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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF PEN

NSYLVANIA

CIVIL ACTION No. 3: cv

-02-310

ABDUL IDEEN,
PLAIN

VS.

CLAUDE A. LORD SHIE
MARTIN L. DRAGOVIC
MICHAEL O'PAKE,
LISA M. COVERT,
MICHAEL GOWNLEY,
JAMES McMICHAEL,
GERALD GAVIN,

DEFENDA

LIEFF

LDS,
H,

NTS

STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED 'FACTS

EXHIBITS

SECTION,1983 CIVIL ACTION COMPLAINT FILED
fM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT

. oF PENN§YLVANIA AT CIVIL ACTION No. 3: CVj

[}

JANUARY 16, 2002

~02-310

ABDUL IDEEN

$CW-6127 F/B

10745 ROUTE 18
ALBION, PA 16475-0002
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diltional copy of the Complaint in this

the Entity on whose behalf I am acting

the manner provided by Rule (4).

P

S

On Fébruary 19, 2003, Devon M. Jacg

of Defendants Martin L. Dragovich, James Mc

lawsuit by not requiring that (I or

be served with Judicial Process in

)

bs entered his appeafance on behalf

Michaels and Gerald Gavin.

On February 27, 2003, Devon M. Jacobs answered Plaintiff's Amended Com-
laint raising  five (5) Affirmative Defenses; l.) Plaintiff has failed to

tate a claim upon which relief can be granted, 2.) At no time have answering

DFfendants, either individually or in concert with others, depriveed or sought

t& deprive Plaintiff of any rights, privileges or immunities secured to him

b§ the Constitution or the Laws of t
i

1}

entitled to Qualified ‘Immunity for thei
}

plaint is frivolous, unreasonable and

Attorney's Fees and Costs in favor of a

qlaims are barred in part by the Statute ©

4

On March 19, 2003, Plaintiff filed a

&pon the Clerk of Court and Counsel for th

On April 7, 2003, United States
Motion for a More Definite Statement 3

positive Motions within sixty (60) days ¢

On May 15, 2003, Devon M. Jacobs, Att

for

he United States, 3.) Defendants are
r actions or inactions, 4.) The Com-
groundless, wafranting an award of
nswering Defendants, 5.) Plaintiff's

f Limitations.

Motion for a More Definite Statement

e Defendants.

Magistrate Judge Denied Plaintiff's

nd directed all parties to file Dis-

>f Court's Order dated April 7, 2003.

orney for Defendants, filed a Motion

Leave to Amend Pleadings, and on June 18, 2003, District Magistrate Judge

Thomas Blewitt Granted the Motion. Then on June 20, 2003, Plaintiff timely

filed Written Objections to the Magistra

to Amend. Subsequently, and on July

Lated July 8, 2003 which Magistrate Judg

20

-3
<

te's "Granting" of Defendant's Motion

13, 2003, Plaintiff received an Order

Thomas Blewitt apparently construed
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26, 2002.

On October 4, 2002,

Clerk of Court fof the Middle District

Plaintiff recelived a Notice from Mary E. D'Andrea,

of Pennsylvania, that his civil case

vas received in the Middle District on August 15, 2002 and is assigned to

Judge Edwin Kosik and Magistrate Judge Thomas M. Blewitt.

On October 7, 2002, Plaintiff having been previously granted Leave to

Proceed In Forma Pauperis in the United States District Court for the Eastern

District of 'Pennsylvania, "It

is hereby ORDERED that the Clerk of Court is

directed to serve Plaintiff's Complaint and Supporting Memorandum upon De-

fendants in accordance with Rule (4) of twelFedéral Rules of Civil Procedures”

submitted to Plaintiff from United States

on October 31, 2002,

Magistrate Judge Thomas M. Blewitt,

Plaintiff

Magistrate Judge Thomas Blewitt.

was issued an Order by United States

directing the United States Marshall

to cancel service of Plaintiff's original Complaint as Ordered October 7,

2002. Plaitiff was ordered fifteen

be complete in all respects,

it shal

(15) days to amend his Complaint, shall

1 be a new reference to the Complaint

already filed. The amended Complaint shall also be simple, concise and direct

as required by the Civil Rules of Proced

On November 21, 2002, Plaintiff rec

Jr.,

ael O'Pake.

hres. Fed.R.Civ.P. 8(e)(l).

>ived a Notice that Frank L. Tamulonis

Esq. entered an appearance on behalf of Claude A. Lord Shields and Mich-

Plaintiff timely filed his amended Complaint, amending Superintendent

Martin L. Dragovich, Captain James McMilchaels and Lt. Gerald Gavin, all being

Members of the Department of Corrections, employed at SCI-Mahanoy.

On February 18, 2003,

Deputy

Service of Summons,

agreeing to save

Attorney General Devon M. Jacobs waived

the cost of Service of Summons and ad-
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STAT

MENTOF CASE

Plaintiff, "a prisoner, f£fill

Action complaint in the  Easter
Schuylkill County District Atto
two (2) members of the Penhsylv
Plaintiff alleged that he was
Institution at Mahanoy, (SCI-Ma
Defendants tconspired to deprive

ligion and to freedom of speech.

The allegations of the com
place at SCI-Mahanoy, which is
the Middle District of Pennsyl
Eastern District, the Court, i
to be transferred to the Middle Di
vary 16, 2002, Said transfer v
transferee Court to determine wh

suant to 28 U.S.C. 1915(e).

On or about March. 26, 20

January' 16, 2002 Order transfe

Complaint.

On or about June 25, 2002

dismissed for failure to timely pr

On August 14, 2002, Michael
District Court of pennsylvania,

Pennsylvania, pursuant to the

ed a Pro'se 42 U.S.C.A. §1983 Civil Rights
n District on Jénuary 16, 2002 against the
rney, an Assistant District Attorney, and
ania State Police locéted in Frackville, PaA.
falsely arrested at the State Correctional.
hanoy), Plaintiff further alleged that the

him of his Constitutional Right to his re-

plaint relate to events which allegedly took
located in Schuylkill County, PA. whichis in
vania. Since the claim did not arise in the
n the iﬁterests of justice, ordered the case
strict pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 1406(a) on Jan-

as without prejudice to the authority of the

ether the complaint should be dismissed pur-

02, Plaintiff filed a Reconsideration of the

rring Plaintiff's §1983 Civil Rights Action

+ Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration was

osecute.

E. Kunz, the Clerk of Court for the Eastern
transferred back to the Middle District of

Order of Judge Robert F. Kelly filed March

18
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I.) Defendants are not entitled to either Qualified or Absolute Immunity
sinde and where they each aided in the illegal, malicious and discriminatory
prosecution, which resulted in the violatlion of the Plaintiff's Fourteenth

Amendment, Liberty Interest Rights.

II.) Have the Defendants failed in theilr claim that -Plaintiff has failed

to state a claim for relief in the U.S.C. §1983 Complaint.

I11I.) Would the. burden shift to the Defendants once the Plaintiff proves
that his Constitutionally protected conduct was substantial or motivating

factor for adverse action by officials.

17
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STATEMENT OF SUBJECT MATTER

On or about January 16, 2002, Plaintiff filed a §1983 Civil Action Com-
plaint in thé Eastern District, which was transferred to the Middle District
on October 7, 2002 due to Schuylkill County Defendant's venue being in the.
Middle District. Plaintiff amended his complaint, adding ﬁherein, Depart-

ment of Corrections Officials on or about October 7, 2002.

Devon M. Jacobs, Attorney General, filed to have Plaintiff's complaint
dismissed on February 27, 2003, whereby he raised a total of five (5) Af-

firmative Defenses.

This Honorable Court, in its April 7, 2003 Court Order, directed parties

to file Dispositive Motions.

16




4, U/\J oS aba Tl Mich G 208¥ OAT&’A((/JIL\. s Dnb;?cwﬂ/ G/(d(u' a(Fu/.Sﬁ_
e e el Micead o RloT G019, U o abeT Minctn 22, 200¢

Pﬂ.&/{/unm/\. Wh S Koja’/afﬂ,al ‘FD/L I;//ub QZILU/NLLS /_&SASJZL gf;. % zind h&md
(5T Wisces sl T0T 665737 04 tn abad Moy 11, 2t% Pl e
fuits /55(45_4,;1 (FLBIL Mis el deT Efw 066367, U1 on abaT L_\Lu\ff_

CI/ ‘ZLAX J(ﬁbx(\]n—'éj.zs EA(TQ !Ll.n_d F(//L NQ‘/K(T/_S/\« ?IINL &/cﬁdﬁ./uu (S
Sted ol ond 5200 dles Mised deT Rl 596343, T YolsticoTie

ﬂfﬁml aolTns il sl ios alewi €A1y TT-xu-0% s 0 disT”
Ro.?ufl’ MRL30L Sthodudides Nivin CL.) Qlcﬂu_/ /L/ua_s/\} CTrod Po. Diic

m KﬂasLJ (?ﬁﬁtla/ Ka/;é/}u p/l.b I{mé U/ulj ;a.-_l KD.C/’[/.J[J ﬁdﬁj‘/ _Sim%&

5, [y ﬂ?/m Ll;\].ajl\«'ltﬁéu/ Malseas Satenclinedas dhnliMias éu;m.-‘,md D by
bololue  Cilen S(TJA_ [LuLJ Ft"[/(né 7(0_72//“74¢7 f&[_ﬁﬁ, /Q&i{ FL/LSJA‘/
Via 6T cuc [;fff Tiodie loon] STeas Gud ((/La_ (il Botoase P /m/

Kﬂ'ﬁ;c,/ lird Ka[ I D1 SattineTint Qﬁz @UO_JML} Lol Lilfef s

Lo m PJL(T&HUJOA_ !{I{Ac! AJAIJ/.S’/\.L?/UL <£(J/c/.wa, /Wu/( (-lLS 5&@&7’&_{2
J[A (\‘lCA_. Md;f NLL P/LA(L(S {P/LAQ.CIL\QS &L\.éf\.&/w ZIJuA/ fha_ [FAV/PN| VﬁCLIL
KLﬁQbA)ﬂ_ ﬁ IR, QFL [ fsi /(zjrlo_! {LAU@&/ SiHendinoles MA_C)/I sz/

\/IL\[L:TI LASe

N Thase. St cinicTas b {'r(bof dﬁ/cu/ Pl sce Jufi/ Terloer b inech-
C;{o_ Zl//_r\_ S Uita }ﬂé jl ML/[.A_(L U/Qal/mb pﬂ7// /aJaA. (Scidd rc/% /ﬂdu/
_Sifﬁ/ﬂ_g el mﬂfaﬂ‘/ G tutisa ZP &(71//(...(@\_ _Sucazfn v (sl .zcﬁzhs

ér/fl.a_ [\Jl ola.



1983).

No argument is made that Appellant's status as a Police Officer, confers

additional force to their claim to Absolute Immunity in their role as witnes-

‘ses, no differently from any other witness
U.S at 335-36, 103 S.Ct at 1116 ("When a Polic
he may reasonably be vxewed as acting like an

i

assumed in the past that Police Officers arg

cious Prosecution as any other Defendant shd

. Briscoe v. LaHue, Supra, 460
e Officer appears as a witness,
y other witness. '). We have

subject to liability for Mali-

uld be, assuming of course that

‘the high standacd of liability is met. See e.g Russo v. New York, Supra;

Singléton v. City of new York, Supra.

I
I
i

15 .
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is not| similarly circumscribed.

ly guérded

circumstances, from unjustifiable
the Plaintiff's financial
as hils reputation. 1Id. at 168-70. The Malici

a daunting task to establish liability, but

was removed.

There were isolated cases -at common

to be immune from liability for Malicious

a Grand Jury.

-

£

N.E 203 (1931):
these
merely

mony

is responsxble for having "caused" the prose

Supra:

£alse and malicious statements

be apprehended and confined in prison and tha

arrested and on Trial. ")(Empha51s omitted).
119 Lt 837 n.28 ("Evidence that the Defenda

ever, admissible with other acts and cir

active encouragement of the prosecution or an
ﬁ

(There ‘cén be no question.that Malicio
for 'imposition of liability under §1983.

F.2d. 34,39 (2d Cir 1985), Cert.Den., 475 U.

!
337 '(1986); Russo v. New York, 672 F.2d

on other grounds, 721 F.2d 410 (1983);

F.2d. 185,195 (2d Cir 1980), Cert.Den, 450

E
347 ' (1981). See also, Angel v. Kasson, 581

14

It provides re

See Taplin-Rice-Clerkin Co.
McClarty v. Bickel, 155 KY. 21
cases are best understood as insulatis
/ appears as a "witness" against the ac

is false and malicious, in the absence ©

to the arr

dress, though only under tight-

litigation in order to protect

interests and interest in bodily freedom, as well

ous Prosecution Plaintiff faced

the obsticle of witness immunity

law, in which a witness was held

Prosecution for testimony before

v. Hower, 124 Ohio St. 123,177
54,159 S.W 783 (1913). However,
g from Civil tiability, one who
Lused, whether or not his testi-
f some evidence that the witness

cution. See McClarty v. Bickel:

155 KY. at 256,159 S.W at 784 ("There is no analogy where a man by

esting officer caused a party to
t of a ease where one is already
See also Prosser, Supra, Section
nt testified as a witness is how-
cumstances to show instigation or

improper motive").

us Prosecution can form the basis

G
™

see Raysor v. Port Authority 768
$ 1027, 106 s.ct 1227, 89 L.Ed.2d

™

1014,1018 (2d Cir 1982), Modified

Singleton v. City of New York, 632

.S 920,101 S.Ct 1368, 67 L.EA.2d

F.Supp 170,175 and n.9 (N.D.N.Y.
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n. 9,

. i
Dinsman V.

De Nemours,

the Jury).

here. | A collection of illustrative cases with

in 2.F .Bohlen, Cases on

of th

extensive

C[O

e.g

Newel¥,A. Treatise on the Wrongs Called
E
Ed. 1890); H. Stephen, Supra; C. Addison, Wron

(3rd Ed. 1870).

. Professor Harper's article traces the
the actions for Malicious Prosecution, Fa
compl}ment one another in the context of defin
one Lho directly or indirectly participat
the %dministration and enfdrcement of the
Tex.ﬂ.Rev, at 183. He. identifies a roug
the standards for liability and the limi
doctﬁinal framework and seeks to 'explain

| _
the different policy concerns at work in the !

fThUs, the Defamation action provides fo
vileée from liability for words spoken in a
becaﬁse- "the public inte;est in protectin
the 'administration of the criminal law, so £

tatién alone." Id. at 168. However, the

13

103 S.Ct at 1124 n.9 (Marshall,J. disse
Wilkes, 53 U.S (12 How.) 390,402, 1

17 F.Cas 993,995 (C.C.D PA. 1811

The State cases from the nineteenth centur

the Law of Torts,

e Tort were of sufficient distinctiv

treatment by Treatise Writes on k

Clark and W. Lindsell, The Law of T«

nting) citing cases. See also,
3 L.Ed 1036 (1852): Also Revies

No.9926 Washington,J. charging

y are too numerous for citation
extensive notation are provided

1 999-1036 (1915). The features

eness and importance to warrant

voth sides of the Atlantic. See
brts, Ch. XIX (7th EJ. 1921): M.
5lander and Libel, Ch. XVII (4th

gs and Their Remedies, Ch. XIII

complex and subtle way in which
lse Imprisonment and Defamation

ing the "Tort" available against

es or attempts to participate in

criminal law. Harper, Supra, 15
hly inverse reiationship between
tations on liability within each
this phenomenon by referenée to

hree fields of liability.

r strict liability, but the pri-
Judicial Proceeding is absolute
g those who materially assist in
ar offsets the interest in repu-

action for Malicious Prosecution
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white also alleges that ‘Frank and Marshall maliciously conspired to
initiate the criminal prosecution in violation of 42 U.S.C. §1985(3)(1982),
discrfminating against him because he is black. The District Court denied
a Motion to Dismiss this claim, rejecting that White had insufficiently al-
leged! racial animus, Appellants challenge tﬁis ruling, but we decline to
exercise pendent appellant jurisdiction over that challenge. The sufficiency
of tﬁe pleading of the ;onspiracy is not |closely related to the immunity

¥
issue, raised by Appellant's challenge to |the ruling denying their Motion

to D;smiss the §1983 claim. San Filippo v.|U.S Trust Co., 737 F.2d 246,255
(2nd Cir 1984), Cert. Den., 470 U.S 1035, 105 S.Ct 1408, 84 L.Ed.2d 797 (1985).
Appel}ants do not contend that the immunity they assert in defense of the
§1983L claim is available in defense of the §1985(3) conspiracy claim, See
1d. %t 254. Also, not before us is White's [claim against the City of Poﬁgh-

keepéie, alleging a failure to adequately train and supervise police officers.

" including the Appellants.

An Action for Malicious Prosecution |has long been available against
an individual who; 1l.) Instituted criminal proceedings against the Plaintiff,
2.) rwith malice and, 3.) without Probable |Cause, if, 4.) the criminal pro-
ceedings terminated in the Plaintiff's favor. See Generally W. Prosser,

Supra, Section 119 at 834.

The Tort evolved during the sixteenLh. and seventeenth centuriés out
of Qhe ancient. Qrit of ConspiracyAinto ah action on the case maintainable
against a single defendant. See Briscoe|v. LaHue, Supra, 460 U.S at 351,
n.7 (Marshall,J. dissenting); W. Prossei, Supra,'Section 119 at 834 H. Stephen,
_ The ‘Law Relating To Actions For Malicious Prosecution, 1-4 (1888). The first
"modern" Action for Malicioﬁs Prosecution in England was Savile v. Roberts,
L.D Raym. 374,91 Eng.Rep. 1147 (K.B 1698), and the action was routinely avail-

able in this country as Qell., See Briscoe v. LaHue, supra, 460 U.S at 351

12
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17). SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT-V CERTIFICATE FOR CITIZENSHIP FROM
RONALD CURRY DATED DECEMBER 22, |2000.

18) . SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT-w GREENSHEET DATED MAY 29, 2002,
l AT SCI-ALBION WITH (P.B.P.P.) MR. ROBERT FRANZ.

19). SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT-W INMATE VERSIONS OF COMMITTED

| CRIMES CASE CP$9411-0104,CASE MCE9501-0895,CASE MC#
9306-0051 & 9306-0052 ISSUSED TQ BOARD MEMBER ROBERT
FRANZ, ON MAY 29, 2002.

20). SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT-Y (DC-135A) REQUEST TO PAROLE

AGENT MS.BOOKER, VIOLENT OR NON-VIOLENT OFFENDER
| DATED MAY 13, 2002.

21). SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT-Z PETITION [FOR ALLOWANCE OF APPEAL
DENIED TO SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA, DATED AUGUST 9,
l 2002, FROM SHIRLEY PHIPPS APPELLATE CLERK.

22). SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT-Z-1 RESULTS OF STAFFING FOR PAROLE

DATED SEPTEMBER 4, 2002, UNIT TEAM & EXECUTIVE STAFF AT
SCI-ALBION.

23). SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT-2-2 LETTER |FROM THE LAW OFFICES OF

FORMER STATE SENATOR ROBERT A. ROVNER TO (P.B.P.P) ON
JANUARY 31, 2003.

24). SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT~Z-3 LETTER |FROM BRITTINGHAM SLOAN
YOUTH & FAMILY SERVICES N.R. BRITTINGHAM FOUNDER & C.E.O.

25). SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT-Z-4 GREENSHEET DATED MARCH 20, 2003
AT SCI-ALBION WITH (P.B.P.P) MR. WICHCOFF.

26). SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT-Z-5 ORDER OF COURT, PETITION FOR
EXPUNGEMENT GRANTED, DATED MARCH 31, 2003.

27). SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT-Z-5 JUDGE J. RUSSELL ORDERED PLAINTIEF
NOVEMBER 24, 1998 CRIMINAL CHARGES "EXPUNGED" ON JUNE 10,

2003 ORDERING ALL PARTIES AND COMMONWEALTH'S AGREEMENT TO
REQUEST EXPUNGEMENT..




In the United States District Court
for the Middle District of Pennsylvania

Abdul Ideen Pro:Se
Plaintiff

‘NO: 3-Cv-02-0310

(Judge Kosik)
. (Magistrate Judge Blewitt)
Vs

Claude A. Shields, et al
Defendants

Proof of Service

I, Abdul Ideen, hereby, certify that I have served copies of

-this Motion for Default Judgment upon the parties listed below,

by way of the First Class U.S. Mail,

Mary E. D'Andrew, clerk

United States District Court

Middle District of Pennsylvania (3) copies
U.S. Post Office and Courthouse

P.O. Box 1148

Scranton, Pa 18501

Frank L. Tamulonis, Esq : .
111 East Market Street (1) copy
Pottsville, Pa 17901

Devon M. Jacocb

Deputy Attorney General (1) copy
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania :
Strawberry Square

Harrisburg, Pa 17120

Sincerely
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF CLEARFIELD COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA
CIVIL DIVISION

ABDUL IDEEN

Vs, 08-Ve1.cD =l LED

MAJOR JEFF HUNTER
AUG 2 8 2008

of 316 (L

William A. Shaw
ORDER Prothonotary/Clerk of Courts

Clhan. v —o ?\,F'l

NOW, this 26th day of August, 2008, the Court being in receipt of the Plaintiff's pro
se Complaint and request to proceed In Forma Pauperis and upon review of the same
being satisfied that the matter is frivolous, pursuant to Rule of Civil Provedure 240(), itis
the ORDER of this Court that the Complaint and IFP request be and are hereby

DISMISSED, with prejudice.

The Court further notes the documents submitted by the Plaintiff are only partially

legible.

BY THE COURT,

A

RIC J. AMMERMAN
S|dent Judge




IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF CLEARFIELD COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

CIVIL DIVISION
ABDUL IDEEN *
VS. * 08- -CD
MAJOR JEFF HUNTER *
ORDER

NOW, this 26th day of August, 2008, the Court being in receipt of the Plaintiff's pro
se Complaint and request to proceed In Forma Pauperis and upon review of the same
being satisfied that the matter is frivolous, pursuant to Rule of Civil Provedure 240()), it is
the ORDER of this Court that the Complaint and IFP request be and are hereby

DISMISSED, with prejudice.

The Court further notes the documents submitted by the Plaintiff are only partially

legible.

BY THE COURT,

FREDRIC J. AMMERMAN
President Judge

certify this to be true and
L?teer&g\é () :y of the eriginal
statement filed In this case. -

AUG 28 2008

atest. o ltbamdd
- Prothonotary/
Clerk of Courts




IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF CLEARFIELD COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

CIVIL DIVISION
ABDUL IDEEN Lo
Vs. ' * 08- -CD
MAJOR JEFF HUNTER *
ORDER

NOW, this 28th day of August, 2008, the Court being in receipt of the Plaintiff's pro
se Complaint and request to proceed In Forma Pauperis and upon review of the same
being satisfied that the matter is frivolous, pursuant to Rule of Civil Provedure 240()), it is
the ORDER of this Court that the Complaint and IFP request be and are hereby

DISMISSED, with prejudice.

The Court further notes the docurments submitted by the Plaintiff are only partially

legible.

BY THE COURT,

FREDRIC J. AMMERMAN
President Judge

| hereby certify this to be true and
attested copy of the_orlglnal
statement filed In this case.

AUG 28 2008

Attest. - (g ZA.
R Prothonotary/
Clerk of Courts
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF CLEARFIELD COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA
CIVIL DIVISION

ABDUL IDEEN *
* 08-1627 -CD

VS. Y
MAJOR JEFRHULS’.'ER WI«M *
‘H’d/ 4d

ORDER

NOW, this 28th daAy of August, 2008, the Court being in receipt of the Plaintiff's pro
se Complaint and request to proceed In Forma Pauperis and upon review of the same
being satisfied that the matter is frivolous, pursuant to Rule of Civil Provedure 240()), itis
the ORDER of this Court that the Complaint and IFP request be and are hereby

DISMISSED, with prejudice.

The Court further notes the documents submitted by the Plaintiff are only partially

legible.

BY THE COURT,

/s/ Frednc ). Ammerman

FREDRIC J. AMMERMAN

President Judge
I hereby certify this to be true and
attested caﬁay of the orlginal
statemant flled in this case,

AUG 29 2008

Attest, - (d-“.
. Prothonotary;
Clerk of Courts







