A'iPi_______________ ;__________
CftTn^Svi.CDU-.Mo Vft .ftipp- a.f\\(-Aoo3>)

t X^T^IxtSSSgb______________________________
>AKpp v. o^ro ?vi n.s. it Ms MiaO ______
^P(Sl-,CAftja\\V!A 'J ■ P^ftRC£;y\5 U6.~U;iU)f.\^U(V') 
v^BMetNi. kiiftWmpteo as.xHtw?))
Oh V. UatojEj3LpA^_F-3A^g'(.CftM I'Jft'l Ws)_____
U S, M ■ V3 00A ,3718 F. 2A>M3. (Zft(N)____________
g,R^rf!iLfMA \i- qs.;s^ U5. a~n (^eog)________

f,B* fryon)

3L



ArVtSTv\ni\yftt Cft^F Iav^ 

OrA 

XliRkWiA-.

C.FrtgftS \l. CX>KV ^0 vlh.ftfft am laCP3,')

CatVNi. C-jKPERjWa m^.5V\hnV-l)

eP^yxI.UM^As'AVfa,^ Mft &oS'l.\cYvO

VScRiW^Aie? \K<?r>*\.. SS \Hlftpp fio(_VK3.£CA)

VW*ft\BEyS} \8d \)h. HR

UlW \1. g£)K jAd Vft.A^ Wi. 11ST - es Utecfl )

VlT>RQ.Wv& , A-ifl \lfv PrTno1

bj»aV> \t. (Ldk.; 3Ar \>a av*, Caoo^

>1. Koofti&J XU>\ \)fV l^OOV)3?

^g.



’J.Cr^.^ 3&\ \ift.\ (\3a.^dW

\/\R&'iA1 ^-^Wnl ugSvfr CwyPiktfe;U~C-
^oAP^+gP-XAC. 5tSo VteAWfvM.arAoN

V

Uv^^\EbSiy&,■

fepg^\fttxi \). a.6.^ ■■sA'V u-s, a^A Capos^

M-OW,TMoH oa. UHl, (Wj>i)

'AbiSkCjSQr.'lv^lV n1> fcftft&E., ?F& A£>, 1VI fatsrt )

g,5' v. uctA. ^s v-.-xk ^^(^ooh\

\|. £]Sgf\K^Vvt tvS. AH (\GiS')X)

P^Pe^y V" a, of a
as.



CcasCES
fl-5, 6hmp\-} T^israar 

iQ^giCEsk k? h-toiK?

NASA'S - fft'Rt^b \1. Cc>k\..'Ag Vffr.fVp^ M\ lAo^iS)_____

*-V& CaR..- U.-n.V. UaknA'.S^ ,-^0^.3^ °lS\ (.M^<aR.\<^r

U.S^Cre.- USaJ. CfanV. g^T^.AAUn.a (h^K-Y^),

^sK\W^,Pr,Yi^ \). PehK££;y\? g-S.n\\CvW\Y

MPstWsx- Y
r.if


