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Capital Case
Questions Presented for Review
There is a split in the circuits about whether the one-year period of limitations
is tolled for “[t}he time during which a properly filed application for State post-
conviction or other collateral review with respect to the pertinent judgment of
~claim irs pending . .. L7 Aﬁtiferrori’srn and Effective Death Penalty Act
(AEDPA) 28 U.S.C Section 2244(d) (2). Where a defendant facing death has
pending a United States Supreme Court certiorari petition to review the
validity of the state’s denial of his claims for state post-conviction relief, does‘
the defendant have an application pending which.tolls the 2244(d)(2) statute

of limitations?

II. Alternatively, does the confusion around the statute of limitations -- as
evidenced by the split in the circuits — constitute an “extraordinary
circumstance,” entitling the diligent defendant to equitable tolling duﬁng the
_timne when his claim is being considered by the United States Supreme Court

on certiorari?
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III. And mn the second alternative, do the special circumstance where cqunsel
advising the defendant as to the statute of limitations was registry counsel — a
species of state actor — under the monitoring supervision of Florida Courts,
with a statutory duty to file appropﬁate motions in a timely manner,' constitute
an “extraordinary circumstance” beyond the defendant’s control such that the

doctrine of equitable tolling should dperate to save his petition?

' Florida Statutes Section 27.711(12)
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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 14(b)

The parties concerned are included in the caption of this matter and there are

no corporate parties.
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Opinions Below
A. Direct appeal.

In March 1995, a Florida jury convicted Gary Lawrence of one count each of
premeditated murder in the first degree, conspiracy to comrrﬁt murder, petittheft, and
grand theft of a motor vehicle. Following the jury’s recommendatiotn of a death
sentence based on the murder conviction, the trial court sentenced Lawrence to death.
The Florida Supreme Court affirmed Lawrence's conviction and sentence. ' Court
denied certiorari review from the substantive conviction on January 20, 19982
" B. Collateral Proceedings.

From January 1999 to November 2002, Lawrence sought post conviction relief
in Florida Courts. The trial court denied Lawrence’s petition for state post~conviction
relief on October 11, 2000. And on October 17, 2002, the Florida Supreme Court
affirmed the trial court's denial of state post-conviction relief.’ Lawrence petitioned
this Court for Certiorari relief from that denial. |

On March 11, 2003 -- while his petition not yet having been ruled on was still

before this Court — Lawrence sought habeas relief in federal court pursuant to 28

! Lawrence v. State, 698 So0.2d 1219 (F1a.1997).
2 Lawrence v. Florida, 538 U.S. 926 (2003).
s Lawrence v. State, 831 So.2d 121 (F1a.2002).
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U.S.C. § 2254. Thirteen days later, on March 24, 2003, this Court denied certiorarl
review of the Florida Supreme Court's denial of post-conviction relief.*
C. The Timeliness of Lawrence’s Federal Habeas Petition.

The State responded 1;0 Lawrence’s March 11, 2003 (and supplemental
pleadings), urging the federal habeas petition’s dismissal on the ground Lawrence was
time-barred. The State also argued that equitable tolling should not apply in
Lawrence's case. Lawrence opposed the dismissal because there was a disagreement
among the Circuits on the question of whether a petition for certiorari to this Court
following the denial of state post-conviction relief tolls the limitation period.

Lawreﬁce further argued that doctrine of equitable tolling should operate to
save His petition since (1) counsel who advised him of the timing of his petition was
selected, pre-qualified and monitored by the State of Florida under its registry statute ;
(2) Lawrence’s mental abilities prevented him from meaningfully participating in a
relationship wifh his counsel; and (3) hé had a facially strong constitutional claim.

On April 12, 2004, the district court entered an order staying the proceedings.
Although rejecting the equitable tolling argument, the court= found that the petition’s
timeliness "depends upon whether the one-year limitations period was tolled during

the pendency of Petitioner's petition for writ of certiorari in the United States Supreme

¢ Lawrence v. Florida, 538 U.S. 926 (2003).
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Court challenging the stafe court's denial of his motion for state collateral review."

The court noted that although Eleventh Circuit precedent stated that the
limitations period was not tolled during the pendency of a petition for certiorari
challenging the state court's denial of post-conviction relief, .6 there was a split the
Circuits.” Because of the then-pending certiorari petition in4bela v. Martin® which
held contrary to Eleventh circuit's position on the statute of limitations, the district
court entered an order staying the proceedings.” The district court noted that if the
Supreme Court denied review in Abela, then it would dismiss Lawrence's petition

based on Eleventh Circuit law.'®

> Dist. Ct. Order 28 at 1-2.

® Coates v. Byrd, 211 F.3d 1225 (11th Cir.2000)(“[T]he time during which a
petition for writ of certiorari is pending, or could be filed, following the denial of -
collateral relief is state courts, is not to be subtracted from the running of time for
28 U.S.C. Section 2244(d)(1) statute of limitations purposes.”)

7 Abela v. Martin, 348 F.3d 164, 170 (6" Cir. 2003) (“[I]f there is a certiorari petition
pending to review the validity of the state’s denial of such an application for state
post-conviction review, the application is still pending . . . .” (quotations omitted))

% Certiorari denied sub nom. Caruso v. Abela, 541 U.S. 1070, 124 S.Ct. 2388, 158
L.Ed.2d 976 (2004).
.9
The State took an interlocutory appeal from this ruling, arguing that the trial
court lacked power to stay the proceedings. That appeal was ultimately dismissed by
the United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit.

10 Dist. Ct. Order 28 at 1-2.



About six weeks later, on May 27, 2004, when the Supreme Court denied
review in Caruso v. Abela,rthe district court noted in an order that Lawrence's petition
waé time-barred based on Coates v. Byrd'' and ultimately dismissed the petition.
Lawrence filed a motion for a Cer:[iﬁcate of Appealability (COA), which the district
court granted, stating the question was "whether the one-year limitations period
applicable to a petition for writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 barred this
petition, and on the legal issue whether the statute. of limitations is tolled during the
pendency of a petition for writ of certiorari in the United States Supreme Court
challenging the state -‘court"s denial of petitioner's eérlie:r motion for state collateral
review."'? The Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed the dismissal on August 26,
2005.2

Jurisdiction

The Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals’ jurisdiction was invoked from the

denial by the United States District Court for the Northern District of Florida of a

Motion to Vacate filed under Title 28 United States Code, Section 2254, in this Death

Case, under Title 28 United States Code, section 1291.

" Dist. Ct. Order 34 at 2.
2 Dist. Ct. Order 45, at 4.
1 Lawrence v. Florida, 421 F.3d 1221 (11th Cir. 2005)
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The Coprt of Appeals' decision was entered on August 26, 2005. The jurisdiction
of this Court is invoked under 28 U.S.C. § 1254(1)
Constitutional and Statutory Provisions
This case concerns the intefpretation of the habeas corpus statute. Chapter 153
ofthe AEDPA includes a statute of limitations and tolling provision for federal habeas
petitions filed by state prisoners. 28 U.S.C. § 2244(d)

(d)(1) A 1-year period of limitation shall apply to an application for a writ
of habeas corpus by a person in custody pursuant to the judgment of a
State court. The limitation period shall run from the latest of—

(A) the date on which the judgment became final by the conclusion
of direct review or the expiration of the time for secking suchreview;

~ (B) the date on which the impediment to filing an application
created by the State action in violation of the Constitution or laws of
the United States is removed, if the applicant was prevented from
filing by such State action;

(C) the date on which the constitutional right asserted was initially
recognized by the Supreme Court and made retroactively applicable
by the Supreme Court and made retroactively applicable to cases on
collateral review; or

(D) the date on which the factual predicate of the claim or claims
presented could have been discovered through the exercise of due
diligence.

(2) The time during which a properly filed application for State post-
conviction or other collateral review with respect to the pertinent judgment
or claim is pending shall not be counted toward any period of limitation
under this subsection. '



Statement of the Case

Lawrence was found guil£y, along v}ith his wife, of the beating death of his
wife’s lover.'* The relevant facts to the questions presented in this pleading are
generally set out the Opihions Below section above.-But on the issue of equitable
tolling, these facts are also material: Lawrence’s trial counsel recognized that
Lawrence is “very, very slow.”"® In fact, experts opined that Lawrence’s full scale IQ
is 81 — the lowest part of the low average range. And none of his other scores match
whét would be expected of someone with an IQ of 81. Lawrence ﬁever achieved
anything m;)re than a person with a borderline retarded range. He reads like an 11-year
old, although he is over 40; his writing skills fall slightly under those of a 9-year old;
his factual knowledge is that of an 11-year oid.16 He left school in the 7™ gfade, yet
- was unable to read; his IQ placed him in the lowest fifth percentile of children — only
four out of 100 children would place lower than he.

Reasons for Granting the Writ
The issues here presented—whether the AEDPA’s timeclock does not contemplate

time abeyance for the filing of a petition to this Court for Certiorari review~1s one on

* Lawrence v. State, 698 S0.2d 1219,1220 (Fla. 1997)
5 Tr. 46, 56 |
'® Penalty Phase transcript 42,45,47, 48
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which the Courts of Appeal are in conflict The position of the Eleventh Circuit Court
of Appeals results in a time-bar in this Death Case, through no fault of Mr. Lawrencg,
would not be present in another Circuit.
'The Eieventh Circuit Court of Appeals has decided this vitally important
question of federal law which has not been, but surely shbuld be, settled by this Court,
Also, the State of Florida has a special relationship to its Death Row defendants
as the State post conviction scheme guarantees aﬁd monitors all post conviction State-
éppointed death row counsel.

Legal Presentation

1. The decislion of the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals i_n this case conflicts with the
decisions of other United States Courts of Appeals regarding whether the habeas
tolling provision for state post-conviction or other c;ollateral review extends to
certiorart proceedings before this Court. The Eleventh Circuit (and others) have
concluded that the one-year statute of limitation applicable to federal habeas corpus
-petitions is not tolled during the period in which a petitioner may seek, and the
- Supreme Court considers whether to grant, certiorari review of the denial of the

petitioner's State collateral relief motion.' The reasoning of this conclusion is that the

' See Smaldone v. Senkowski , 273 F.3d 133, 136-138 (2nd Cir. 2001);  Stokes v.
District Attorney of the County of Philadelphia , 247 F.3d 539, 542-543 (3rd Cir.
2001) cert denied; 534 U.S. 959 (2001); Miller v. Dragovich,311 F.3d 574 (3rd. Cir.
2002); Crawley v. Catoe, 257 F.3d 395, 398-400 (4th Cir. 2001); Ott v. Johnson, 192
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statute’s language and underlying purpose justify a pre-certiorari time bar. Section
2244 (d)(1) includes the phrase conclusion of direct review, which was recently
defined as the denial or conclusion of certiorari by this Court.” By contrast, Section
2244(d)(2) tolling provision stops the clock so long as a “state post-conviction or other
collateral réview .. .1s pending.” The argument goes that there is no textural basis
for interpreting Section (d)(2) to include a federal appeal of collateral issues because
the word pending does not conjure up for some minds the specter of federal review
with the same intensity as the phrase “conclusion of direct review.”

Three years after the Eleventh Circuit gave these reasons for not tolling during this
Court’s certlorari review, the Sixth Circuit, sitting en banc,‘reached the opposite
conclusion in Abela v. Martin® In that court’s view, the difference in language
between the subsections (d)(1) and (d)(2) was not significant. Instead, the court found

that the language of subsection (d)(2) resolves the situation conclusively. That court

F.3d 510, 513 (5th Cir. 1999); Gutierrez v. Schomig, 233 ¥.3d 490, 492 (7th Cir.
2000) cert denied, 532 U.S. 950 (2000); White v. Klitzkie, 281 F.3d 920, 923-925 (9th
Cir. 2002); Rhine v. Boone, 182 F.3d 1153, 1155-1156 (10th Cir. 1999); Coates v.
Byrd, 211 F.3d 1225, 1226 (11th Cir. 2000).

2 Bond v. Moore, 309 F.3d 770, 771 (11™ Cir. 2002)(“Appellant argues that his
petition was not time-barred because the limitation period did not begin to run until
the 90-day window during which Appellant could have petitioned the United States
Supreme Court for a writ of certiorari expired. We agree with Appellant.”

3348 F.3d 164, 170 (6" Cir. 2003) cert. denied Caruso v. Abela, 541 U.8. 1070, 124
S.Ct. 2388, 158 L.Ed.2d 976 (2004).



reasoned that the tolling provision required that the application for state post-
conviction relief be pending — not that it be pending in state court. So while the
petition is pending before this Court, it satisfies the statutory requirement — even
through it is no longer pending in state court,

Ifthere is a certiorari petition pending review of the validity of the state’s

denial of such application for state post conviction review, the application -

is still “pending”- that is, not finally decided. The application does not

thereby stop being a state habeas proceeding or turn into a federal rather

than state application; it’s just not finally decided yet.

Positions contrary to tolling are premised on misapprehensions of the statute
and the nature of certiorari review. In other words, the petition remains a pending
motion which has moved to its next phase before this Court. There is no independent
jurisdiction to hear such matters as “new” petitions. The petition and the entire
litigation remains a pending state motion to vacate unless and until this Court speaks
or the time in which to seek Certiorari review has expired.

In Rhine v. Boone, the Tenth Circuit parses the statute, stretching the modifier
to reach the conclusion which, Mr. Lawrence submits, was unintended by Congress.
It writes,

We are satisfied that, in the wording of § 2244(d)(2), "State” modifies the
phrase "post-conviction review" and the phrase "other collateral review."

A petition for writ of certiorari to the United States Supreme Court is
simply not an application for state review of any kind; it is neither an



application for state post-conviction review nor an application for other
state collateral review.*

But the logic here is undercut by an examination of certiorari’s function, as
pointed out by the dissent in White v. Klitzkie: “The United States Court . . . can
consider state . ..cases when they raise federal issues. Otherwise, what is the United
States Supreme Court hearing when it considers a state habeas petition on certiorari
[7] Not an application for federal post-conviction review or other collateral review.”

Whatever predilections informed the Tenth’s Circuit’s conclusionsabout which

‘words are modified by the word “state” and the nature of a writ of certiorari to this
Court, it is also true that sound compelling arguments exist to support a contrary
conclusion:

The focus of section 2244(d)(2) is not the court in which the application

is pending but on the application itself.. As long as the petition for

certiorari involves an application for state court relief, section 2244(d)(2)

requires that the statute of limitations be tolled. The court where the

application is pending is irrelevant.’
‘What dbout the statute’s intent? It is almost a certainty that not a single member of
Congress has represented a death sentenced individual in a post conviction matter

under the AEDPA. Many Congressmen and Congresswomen are lawyers, however,

and if they were to draw on their own common-sense reading of the statute as they

4182 F.3d 1153, 1156 (10" Cir. 1999).
5282 F.3d 920, 927-8 (9™ Cir. 2002).
8 4bela at 170.
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passed it, Mr. Lawrence submits that they clearly wanted to place a time limit on post
conviction litigation, but that they saw one phase as “State” and one phase as
“federal.”  To believe that the statute and the lawmakers intended to make a
distinction between staying federal proceedings while a petition for certiorarifrom fhe :
direct conviction in the State court went before this Court and the scenario when a
pez‘z’tior;z for certiorari from the post-conviction litigation in State courts, is to stretch
common sense and credulity. Particularly when no Congressional History mentions
such distincti_on; no meaningful purpose can be served other than lulling practitioners
and ultimately defendants into either a calm belief that they had a grasp on the
common-sense meaningof the statute, or into unknowingiy, unintentibnally, and
involuntarily waiving their right to-have the federal system protect federal rights.
Beginning the limitations period after the 90 days when a petitioner éould seek
this Court’s certiorari review doesn’t controvert the law’s purpose of limiting the time
- when a petitioner has access to federal courts. Moreover, including the 90 days avoids
the almost certainly unintended consequence of requiring a petitioner to file his
petitioﬁ seeking federal habeas corpus relief before he has sought certiorari review of
his state post-conviction claims to fhis Court. Such an outcome does not promote
finality of state court determinations and encourages the simultaneous filing of two

actions seeking essentially the same relief.
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The court in Miller v. Dragoviéh7 suggests that the patent complications of
comity and exhaustion raised by excluding the 90-day certiorari period could be
avoided by having the federal distﬁct court hold the case in abeyance pending this
Court’s decision on state post-conviction review. The real-world implications
presented by this simple fix — in terms of additional litigation, uﬁcertainty and bother
— are iﬂustrated by Coleman v. Davis, where the petitioner filed a successful writ of
certiorari to this Court had to sue for his day in federal court:

In this case, the United States Supreme Court granted certiorari,
vacated the decision of the Indiana Supreme Court, and remanded
the case to that court for further review . . . . Thus the initial
judgment of the Indiana Supreme Court was nullified, and as a
result, Coleman's post-conviction petition was still “pending” until
that court issued its judgment on December 29, 2000, and denied
rehearing on March 20, 2001. Because the ultimate outcome of
Coleman's petition for writ of certiorari was the invalidation of the
Indiana Supreme Court's denial of his post-conviction petition, none
of the time after the entry of that judgment can be charged under the
statute because ultimately the case was still pending before that
court. The grant of certiorari, and vacation of the Indiana court's
order, retroactively tolled the statute. This 1s an appropriate outcome
because it precludes simultaneous review of the same Indiana
Supreme Court decision by both the United States Supreme Court
and this court.”

7311 F.3d 574, 580-581 (3" Cir. 2002).
$175 F.Supp.2d 1109, 1110 (N.D.Ind.2001).
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The better solution is to begin the limitations period after the possibility of this

Court’s nullification of the state court’s denial of state post-conviction claims.
2. Title 28 U.S.C. § 2244(d) is a statute of limitations that is subject to equitable
tolling, not a jurisdictional bar.” But such tolling is generally available only when the
petitioner can show (1) extraordinary circumstances (2) beyond his control (3) that
made it impossible to file his petition on time."

The exception to this rule can be found in Fahy v. Horn, a case where the
petition was 35 days late because of attorney error in interpré:ring debatable
procedural provisions, the Third Circuit tolled fhe precise statute at issue here —
applying equitable tolling in a capital case involving a petitioner convicted ofkilling

11

13 people.!! The Fahy court reasoned that a court “must allow less than

‘extraordinary’ circumstances to trigger equitable tolling of the AEDPA’s statute of

> Sandvik v. United States, 177 F.3d 1269 (11th Cir.1999); Henderson v.
Johnson, 1 F.Supp.2d 650 (S.D.Tex.1998). -

'®See Pacev. DiGuglielmo, 125 S.Ct. 1807 (2005); Sandvik, 177 F.3d at 1271-
1272 (citing Irwin v. Department of Veterans Affairs, 498 U.S. 89, 96, 111
S.Ct. 453, 112 L.Ed.2d 435 (1990); Calderon v. United States District Court,
163 F.3d 530, 541 (9th Cir.1998)(en banc); Miller v. New Jersey Department
of Corrections, 145 F.3d 976, 978 (10th Cir.), cert. denied, 119 S.Ct.(1998));
Turner v. Singletary, 46 F.Supp.2d 1238, 1242 (N.D.Fla.1999).

11240 F.3d 239,245 (3 Cir. 2001) cert. denied, Horn v. Fahy, 534 U.S. 944,
122 S.Ct. 323, 151 L.Ed.2d 241, (2001); accord Banks v. Horn, 272 F.3d 527,
534-35 (3" Cir. 2001), rev’d on other grounds, 536 U.S. 266 (2002). -
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limitations when a [capital] petitioner has been diligent in asserting his or her calims
and rigid application of the statute would be unfair.”*?
The court explained:

If we refuse to equitably toll the statute, then we would deny this capital
defendant federal review of his claims. Fahy diligently asserted his
claims and the strategic choices he made during the appeal process were
reasonable. When state law is unclear regarding the operation of a
procedural filing requirement, the petitioner files in state court because
of his or her reasonable belief that a § 2244 petition would be dismissed
as unexhausted, and the state petition is ultimately denied on these
grounds, then it would be unfair not to toll the -statute of limitations
during the pendency of that state petition up to the highest reviewing
state court. We will therefore equitably toll the AEDPA's statute of
limitations. We elect to exercise this leniency under the facts of this
capital case where there is no evidence of abuse of the process."

Equity applies here for a number of reasons. Lawrence’s chief reason is the
lack of clarity in the relevant law and the facts that Lawrence’s strategic choices
regarding Section 2244(d)(2) statute of limitations period were reasonable -- and
indeed are so sound and sensible that Lawrence’s position is the iaw everywhere the
Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals enjoys jurisdiction.

When Lawrence filed his federal habeas claim on March 11, 2003 — as is

evidenced by the split in the circuits - reasonable, educated minds disagreed (as they

2 Fahy, 240 F.3d at 245; see also Corjasso v. Ayers, 278 F.3d 847 (9" Cir. 2002)
(tolling AEDPA’s statute of limitations despite a procedural defect and hstmg
cases.) Cf Steed v. Head, 219 F.3d 1298 (11" Cir. 2000).

B Fahy at 245.
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do now) about the statute of limitations under 2244(d)(2). For this reason, t.his case
is distinct from cases denying claims for equitable tolling where an arithmetic error
has resulted in miscalculation of filing deadlines. Lawrence had been-diligent and
there is no evidence or allegation of abuse of process.

Rather than decide the larger question of 2244(d)(2) statute of limitations, this
Court could bestow leniency on thése narrow facts where Lawrence a petitioner --
facing death -- filed his habeas petition in federal court under the belief that it was |
timely because the validity of his state post-conviction claims was still under review
before this Court. |

Additionally other factors mitigate in favor of leniency. Where th&ahy court
looked to the reasonableness of the petitioner’s strategic choices and absence of abuse
of process, other courts have considered the potential merits of the substantive claim
barred under a s.lt”atute of limitations. As the dissent in Drew v. Department of
Corrections noted, “A statute of limitations contains an inherent element of
harshness, since it operates to deprive litigants of the ability to protect their rights
simply by the passage of time . ... When certain cifcurnstance_s prevent a litigant

from acting within the statutory period, however, the doctrine of equitable tolling

15



| abates this harshness by "stopping the clock” during the time the litigant was unable
to act.”"*

We urge consideration of the merits of the Lawrence’s underlying claimf gross
ineffectiveness of counsel — in deciding whether to grant relief in equity. The facts
of Lawrence’s case are an example of the kind of circumstance that courts refer to
when they note that barring a meﬁtorious claim would be unjust.” |

Other factors beyond the merit of Lawrence’s habeas claims are (1) counsel

who advised Lawrence was selected by, pre-qualified and monitored by the State of |

Florida under its registry statute'® (2) Lawrence is nearly retarded and couldn’t

4297 F.3d 1278 (11th Cir. 2002) (dissent).

5 Justice v. United States , 6 F.3d 1474, 1475 (11th Cir.1993) ("The doctrine of
equitable tolling abates the harsh operation of the statute of limitations under certain
circumstances in which barring a plaintiff's potentially meritorious action would be
unjust.”); Murray v. Carrier, 477 U.S. 478 (1986) (Stevens, J. concurring)(A facially
strong constitutional claim that questions the fundamental fairness of the very process
by which a petitioner was convicted and sentenced “compels review regardless of
procedural defaults.”); see also Hensley v. Mun. Court, 411 U.S. 345, 349-50 the
ability to cut through barriers of form and procedural mazes. The very nature of the
- writ demands that it be administered with the initiative and flexibility essential to
insure that miscarriages of justice within its reach are surfaced and corrected.”
(internal quotation marks and citations omitted)). -

' Lawrence acknowledges that erroneous advice of counsel does not generally form
the basis of a successful application for equitable tolling. But the law is equally clear
that Florida courts have a duty to monitor registry counsel’s performance:

The court shall menitor the performance of assigned counsel to ensure
that the capital defendant is receiving quality representation. The court
shall also receive and evaluate allegations.that are made regarding the
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CONCLUSION

THEREFORE, Petitioner GARY LAWRENCE , requests of this Court that it
GRANT its Petition for Writ of Certiorari to the United States Court of Appeals for
the Eleventh Circuit, directing it to grant the writ or, in the lesser alternative, remand

the matter to the United States District Court for the Northern District of Florida for

performance of assigned counsel. The Chief Financial Officer, the
Department of Legal Affairs, the executive director, or any interested
person may advise the court of any circumstance that could affect the
quality of representation, including, but not limited to, false. or
fraudulent billing, misconduct, failure to meet continuing legal
education requirements, solicitation to receive compensation from the
capital defendant, or failure to file appropriate motions in a timely
mantier.

Florida Statutes section 27.711(12).
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an evidentiary hearing or other appropriate disposition.

Respectfully submitted,

By:

MARY CATHERINE BONNER, ESQ.
Counsel of Record for Mr. Lawrence
207 S.W. 12th Court

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33315

(954) 523-6225 ‘
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