Hughes v. Reichard et al Doc. 36

INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

Michael T. Hughe$2015-1106050), )
)
Plaintiff, )
) Case No. 18 C 5582
V. )
) Hon. Virginia M. Kendall
Cook County, et al., )
)
Defendants. )
)
)
Michael T. Hughe$2015-1106050), )
)
Plaintiff, )
) Case No. 18 C 5895
v )
) Hon. Virginia M. Kendall
Mark Wolfe, )
)
Defendant. )
)
)
Michael T. Hughe$2015-1106050), )
)
Plaintiff, )
) Case No. 18 C 6138
V. )
) Hon. Virginia M. Kendall
Khan, et al., )
)
Defendants. )
)
Michael T. Hughe$2015-1106050), )
)
Plaintiff, )
) Case N0o18 C 6139
V. )
) Hon. Virginia M. Kendall
Cook County, et al., )
)
Defendants. )

Dockets.Justia.com


https://dockets.justia.com/docket/illinois/ilndce/1:2019cv02457/363553/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/illinois/ilndce/1:2019cv02457/363553/36/
https://dockets.justia.com/

Michael T. Hughes (2015-1106050),
Plaintiff,
V.
Mrs. Davis, et al.,

Defendants.

N~ — N

N

Michael T. Hugheg2015-1106050),
Plaintiff,
V.

Deputy J. Reichard, et al.,

Defendants.
Michael T. Hughe$2015-1106050), )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
v. )
)
Director Gavin, et al., )
)
Defendants. )
Michael T. Hughe$2015-1106050), )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
v. )
)
Salamaneget al., )
)
Defendants. )

Case No.19C 1791

Hon. Virginia M. Kendall

Case No. 19 C 2457

Hon. Virginia M. Kendall

Case No. 19 C 3282

Hon. Virginia M. Kendall

Case No. 19 C 6469

Hon. Virginia M. Kendall

MEMORANDUM, OPINION & ORDER

The motions to dismiss [22] in Cased81791,[20] in Case 1%v-2457, and27] in Case

19-cv-3282are granted. Each of tlegght abovezaptioned cases atiismissed with prejudicgue



to Plaintiff's perpetation of fraud upon the CourtThe Clerk is directed tenter final judgment
in each case and close each case. All other pending motions in allcaptiomed cases are
terminated a moot. All eight casesare referred to the Executive Committee with a
recommendation that Plaintiff be barred from filing newmsuits in this Court until he hasiga
his outstanding filing fees in full.

STATEMENT

Over the past nearly two yeaRlaintiff Michael Hughes, an inmate at the Cook County
Jail, initiated15 federal lawsuitsn this district(all pending before this @lirt) concerning his
experience at the jailAt the present time, eight of his cases remain pendinghes v. Mrzeana
18-cv-5582;Hughes v. Wolfel8cv-5895;Hughesv. Khan 18-cv-6138;Hughes v. Cook County
18-cv-6139; Hughes v. CRW Dayid9cv-1791; Hughes v. Reichardl9-cv-2457; Hughes v.
Gavin 19-cv-3282 andHughes v. Salaman&9-cv-6469. The Courgrantechim leave to proceed
in forma pauperig“IFP”) in all eight of those actiondue to his statements of indigency to the
Court. The Courtalso grantedhim leave to proceed IFP in an additional four actions, which are
no longer pending:Hughes v. CCDOC18-cv-6583;Hughes v. Cook County Dot8-cv-6587;
Hughes v. Dart 19-cv-2487; andHughes v. Wolfel9cv-3174. In shortPlainiff has been
bestowed the privilege of proceeding IFP in this Court 12 times over the/tagtars.

Plaintiff has accruedpproximately$5,000 in filing fees for the litigation he initiatelolut
he has paid only $153.59 to datde presently owe$319.84 irHughes v. Mrzeand 8-cv-5582;
$319.84 inHughes v. Wolfel8cv-5895;$319.84 inHughesv. Khan 18-cv-6138; $328.23n
Hughes v. Cook Countyl8cv-6139; $319.84 irHughes v. CCDOC18-cv-6583; $339.75 in
Hughes v. Cook County Dot8cv-6587; $349.07 itHughes v. CRW Davyid9-cv-1791; $0. in

Hughes v. Cook Count$9-cv-1793 (filing fee waived); $350 iHughes v. Reichard 9-cv-2457;



$350 inHughes v. Dart19-cv-2487; $350 irHughes v. Wolfel9-cv-3174; $350 irHughes v.
Gavin 19-cv-3282 $400 inHughes vDart, 19-cv-4047; $400 irHughes v. Dart19-cv-5145 and
$400 inHughes v. Salaman&9-cv-6469.

Before the Court began collecting its fees directly from his trust fund accouintjfPla
received regular deposits to the accduotn several sources, including friends and family who
made deposits on a consistent repeat b&esCase 19cv-1791,Dkt. 281 (Plaintiff's trust fund
account statement, printout dated 12/17/19). Since Plaintiff entered Cook Countg Jalil
November 2015 through March 2019, Plaintiff received 74 separate deposits to his trust fund
account that totaled $3,727.05, for an average monthly deposit of approximately $93.00 a month.
Id. As indicated, several of the people who deposited funds did so on a regular and repeat basis;
for example, an “Antonio Hughes” made 23 deposits to Plaintiff’'s account, and a “Megimes”
made 26 depositdd. Plaintiff regularly used the funds to make commissary purchddes.

The regular depositisom all sources (and commissary spendicggsed, however, after
this Court increased its efforts beginning in April 2018dbtect itsowedfees At each telephonic
status, the Court questioned how it was possible that Plaintiff had filed so masywidsout
paying any money towards the filing fees. Each time the County sought to exingdefis from
his account, his account was depletd®aintiff receivedonly one deposit, for $10, to hjail
accountfrom April 2019 through December 201%5ee id. Since March of 2019, Plaintiff has
maintained a balance in his trust fund account of less than $4:0d0@as purportedly only made
two purchases at the commissary (totaling $0.B8e id. Right around the same time) April
22, 2019, this Court entered orders in several of Plaintiff's cases warnitrggh&ind officer at
Cook County Jail that it ost collect100% of Plaintiff's deposits each month, if his balance

exceeded $10, for payment to the Cdartits fees or face sanctionsSeeCase 1cv-1791, Dkt.



5; Case No. 1:8v-2457, Dkt. 5; Case No 1&/-2487, Dkt. 5. (The Court also issued sanibrders

in two more of Plaintiff's cases in MayseeCase No. 1&v-3174, Dkt. 6; Case No. 1&/-3282,

Dkt. 7.) On May 152019, Plaintiff sent a letter to the clerk requesting an accounting of kis fee
so he could “reduce the amount of my deleeCase 1cv-1791,Dkt. 9. In response, on June

3, 2019, this Court issued a minute entry (which was docketed in each of his caseshnf
Plaintiff of the thousands of dollars he still owed in filing fees and explaininghbatebt was
irrevocable even if any case was dismissed, voluntarily or involuntage e.g.,Case 1cv-
1791,Dkt. 12;Newlin v. Helman123 F.3d 429, 432 (7th Cir. 1998Joan v. Leszdl81 F.3d 857,
859 (7th Cir. 1999).

This timeline of events shows that the simudtauns cessation of funds from all sources to
Plaintiff's trust fund account coincided directly with this Court’s increased effortellect its
fees. This Court lththus been concerned for some time that Plaintififdteuctured his finances
to purposeflly thwart application of the Prison Litigation Reform Act'®LRA”) mechanism for
collecting fees through a prisoner’s trust fund account, 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(b). The Court has not
been able to collect any of Plaintiff’'s outstanding filing fees on anysofdses, open or closed,
since July 201%ecause there f1a been insufficient funds in his trust fund account.

Then on December 23, 2019, Defendants submitted alvapfyin support of their motion
to dismisCase 1¢v-1791 that contained evidenttat confirmedthe Court’'s concernsSeeCase
19-cv-1791,Dkt. 28 at 711. Defendant$n that actionsubmitted an audio recording of two
telephone callfrom December 2019 between Plaintiff and his brother, Antonio Hughes, in which
Plaintiff directs Antonio to deposit funds for Plaintiff's personal use intortrst fund accounts
of two of his tier mates, who will in turn allow Plaintiff to then access the fulddat 9. Plaintiff

expressly tells his brothehdt this needs to be done so that Plaintiff can avoid collection of his



filing fees. Id. At one point in the conversation, Antonio inquires how much Plaintiff's “fees”
are, to which Plaintiff replies, “$9,000”, and then explains that he “is waiintpé settlement to
get off that but for now this is a way to get around itf. Plaintiff explains to his brother that he
incurred the fees “because [Plaintiff] put the lawsuits in” but then says that “hdatrabout
that” because the phone call is recorditl. Defendants also submitted the trust fund statements
of Plaintiff’s tier mates, which in fact show the deposits from Antonio HugGase 19cv-1791,

Dkt. 28 at Exs. D, F. This evidence unequivocally demonsttagg Plaintiff is purposetly
attempting to thwart the PLRA’s mechanism for collection of his filing fieesigh his trust fund
account.

In an abundance of caution, tBeurt allowedPlaintiff to file a sufreply to address this
evidence and give an expktionwhy, not only this case, batll of his cases where he has been
granted IFP statushould not be dismissed with prejudice for perpetrating a fraud upon the Court.
Case 19cv-1791,Dkt. 31. The Court warned Plaintiff that it was considering this sangfioan
thatPlaintiff's seeming efforts to divert his funds impeded the Court’s ability to collecilihgg f
fees for all of those casedd. The Court also warned Plaintiff that it has ample authority to
sanction intentionally fraudulent condutg#signedd obtain a benefit from the court, such as the
privilege of proceeding IFRd., citing Greyer v. IDOC933 F.3d 871,80 (7th Cir. 2019) Wilson
v. Wexford Med. Seryg.51 Fed App’x 956, 957 (7th Cir. 201®ennedy v. Huibregts&31 F.3d
441, 444 (7th Cir. 2016 oleman v. Calumet City54 Fed. App’'x 468, 4689 (7th Cir. Feb. 27,
2019) Plaintiff was then advised again by a separate minute entry, docketedfiRlaintiff’s
pending cases, that his geply would apply to all pending caseSee, e.g.Case 1%v-1791.

Defendants were also ordered to file a consolidated response to-teplgutd.



Plaintiff complied and filed a consolidated geply wherein he not only admitted the
conduct, he essentially claimed he was entitled togmgait. Case 19cv-1791, Dkt. 38 (also
docketed in all aboveaptioned cases). In the brief, he admits that he directed his brother to
deposit funds into two other inmates’ accountshigrpersonal use: “To that fact, that | placed
funds on anothers]ccount the State is correct in its accusation and responsibility for that | will
not attempt to allude the Honorable’s intuitiorPlaintiff also admits that he uses the money for
personal purcses, specifically “to buy clothes and stock uphggiene! He engaged in this
conduct not to avoid paying court feée claimsput instead: (1) to avoid payirignpaid debts”
that he owes to Cook County’s Law Libranyconjunction with “conducting discoveryand (2)
to remain eligible for Cook Cotyis “indigent services Plaintiff purportsthat if his family
members deposited their funds into his own account, “CCDOC will deduct theimfan
seconds of [it's] deposit."He laments that the “majority” of the deposits would meet this fate.
Although he does not expound on the nature of his debt to the Law Library, the Cook County
Defendantsextrapolatethat Plaintiff is referring to Cook County’s policy of charging for
photocopies that exceed 60 pages. Dbiendantexplainin their consolidted responsihat if a
detainee does not have proper funds to pay for the total photocopying beyond 60 pages, the
detainee signs an authorization for the release of his funds to the law |dortlvg Emount owed.
Plaintiff has signed multiple releasgfshis funds for photocopying documents over 60 pages, and
in earlier monthse has had photocopying fees deducted from his trust fund acc®leintiff
also explains that ifik family membersvere todeposit moneynto hisown account, havould
then no longequalify for “indigent services” The Cook County Defendants explain that Plaintiff
is referring to what is known as Cook County’s “Indigence Program”, which provides @staine

with certain free writing supplies and personal hygiene products if their exdoes not exceed



$25.00 in the 30 days before the services or products are proWtiedtiff explains that if he did

not qualify for the Indigence Program, then he would have to pay for certain hygiene praducts a
writing suppliesinstead of receiving them for free. Plaintiff perceives his conundrum as boiling
down to, “the financial stresses that CCDOC high fees adds, which are almegt aleurred if

you are conducting discovery, puts a destitute detainee in dire neediodlitient services to
essentially take a shower or two and communicate to the Courts”. Plaintiff hasdtbeidthe
County’s “pricing scheme” leaves him with two choices: “[1] paydown my debt and ndide a
to communicate to the Court or [Bpt have funds placed on my account just to be able to
communicate with the Court and have bare minimal hygiene by virtue afemtdservices
provided by CCDOC”".

The Courtis baffled that Plaintiff appears to believe th#is financial machinations
described in hisur+eply absolvehim. Much to the contrarpe admitted thate habitially diverts
funds from his trust fund account in order to create a false appearance by povee mayvoid
paying his debts and insteabtain varioubenefits—to which he is not in fact entitlegfrom the
government. Whether Plaintiff primarypurposen doing so igo avoid his filingfee obligations
avoid paying excess photocopying fees,avoid exceedingthe Indigence Pogram’s income
thresholdis immaterial. Plaintiff undoubtedlyknew that his maneuverings would ultimately
thwart the PLRA’s collection mechanism, dmelvas motivated by such, becailmesaid soto his
brother during the recorded call. Plaintiff told his brotheselod money to his tier mate order
to “get around” his obligation to pay filing fees. Amching is an important factor here todhe
fact that the regular and frequent deposits to his own account ceased just oelshef s
communications with this Cowthere he asked how teeducemy debt” is also evidence that his

filing-fee obligations motivated his decision to divert fundaintiff's protests that he cannot



affordto pay forbothpersonal itemsuch asygiene products and his litigation costs at ormesd
not change the factdhheadmitted to intentionallpttemping to avoid the operation of the PLRA
by asking his brother to deposits funds to his tier mates, knowing that otherwissmdtevould
be subject tdee deductions in connection with hl$ cases. There can be aaailing excuséor
this conductlet alone an excuse that essentially boils dowr Wwas actually defrauding the
County, not the Court SeegenerallyAyoubi v. Dart 640 F. App’x 524, 528 (7th Cir. 2016 he
Court need not accept an explanation from an inmate that is crafted only to exatigeaaitenl
misconduct.”).

It is beyond reproach that Plaintiff's conduct is worthy of some sanctiBnoceedingn
forma pauperiss a privilege, not a right oftonv. SP Plus Corp578 F.App’x 603, 604 (7th Cir.
2014) The Courthereforedeterminesvhatsanctionis appropriate in these circumstancése
Court may use its inherent authority to issue a sanction that is “proportiortategravity of the
offense” id., andpenalize[s] and discourage[s] miscondudRamirez v. T&H Lemont, Inc845
F.3d 772, 776 (7th Cir. 2016) (citir@hambers v. NASCO, In&01 U.S. 32, 4650 (1991)). A
hearingis not required since the Court gave Plaintiff “notice of the possible sanctibaran
opportunity to respond to its order to show cause,” which is “sufficient proc&snelson v.
Hardy, 931 F.3d 565, 569 (7th Cir. 2019) (collecting cases).

As the Cout finds that Plaintiff has admitted to intentionally trying to thwart the PLRA’s
mechanism for collecting the approximately $5,000 in fees that he owes thisb@aliverting
his funds the Courtconcludeghatdismissal oeachactionwhere he was bestowed the privilege
of proceeding IFRFs appropriate Plaintiff’'s misconduchas, after all, impeded the Court’s ability
to collectany of the feesowedfor each and every one tfose casesincethe timehe began

diverting funds, leaving nearly $5,000 in fees unpalthis is particularly troubling givethat



Plaintiff has filed so many cases inmedatively short period of time, which means both that the
amount of uncollectable debt is high and that countless hours of judicial resbaveebeen
expended on his case€ourts whenfaced with similar abusive conduct by litigartave found
dismissal to be the appropriate sancti@eeCampbell v. NyklewickNo. 05C-481C, 2006 WL
6087657 (W.D. Wis. May 9, 2006) (dismissing case brought by inmate whose girlfriend deposited
money into another inmate’s account for his use, thereby “creat[ing] annllakabestitution” to
avoid paying his accumulated filiiges);Cuoco v. U.S. Bureau of Prisqr828 F. Supp. 2d 463,
468 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 2, 2004) (dismissing case brought by inmate who “created an illusion of
poverty through a series of deceptive acts,” including diverting settlemetd fo her mother and
representing that it was “unfeasible” to have money deposited to her prison accAltittjugh
the Seventh Circuit has not addressed this precise situation, it has repeattedilyatintentional
depletion of a trust fund accouny a prisoner subject thé PLRA can be problematic in several
contexts. SeeAllen v. LaSalle Cty. Jgib06 Fed. App’x 854, 855 (7th Cir. 2015) (explaining that
financial information postlating the submission of an IFP motion is properly before the Court
when it suggests that an inmateiitempting to avoidssessment of a greater filing fee under the
PLRA); Sultan v. Fenoglio775 F.3d 888, 891 (7th Cir. 2015) (“Our view [regarding a prisoner’s
gualification to proceed IFP] would be different if there were evidence that [a grjiseas
intentionally depleting his trust account to avoid paying his fileej); see also generallyloran
v. Sondalle 218 F.3d 647, 651 (7th Cir. 2000) “[P]risoners who play games to avoid the PLRA
should not expect courts to cooperate.”).

The Courtlastly considers whether to dismiss with or without prejudi&@eThomas v.
Gen. Motors Acceptance Cor@g88 F.3d 305, 36®7 (7th Cir. 2002). When conductgsoperly

characterized as intentional or fraudulent arsifficiently egregious, a sanction of dismissal with

10



prejudice is appropriat&ee Aguilar v. Goldberg 770 App’x 293, 29%7th Cir. May 20, 2019)
Ruiz v. BautistaNo. 191425, 2020 WL 974896, at *3 (7th Cir. Feb. 28, 2028¢also Greyer,

933 F.3dat 880 (explaining that while district courts “should proceed carefully befgpesimg
severe sanctions on prison litigants,” they “remain empowered to sanctiomexbafaith
conduct”);Wilson 751 Fed App’xat 957 (citingHoskins v. Dart633 F.3d 541 (7th Cir. 2011)
(sanctions based on “an attempt to intentionally mislead the court in pursaneilicit benefit”
finds “ample support in our case law”)A court may dismiss a case with prejudice based on
intentional misrepresentations even if theiptiff is actually impoverishedChriswell v. Big Score
Entm’t, LLC No. 11 C 00861, 2013 WL 3669074, at *4, n.6 (N.D. Ill. July 12, 2013).

Here, the sanction of dismissal with prejudiceverranted as it iproportionate to the
gravity of Plaintiff's misdeeds.Although thisCourt recognizes that the sanction is sevére,
alternative—dismissing without prejudice to Plaintiff's ability to refile and start over aigeg@ach
case—is too lenient and in fact vabd notexact any real sanction at all despite numerous deeply
troubling aspects of Plaintiff's conduct and his submissi®@ee generalljullins v. Hallmark
Data Sys., LLC511 F. Supp. 2d 928, 940 (N.D. Ill. 2007) (noting that a dismissal withoutpreju
to refiling would allow apro seplaintiff’'s “gamble with the false IFP affidavit” to pay off by
“leaving her in no worse position than if she had told the truthThis sort of heads | win, tails
you lose approach is unacceptable in all contexts”).

First, the actions thaPlaintiff took to create a false appearance of powsdse not just
knowing, butwerealso purposefully unlawful. Plaintjfperhis own wordsaptured on the audio
recording diverted his funddor the purposeof avoiding PLRA deductions. This support
dismissal with prejudice in and of itselSee e.g, Kennedy 831 F.3dat 444 (finding dismissal

with prejudice was proper sanction farowingly attempting to conceal assets when applying for

11



in forma pauperistatus)Coleman 754 Fed. App»at 46869 (affirming dismissal with prejudice
based on inaccurate IFP financial disclosurater rejecting plaintiff's claim that
misrepresentationsere due to an oversighDonelson 768 Fed Appx at574 (a district court
has the auttrity to dismiss with prejudice when a litigant “lies . . . about his financialssjatu
But what is morethe excuse that Plaintiff provided this Court— his deceptive practices were
aimed at the Countpnly, not this Court-— is, as already explainediemonstrably untrue
“Plaintiffs who attempt to deceive federal judges . . . cannot expect fagdraadtment on matters
of discretion.”Campbell v. Clake, 481 F.3d 967, 970 (7th Cir. 2007). This rule is especially
applicable to litigants whdig in their heeldy attempting to “cover[] up one lie with another.”
Aguilar, 770 App’x at 295affirming dismissal with prejudice where plaintiff lied in respottse
show-<cause order regarding whether he was indigeat Secrease v. W & So. Life. Ins., 860
F.3d 397, 400-0{7th Cir. 2015)affirming dismissal with prejudice when litigant “dug a deeper
hole of deception”).

Second, and even mareubling,is the fact thaPlaintiff does noappear t@ppreciate that
he has done anything wrontn fact, he believes he is entitled to the actions that he tdekhas
offered as an excuse whatimsactualityan admissionof habitualy diverting funds in order to
defraud nofustone (the Court), but rather two (Cook County as waiblic institutions There
is no constitutional right to spend personal cash at the commissary. Thmividege; and yes,
pretrial detainees must k@ choices about filing lawssitincluding that the cost of the filing fee
will be deducted in small increments over time thereby reducing the amocaslothat he can
spend personally. The PLRA allows tretrial detaine#o file in former pauperispon a finding
of indigency by the Court. That means that the detainee has decided that a porsacobant

will go to the filing of the lawsuit each month. Recognizing this, detainees file daily,

12



understanding that they might need to forgo the @selof a particular item of food or bar of soap
in order for a portion of their account to support the filing fee. The Cook County Jail has an
obligation to pay for the basic constitutional care of housing, food, and hygiene for eaeth pret
detainee. Ay bar of soap or snack item purchased at the commisary is a choice made by the
detainee; as is the choice of filing a lawsuit. Mr. Hughes has chosen to file 1§daamsuthat
choice, made 15 times, came with the understanding that he would lose his privilege of buying
commissary items because 100% of his account would be going to the filing fees. otittis C
warned him repeatedly as the filings continued to come in. He knew of these wamihiye
intended to maintain his ability to choose items frima commissary and file his lawsuits.
Somehowhe believed he is different from all other detainees and can operate his way rather than
the way of the PLRA. He has abused the privilege of proceeding in forma pauperis tatd was
this Court’s time and thiéme of theofficers of the Cook County Jail.

Third, the Court has spent a significant amount of time reviewing Plaintiff's,catieg
on motions to dismiss, and attempting to sort through the voluminous accusations that often
overlap pervious lawsugtall in an effort to protect his rights while also determining whether the
cases may move forward. These cases have sometimes been filed back to back, other times just
weeks apart. In fact, Plaintiff's cases comprise 26% of all of this Court’s prismilerights
cases. Meanwhile, while the Court is reviewing the matters, the Cook CountysJeXgended
significant efforts to collect the funds each month as well. This fraud upon the Gmas gvith
a heavy load of work from the judicial and executive branches of government.

For all these reasons, andgend a firmmessage about the necessity of being truthful,
ethical, and forthright throughout the litigation proceal, the abovecaptionedcases are

dismissed with prejudiceThis matter is also referred to the Executive Committee with a

13



recommendation that Plaintiff be barred from filing new lawsuits in this Coufthéenhas paid
his outstanding filing fees in full.

Final judgmerg will enter in each of the aboveaptioned caseslf Plaintiff wishes to
appeal, he must file a notice of appeal for each wibethis Court within thirty days of the entry
of judgmentSed-ed. R. App. P. 4(a)(1). If he appeals, Plaintiff will be liable for the $pp&llate
filing fee in each case he appeatgardless of the appeal’s outcorBee Evans v. Ill. Dep't of
Corr., 150 F.3d 810, 812 (7th Cir. 1998).dh appeal is found to be nameritorious, Plaintiff
could be assessed “strikes” under 28 U.S.C985Q). If a prisoner accumulates three “strikes”
because three federal cases or appeals have been dismissed as frivolous or malizidasyice f
to state a claim, the prisoner may not file suit in federal court withotpayieg the filing fee
unless hés in imminent danger of serious physical injud..If Plaintiff seeks leave to proceéd
forma pauperion appeal, he must file a motion for leave to prodaddrma pauperisn this
Court.SeeFed. R. App. P. 24(a)(1). Any such motions must spehk#yissue(s) Plaintiff intends

to present on apped&@eeFed. R. App. P. 24(a)(1)(C).

Date: March 17, 2020

g,d;,_ﬂl %@_
4

@ﬁ. Virginia M. Kendall
nited State®istrict Judge
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