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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

%r cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix Bt
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at W/ 4 ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[T is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

[ 1 reported at A/,/ A ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[4"is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at

Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at AN ; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[A47is unpublished. _

The opinion of the M /7 court

appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ is unpublished. '




JURISDICTION

[\J/For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _31h CirC gt 58,0 3,202 ¢

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[% timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. A . ”

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was Mé’
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
w/H , and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on 'U/ Vs (date) in
Application No. A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
éCQ!fl!!]fZ:f mté
Date: MQ__

8o



