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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
Northern District of Oklahoma

e

o JAN 2 5 1955

Richard M, Lawrenca, Cler

s. QURT
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ST Do Or S
v. Case Number 95.CR-131-001.C .
VY HUQ ENTERED ON DOCKET
Defendant.

DATE_[- Rl -9 L

The defendant, IVY HUQ, was represented by Bill Musseman.

On motion of the United States the court has dismissed count(s) 2 of the Indictment.

The defendant pleaded guilty to count(s) 1 of the Indictment on November 8, 1995, Accordingly, the
defendant is adjudged guilty of such count(s), involving the following offense(s):

Date Offense Count
Title & Section Nature of Offense Concluded Number(s)
7 USC 2024(b) Unauthorized Acquisition and Possession 05/17/95 1

of Food Stamps

As pronounced on January 23, 1996, the defendant is sentenced as provided in pages 2 through 4 of this
Judgment. The sentence s imposed pursuant to the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984.

It is ordered that the defendant shall pay to the United States a special assessment of § 50.00, for count(s)
1 of the Indictment, which shall be due immediately.

It is further ordered that the defendant shall notify the United States Attorney for this district within 30 days
of any change of name, residence, or mailing address untif ajl fines, restitution, costs, and special assessments imposed
by this Judgment are fully paid.

—
Signed this the 2.5 day of %}a o jf_ » 1996.

The Honorable H. Dale Cook
United States District Judge

, United Stetes District Court )
Defendant’s SSN: 619-56-5465 Noithetn Uistrict of klohoma ) 2

Defendant’s Date of Birth: 06/01/54 Fhereby certify that the foregoing

Defendant’s residence and mailing address: 3235 East Archer, Tulsa, OK 74110 is ¢ e copy of the original on file
in this Court,

Richard M. Lowsence, Clork

Deputy
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Judgment--Page 2 of 4
Defendant: IVY HUQ
Case Number: 95-CR-131-001-C

PROBATION
The defendant is hereby placed on probation for a term of 14 month(s).

While on probation, the defendant shall not commit another federal, state, or local crime; shall not illegally
possess a controlled substance; shall comply with the standard conditions that have been adopted by this court (set
forth below); and shall comply with the foliowing additional conditions:

1. If this judgment imposes a fine, special assessment, costs or restitution obligation, it shall be a condition of
probation that the defendant pay any such fine, assessment, costs and restitution,

2. The defendant shall not own or possess a firearm or destructive device,

3. The defendant shall abide by the "Special Financial Conditions" enumerated in Miscellaneous Order Number
M-128, filed with the Clerk of the Court on March 18, 1992,

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF PROBATION

While the defendant is on probation pursuant to this judgment, the defendant shall not commit another federal, state or local crime. In
addition:

1} The defendant shall not leave the judicial district without the permission of the court or probation officer.

2) The defendant shall Teport to the probation officer as directed by the court or probation officer and shall submit a truthful and complete
written report within the first five days of each month.

3) 'The defendant shall answer truthfully all inquiries by the probation officer and follow the instructions of the probation officer.

4) The defendant shall support his or her dependents and meet other famnily responsibilities.

5) The defendant shall work regularly at a lawful occupation unless excused by the probation officer for schooling, training, or other acceptable
reasons,

6) The defendant shall notify the probation officer within scventy-two hours of any change in residence or employment,

7)  The defendant shall refrain from excessive use of alcohol and shall not purchase, possess, use, distribute or administer any narcotic or other
controlled substance, or any paraphernalia related to such substances, except as prescribed by a physician,

8) The defendant shall not frequent places where controlled substances are illegally sold, used, distributed, or administered.

9) The defendant shall pot associate with any persons en gaged in criminal activity, and shall not associate with any person convicted of a felony
unless granted permission to do so by the probation officer.

10) The defendant shall permit a probation officer to visit him or her at any time at home or elsewhere and shall permit confiscation of any
contraband observed in plain view by the probation officer.

11) The defendant shall notify the probation officer within seventy-two hours of being arrested or questioned by a law enforcement officer,

12) The defendant shall not enter into any agreement to act as an informer or a special agent of a law enforcement agency without the
permission of the court.

13) As directed by the probation officer, the defendant shall notify third parties of risks that may be occasioned by the defendant’s criminal
record or personal history or characteristics, and shall permit the probation officer to make such notifications and to confirm the
defendant’s compliance with such notification requirement.

14) The defendant shall submit to urinalysis testing as directed by the U. 8. Probation Office.
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Defendant: IVY HUQ
Case Number: 95-CR-131-001-C

FINE

The Court has determined that the defendant does not have the ability to pay interest, and it is accordingly
ordered that the interest requirement is waived,

The defendant shall pay a fine of § 1,000.00. This fine shall be paid in full immediately. Any amount not
paid immediately shall be paid during the period of probation.

If the fine is not paid, the court may sentence the defendant to any sentence which might have been originally
imposed. See 18 U.S.C. § 3614.
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Judgment--Page 4 of 4
Defendant: IVY HUQ
Case Number: 95-CR-131-001-C

STATEMENT OF REASONS

The court adopts the factual findings and guideline application in the presentence report.

Guideline Range Determined by the Court:

Total Offense Level: 4

Criminal History Category: I

Imprisonment Range: 0 months to 6 months
Supervised Release Range: 2 to 3 years

Fine Range: $ 250 to $ 5,000
Restitution: $ N/A

The sentence is within the guideline range, that range does not exceed 24 months, and the court finds no
reason to depart from the sentence called for by application of the guidelines.



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT F I L E D
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA _
JAN 2 5 1995
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Richard M. Lawrence, Gourt Clerk

Plaintiff, U.S. DISTRICT COURT

vs. Case No. 91-CR-009-EFE

KENNETH N. POWELL,

N St Nt St Va Vat v Vot Vnl®

L R e -
45 lt..n”'a._.-, ;

Defendant.

R S T S e
iR L’k'\.-i"-.;«‘i

oar=lAN_Z 6 199

ORDER

Now before the Court is the Motion for Recovery (Docket #227)
of the Defendant Kenneth N. Powell (Powell).

Powell was tried by a jury and convicted of conspiracy to
distribute marijuana and sentenced to 292 months imprisonment. His
conviction was upheld on appeal. Prior to the trial, numerous
items belonging to Powell were seized!, and he now is attempting to
secure their return pursuant to Rule 41(e), Fed.R.Crim.P., which
provides, in pertinent part:

A person aggrieved by an unlawful search and seizure or

by the deprivation of property may move the district

court for the district in which the property was seized

for the return of the property on the ground that such

person is entitled to lawful possession of the property.

Rule 41(e) is based on general equitable jurisdiction, and the

Jjurisdiction should be exercised with caution and restraint. Floyd

V. _United States, 860 F.2d 999 (10th Cir. 1988). A motion under

! Powell contends that 1) on March 6, 1989, $35,000.00 in
currency, one 1985 Ford Bronco, one diamond ring, one gold bracelet
and one gold necklace was seized; 2) in November, 1989, one 1986
GMC Van and one 1986 Lincoln Town Car was seized; 3) in February,
1991, one Bass and Ski Boat and one 35 foot camper trailer was
seized; and 4) on unknown dates various tracts of real property in
Mayes County were seized.




Rule 41(e) should be entertained only if the claimant does not have
an adequate remedy at law and can show irreparable injury. Id. A
district court would have discretion to dismiss a Rule 41 (e) motion

where a forfeiture is promptly commenced. See Frazee v. I.R.S.,

947 F.2d 448 (10th Cir. 1991) . However, a district court also has
jurisdiction to consider a due pProcess attack on the forfeiture

proceeding. United States v. Woodall, 12 F.3d 791 (8th Cir. 1993).

Here, the government denies that it has some of the property
(the jewelry, the bass and ski boat, and the 35 foot camper
trailer) which is the subject of this motion, and argues that the
Rule 41(e) Motion is inappropriate because the rest of the property
was judicially forfeited. The government asserts that it gave
Defendant proper notice of the forfeiture in one proceeding (92-C-
33-E, involving the real property in Mayes County) and that
Defendant was a fugitive from justice and could not be found at the
time the other proceeding was commenced (89-C-713-B, involving the
currency and the automobiles). Moreover, with respect to Case
Number 92-C-33-E, the government points out that Powell had
conveyed all of his right title and interest in the property to
Martin and Cynthia Rivers who stipulated to the forfeiture of the
property, and therefore, he is not entitled to "lawful possession
of the property." Powell does not dispute that the property was
transferred to the Rivers.

The Court finds that Defendant's Rule 41(e) Motion is denied
as to the property that was seized in Case Number 92~-C-33~E,

because Powell is not a person entitled to "lawful possession of



the property." With respect to the property that the government
denies was forfeited and the property seized in Case Number 89-C-
713-B, a fact issue exists as to the seizure of the property and as
to the adequacy of the notice. The government is directed to
address the issue of notice, attaching to its brief documentation
of the notice and service on Defendant, and/or information
pertaining to Powell's fugitive status on or before February 1,
1996. 1In addition, the cCourt directs the government to provide
whatever information it possesses regarding the fate of the
property which it contends was not forfeited by the federal
government.

€47¢(
IT IS SO ORDERED THIS ég — DAY OF JANUARY, 1996.

TN, Y

J S 0. ELLISON, SENIOR JUDGE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT o
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA JAN 2 & 1955

Richard M. Lawrence, Clerk
U. 5. DISTRICT CQURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, NOCTHERN DISTRICT OF CKLAHOMA

Plaintiff,

vs. Case No: 87-CR-140-C

JOSE RAFAEL ABELLO-SILVA
ENTEZRED ON DCCHET

i 1996
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Defendant.
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ORDER

The Court has before it the motion of Defendant, JOSE RAFAEL
ABELLO-SILVA, for new trial pursuant to Rule 33 of the Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedufe.

Abello was charged by Indictment with violations of the
federal narcotics laws of the United States. He was tried, found
guilty, and sentenced. Abello appealed the district court
proceedings to the United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth
Circuit.! The Circuit Court nade findings on all matters appealed
and upheld the actions and pProceedings had in the district court.

Abello alleges, in his motion for new trial, that his
conviction was "based in large part on the testimony of Boris
Olarte and Clara Lacle, the wife of Boris Olarte." 1In support of
these allegations Abello alleges, "Subsequent to the trial, .y
information has been developed which now establishes that the

Defendant ABELLO was convicted as a result of false and perjurious

testimony by both of the witnesses in question.”

''U.s. v. Abello-silva, 943 F.2d 1168, 1181 (10th cir. 1991),
cert. denied, 113 S.cCt. 107 {1992).




The essence of Abello's claims is that Olarte was unreliable
as a government witness, and Olarte's false testimony caused Abello
to be wrongly convicted. Abello goes to great lengths in his
motion for new trial and supplemental briefs to demonstrate that
Olarte, an admitted drug smuggler, perjured himself for the purpose
of advancing his own interests of seeking leniency in prosecution
and sentencing in the United States. Abello alleges that the
government failed to turn over "substantial impeachment material®
concerning the credibility and reliability of Olarte and other
witnesses during Abello's trial. Abello points to the fact that
United States prosecutors never called Olarte to the witﬁess stand
in other drug-related trials because "they doubted his
Ccredibility." Abello also asserts that since the trial, a number
of other witnesses have been located who "strongly contradict the
testimony of a number of Government witnesses presented at the
Abello trial."

The Court is obligated to carefully scrutinize a motion for a
new trial. "The motion is not regarded with favor and is granted
only with great caution, being addressed to the sound discretion of

the trial court." U.s. wv. Allen, 554 F.2d 398, 403 {10th cCir.

1977), cert. denied, 434 U.S. 836 (1977). 1In order to prevail on

a motion for new trial based upon the ground of newly discovered
evidence, the defendant must show: (1) the evidence was discovered
after trial, (2) the evidence could not have previously been
discovered with reasonable diligence, (3) the evidence is material

to the issues involved, (4) the evidence will probably produce an




acquittal, and (5) the evidence must be more than impeaching or

cumulative. Id. See also, U.S. v. Stevens, 978 F.2d 565, 570 (10th

Cir. 1992).

The Court has pPainstakingly endeavored to review the
voluminous record of testimony presented in Abello's trial, as well
as the briefs and exhibits submitted in connection with this
motion. Upon such review, the Court concludes that Olarte's
testimony was not essential to Abello's ultimate conviction,
despite Abello's contentions to the contrary.? There is
overwhelming evidence which establishes Abello's guilt with respect
to the crimes charged. It cannot be said that Olarte's testimony
was the critical factor which led to Abello's conviction. The
testimony of several other witnesses establishes that Abello
committed the acts which were charged in the indictment against
him. Even without much of Olarte's testimony, a reasonable jury
could indeed conclude, beyond a reasonable doubt, that Abello is
guilty as charged.

The jury was in the position to Judge the credibility of each
witness, and to assign the weight given to the witnesses!'
respective testimony. The defense vigorously cross-examined each
of the government's witness, and succeeded in exposing potential
bias and lack of credibility. The jury, however, determined that

Abello was guilty, despite the potential credibility problem of

? As noted infra, Olarte's testimony concerning Abello's

activities in the drug business was not the determining factor that
resulted in Abello's conviction. Rather, Olarte's testimony was
important, if at all, for the limited purpose of establishing a
connection between Abello and the Northern District of Oklahoma.

3




several of the witnesses. The defense made certain that the jury
was aware that many of the witnesses were involved, in some way or
another, in the illicit drug business, and that some witnesses had
made deals with the government in exchange for their cooperation.
As the Tenth Circuit noted in Abello's appeal, "[t]he exposure
of Olarte's felony convictions and extensive criminal involvement
in the drug trade . . . creates two lasting impressions upon the
Jury. First, Olarte is a celebrated criminal whose character is
suspect; second, Olarte is indebted to the government and continues
to benefit from testifying against former co-conspirators. . .
Abello expanded bn these two themes to impeach the witness!’

credibility in the eyes of the jury." U.S. v. Abello~Silva, 948

F.2d 1168, 1181 (10th Cir. 1991). The Circuit Court stated that
"Olarte repeatedly admitted he was testifying to avoid spending
time in jail. Olarte admitted he had 1lied in previous trial
appearances for his own benefit. {The defense] . . . used
Lranscripts from Olarte's previous testimony to expose
inconsistencies in his bresent testimony on numerous subjects."

Id. Olarte also testified that he planned a "jail-break" from the

Tulsa county jail with the aid of armed mercenaries. "The record
is replete with impeachment evidence against Olarte." 1Id.

It is therefore extremely difficult for this Court to
understand Abello's contention that Olarte was not adequately
discredited before the jury. Abello fails to convince this Court
that the outcome of his trial would have been any different had

Abello been granted access to the "newly discovered" information




which the government.allegedly failed to disclose during Abello's
trial. Abello contends that the government "possessed information
which totally undermined the reliability and credibility of Boris
Olarte," but, aside from such general allegations, Abello does not
offer much specific information to support these assertions. The
material which Abello does offer primarily attempts to further
impeach and discredit Olarte, and it is not at all clear that such
material was wrongfully withheld from Abello during his trial.
Since the testimony of others is so overwhelming, the Court is of
the opinion that Abello would have been convicted even if Abello
had introduced everything which he now seeks to introduce in a new
trial.

As noted previously, Olarte's testimony was not crucial to
Abello's guilt, and the only significance Olarte has in this case
concerns the connection between the Northern District of Oklahoma
and Abello. After intensive cross-examination and vigorous
impeachment, the jury chose to believe the combined testimony of
the government's witnesses. Hence, the Court concludes that Abello
failed to satisfy the requirements for a new trial. Specifically,
Abello failed to demonstrate that this "newly discovered" evidence
is any more than cumulative and impeaching, that such evidence is
material, and that such evidence would probably produce an

acquittal.?’

’ The Court also questions whether this proffered evidence is
in fact evidence which could not have been discovered until after
trial, despite the aid of due diligence. It is evident from the
record that Abello had access to much of this information at trial.
It is also apparent that Abello raised several items at trial and

5




Abello also seeks a new trial based upon several "newly
discovered" witnesses whose proposed testimony may allegedly
discredit many of the govermment's witnesses. Abello's briefs
demonstrate that several of these "newly discovered" witnesses are
in fact associates and relatives of Abello, who were known to
Abello both bhefore and during his trial. It is also apparent from
Abello's briefs that Abello knew, during his trial, the substance
of the proposed testimony. The Court therefore has trouble
understanding how these witnesses can now be labeled as "newly
discovered."

It appears from Abello's briefs that many of these "“newly
discovered" witnesses were asked by Abello to testify in his behalf
at trial. However, some of the witnesses refused to travel to the
United States during Abello's trial for fear of arrest and
prosecution by the United States on drug-related charges. Abello's
briefs show that some of these "newly discovered" witnesses were
denied a request for immunity from the United States during
Abello's trial, and therefore refused to appear. At least one of
these proposed witnesses was a fugitive during Abello's trial, and
two others were named as unindicted co-conspirators. Several years
after Abello's trial, these witnesses are suddenly available to

testify in his behalf, presumably because the statute of

elicited testimony on cross examination concerning issues which the
government did not explore on direct examination, such as the
testimony regarding Stanly Birch, Javier Cardenas, and the 120
kilograms of cocaine. This information is contained in the FBI's
302 report, which Abello contends the government fajiled +to
disclose.




limitations has run, and they are now immune from prosecution in
the United States. To grant Abello's request for a new trial under
such circumstances would greatly offend our system of justice and
procedure, as well as seriously undermine the finality of verdicts.
Such would allow confederates of an accused to avoid prosecution
during the accused's trial, while later attempting to exonerate the
accused by offering to testify in his behalf once the statute of
limitations has run on their wrongdoing. Such an arrangement is
clearly unacceptable.

With respect to the other proposed witnesses who were not
concerned about prosecution, Abello fails to demonstrate that they
are now "newly discovered." On the contrary, Abello's briefs
indicate that these proposed witnesses were known to Abello before
and during trial and that Abello knew the content of their proposed
testimony at that time. Furthermore, it is apparent that Abello
previously did not request the attendance of at least one proposed
witness at his trial even though such witness was known to Abello
at that time. This Court does not therefore consider any of these
proposed witnesses as being newly discovered.

Abello argues that, even if these witnesses are not "newly
discovered," they were not available to testify during his trial,
as they reside outside the United States and are not subject to the
compulsion of a subpoena. Even if the Court were to accept this
argument, the Court nevertheless "rejects the notion that newly
available evidence is synonymous with newly discovered evidence for

purposes of a motion for a new trial." U.S. v. Perez-Paredes, 678




F.Supp. 259, 261 (S.D.Fla. 1988) (citing, U.s. v. Metz, 652 F.2d

478, 480 (5th Cir. 1981)). See aiso, U.S. v. DiBernardo, 880 F.2d

1216 (11th cir. 1989), cert. denied, 476 U.S. 1106 (1986) (newly
available testimony is not synonymous with newly discovered

evidence); U.S. v. Muldrow, 19 F.3d 1332, 1339 (10th Cir. 1994),

cert. denied, 115 S.Cct. 175 (1994) (citing, Metz and DiBernardo).

Even though these witnesses reside outside the United States, the
fact that they chose not to testify in behalf of Abello at his
trial does not require this Court to now grant a new trial simply
because these witnesses have had a change of heart and have
recently decided to testify. 1In any event, the Court does not find
that this proffered testimony would probably result in the
acquittal of Abello, given the overwhelming evidence demonstrating
his gquilt.

Abello also alleges that the modifications to the extraditing
indictment from Columbia, subsequent to the delivery of Abello to
the United States, violates international law. This argument was

considered and rejected by the Tenth Circuit. See, Abello-Silva,

948 F.2d at 1174-1176. As the Circuit Court noted, "[c]ount one of
the second superseding indictment charges Abello with committing
the same offenses and lists the identical code sections" as the
first count in the extradition request. "Likewise, the second
offense alleged in the extradition request mirrors the offense set
out in the second superseding indictment." Hence, 1if "“the
Columbian government was satisfied by the first indictment and

granted the extradition request, it would not object to prosecution




for the same offenses under the second indictment when the second

indictment presented an even stronger case." Id.

Accordingly, Abello's motion for a new trial is hereby DENTED.

IT IS SO ORDERED this pd& “Way of Januvary, 1996.

—

H. DALE COOK
U.S. District Judge
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NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
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Richard M. Lawrenca, Clark

U. 5. DISTRICT COURT
ECTTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Plaintiff /
VS Case Number: 93-CR-014-001-C

MARIO DELMORAL

P et et e NS TP RIS
El\l».’-at-...« (I T I G

oare JA 2 6 1996

Defendant

MODIFIED ORDER REVOKING PROBATION AND SENTENCING

Now on this 12th day of January 1995, this cause comes on for sentencing after a finding
that the defendant *rolated conditions of probation as set out in the Petition on Probation
and Supervised Release filed in open Court on September 30, 1994. The defendant is
present in person and represented by counsel, Richard Couch, the Government by Alan
Litchfield, Assistant U.S. Attorney, and the United States Probation Office is represented

by Officer Frank M. Coffman.

On October 18, 1993, the defendant pled guilty to a one-count Information filed in the
Northern District of Oklahoma, which charged him with Failure to Maintain Record of
Firearm Transfer and Aiding and Abetting {18 U.S.C. § § 922(m) and 924(a)(3)(B) and
2]. On December 16, 1993, Delmoral was sentenced to a two (2) year term of probation,

ordered to pay a $1,000.00 fine, and a $25.00 special monetary assessment.

i




On November 22, 1994, a revocation hearing was held regarding the allegations noted in
the Petition on Probation and Supervised Release. The Court made a finding that the
defendant violated his conditions of probation as memorialized in the Petition. Sentencing

was scheduled for January 12, 1995, at 1:45 p.m.

It is adjudged and ordered that the defendant shall be sentenced to serve eight (8) months
in the custody of the Bureau of Prisons. The Court recommends that the Federal Bureau
of Prisons allow the defendant to participate in substance abuse treatment while

_incarcerated.
The defendant is remanded to the U.S. Marshal upon the completion of his Oklahoma State

custody sentence.

The Honorable H. Dale Cook
U.S. District Judge
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT .
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA & S DI Taence, ©
krnTuEny DISTRICT OF OKLAHO

V. Case Number 95—CR-104~001-BU

PATRICIA LYNN TILLIS e
Defendant,
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JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL Casg Pt L 30:7¢

(For Offenses Committed On or After November 1, 1987)

The defendant pleaded guilty to count(s) 1 of the Indictment on October 26, 199s. Accordingly, the

Date Offepse Count
Title & Section Nature of Offense Concluded Ni umber(s)
18 USC 1001 Faise Statement to Government Agency & 11/14/90 1

and 2(b}) Causing a Criminal Act

It is ordered that the defendant shajj Pay to the United States 3 special assessment of § 50.00, for count(s)
1 of the Indictment, which shall be due immcdiate!y.

It is further ordered that the defendant sha| notify the United States Attorney for this district within 30 days
of any change of Name, residence, or mailing address until aJj fines, restitution, costs, and special assessments imposed
by this Judgment are fully paid.

Signed this the _ 50 ™ dayor  (\ , ek , 1996

| Mﬁ/ﬂfg&

The Honorable Michael Burra
United States District Judge

Defendant’s SSN:  441-70.5918 Uaited Stotes i Cot )

Botthesn D ) ¢
Defendant’s Date of Birth: 09/13/61 ein Uistrict _Of Oilzhomg )
Defendant’s residence and mailing address. 2505 E. 88th St, Tulsa, OK 74137 | hereby Certfy that the foragging
i ;11 ?fﬂg €py of ths griging| on file
tn tlis Court,

Richard M, [qwrence, {erk
By
Depaty
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J udgment--Page 2 of 4

Defendant: PATRICIA LYNN TILLIS
Case Number: 95-CR-104-001-BU

PROBATION

hl

The defendant is hereby placed on Probation for a term of § year(s).

While on probation, the defendant shall not commit another federal, State, or local crime; shall not illegally

possess a controlled substance; shall comply with the standard conditions that have been adopted by this court (set
forth below); and shall comply with the following additional conditions:

1.

The defendant shall not Own or possess a firearm or destructive device.

addition;

1
2)

13)

14)

The defendant shall not leave the judicial district without the permission of the court or probation officer,

The defendant shaij report to the probation officer as directed by the court or probation officer and shal submit a truthful and complete
written report within the first five days of each month.

The defendant shall answer truthfully all inquiries by the probation officer and follow the instructions of the probation officer.

The defendant shall not frequent places where controlled substances are illegally sold, used, distributed, or administered.

The defendant shall not associate with any persons engaged in criminat activity, and shall not associate with any person convicted of a felony
unless granted permission to do 50 by the probation officer.

The defendant shall permit a probation officer to visit him or her at any time at home or elsewhere and shall permit confiscation of any
contraband observed in Plain view by the probation officer,

The defendant shai notify the probation officer within seventy-two hours of being arrested or Questioned by a law enforcement officer.
The defendant shaii not Enter into any agreement to act as an informer or a special agent of a [aw enforcement agency without the

defendant’s compliance with such notification requirement.
The defendant shajj submit to urinalysis testing as directed by the U. 8. Probation Office.
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| Judgment--Pagé 3o0f4
Defendant: PATRICIA LYNN TILLIS
Case Number: 95-CR-104-001-BU ‘

RESTITUTION AND FORFEITURE

RESTITUTION

The defendant shall make restitution in the total amount of $1980.00,

The defendant shall make restitution to the following persons in the following amounts:

Name of Payee Amount of Restitution
Department of Human Services $1,620

Revenue Processing Unit

Attn: AFDC Case No. C122416
P.O. Box 36357

Oklahoma City, OK 73136

Tulsa Housing Authority ¥ 360
415 East Independence Ave.
Tulsa, OK 74106
Payments of restitution are to be made to the United States Attorney for transfer to the payee(s).

Restitution shall be paid in full immediately. Any amount not paid immediately shall be paid during the
period of probation.

Any payment shall be divided proportionately among the payees named unless otherwise specified here.
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. Judgment--Page 4 of 4
Defendant: PATRICIA LYNN TILLIS
Case Number: 95-CR-104-001-BU

STATEMENT OF REASONS

The court adopts the factual findings and guideline application in the presentence report.

Guideline Range Determined by the Court:

Total Offense Level: 10

Criminal History Category: I

Imprisonment Range: 6 months to 12 months
Supervised Release Range: 2 to 3 years

Fine Range: $ 2,000 to $ 20,000
Restitution: $ 32,739.70

The fine is waived or is below the zuideline range because of the defendant’s inability to pay.
Full restitution is not ordered for the following reason(s): The defendant’s inability to pay.

The sentence is within the guideline range, that range does not exceed 24 months, and the court finds no
reason to depart from the sentence called for by application of the guidelines.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT JAN 3 € 1955
Northern District of Oklahoma Richard M. Lawrence, Clark
U. 5. DISTRICT GOURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AOTERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

V. Case Number 95-CR-112-001-BU

ENTERED o DOCKE
LAMAR LOWE aka: Lamar Robinson KET

Defendant. DATE_L’ >p - ‘:7 [a

JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL CASE
(For Offenses Committed On or After November 1, 1987)

The defendant, LAMAR LOWE aka- Lamar Robinson, was represented by Richard Amatucci.
On motion of the United States the court has dismissed count(s) 1 of the Indictment.

The defendant pleaded guilty to count(s) 2 of the Indictment on December 4, 1995, Accordingly, the
defendant is adjudged guilty of such count(s), involving the following offense(s):

Date Offense Count
Title & Section Nature of Offense Concluded Number{s)
18 USC 924(c)(1) Possession of a Firecarm During 05/24/91 2

Commission of a Violent Crime

As pronounced on January 19, 1996, the defendant s sentenced as provided in pages 2 through 5 of this
Judgment. The sentence is imposed pursuant to the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984.

It is ordered that the defendant shall pay to the United States a special assessment of § 50.00, for count(s)
2 of the Indictment, which shall be due immediately.

It is further ordered that the defendant shall notify the United States Attorney for this district within 30 days
of any change of name, residence, or mailing address until all fines, restitution, costs, and special assessments imposed
by this Judgment are fully paid.

Signed this the iokday of QUM,L&AM , 1

996.
I {
Vb Pune

The HonorableiMfc:hael BV e

United States District Judg¥ited Stotes Dismict Court ) 55
Notthain District of Oklahoma )

| hereby certiy thot the foregaing
Is o true copy of the original on file
in this Court.

Defendant’s SSN: 571-93-6850 Richord M. Lowzence, Clerk
Defendant’s Date of Birth: 08/25/72 !é ‘A0
Defendant’s residence and mailing address: 600 S, Denver, C/O Tulsa County Jail, Tulsa, OKY Depoty




— .

AO 25 § (Rev. 793YN.D. Okla. rev,) . .. .. - Imprisonment

Judgment--Page 2 of 5
Defendant: LAMAR LOWE aka: Lamar Robinson

Case Number: 95-CR-112-001-BU
IMPRISONMENT

The defendant is hereby committed to the custody of the United States Bureau of Prisons to be imprisoned
for a term of 120 months on Count 2; to run consecutively to the sentences imposed in ND/OK, case numbers 93-
CR-035-002-C and 94-CR-073-001-B.

The defendant is remanded to the custody of the United States Marshal.

RETURN

I have executed this Judgment as follows:

Defendant delivered on to
at , with a certified copy of this Judgment.

United States Marshal

By

Deputy Marshal




—
L

AQ 245 § (Rev. 793)(N.D. Okla. rev.) 8. .t - Supervised Release

Judgment--Page 3 of 5

Defendant: LAMAR LOWE aka: Lamar Robinson
Case Number: 95.CR-112-001-BU

SUPERVISED RELEASE

Upon release from imprisonment, the defendant shall be on supervised release for a term of 3 years to run concurrently with the terms

of supervised release in 93-CR-035-002-C and 94-CR-073-001-B.

While on supervised release, the defendant shail not commit another federal, state, or local crime; shall not illegally possess & controlled

substance; shall comply with the standard conditions that have been adopted by this court (set forth below); and shall comply with the following
additional conditions:

1

2.

The defendant shall report in person to the probation office in the district to which the defendant is released within 72 hours of release
from the custody of the Bureau of Prisons.

If this judgment imposes a fine, special assessment, costs, or restitution obligation, it shall be a condition of supervised release that the
defendant pay any such fine, assessments, costs, and restitution that remain unpaid at the commencement of the term of supervised
release.

The defendant shall not own or possess a firearm or destructive device.

The defendant shall successfully participate in a program of testing and treatment (to include inpatient) for drug and alcohol abuse,
as directed by the Probation Officer, until such time as released from the program by the Probation Officer.

The defendant shall submit to a search conducted by a United States Probation Officer of his persan, residence, vehicle, office and/or
business at a reasonable time and in a reasonable manner, based upon reasonable suspicion of contraband or evidence of a violation
of a condition of release. Failure to submit to a search may be grounds for revocation. The defendant shall not reside at any location
without having first advised other residents that the Premiscs may be subject to searches pursvant to this condition. Additionally, the
defendant shall obtain written verification from other residents that said residents acknowled ge the existence of this condition and that
their failure to cooperate could resui in revocation. This acknowledgement shall be provided to the U. S. Probation Office immediately
upon taking residency,

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISION

While the defendant is on supervised release pursuant to this judgment, the defendant shall not commit another federal, state, or local

crime. In addition:

13)

14)

The defendant shall not leave the judiciat district without the permission of the court or probation officer.

‘The defendant shall report to the probation officer as directed by the court or probation officer and shall submit a truthful and complete
written report within the first five days of each month.

The defendant shall answer truthfully all inquiries by the probation officer and follow the instructions of the probation officer.

The defendant shall support his or her dependents and meet other family responsibilities.

The defendant shall work regularly at a lawful occu pation unless excused by the probation officer for schooling, training, or other acceptable
reasons.

The defendant shall notify the probation officer within seventy-two hours of any change in residence or employment.

The defendant shall refrain from excessive use of alcohof and shall not purchase, possess, use, distribute or administer any narcotic or other
controlled substance, or any paraphernalia related to such substances, except as prescribed by a physician.

The defendant shall not frequent places where cantrolled substances are illegally sold, used, distributed, or administered.

The defendant shall not associate with any persons engaged in criminal activity, and shall not associate with any person convicted of a felony
unless granted permission to do so by the probaticn officer.

The defendant shall permit a probation officer to visit him or her at any time at home or elsewhere and shall permit confiscation of any
contraband observed in plain view by the probation officer.

The defendant shall notify the probation officer within seventy-two hours of being arrested or questioned by a law enforcement officer.
The defendant shall not enter into any agreement to act as an informer or a special agent of a law enforcement agency without the
permission of the court,

As directed by the probation officer, the defendant shall notify third parties of risks that may be occasioned by the defendant’s criminal
record or personal history or characteristics, and shall permit the probation officer to make such notifications and to confirm the
defendant’s compliance with such notification requirement.

The defendant shall submit to urinalysis testing as directed by the U. . Probation Office,
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Judgment--Page 4 of 5
Defendant: LAMAR LOWE aka: Lamar Robinson
Case Number: 95-CR-112-001-BU
RESTITUTION AND FORFEITURE
RESTTTUTION

The dcfcndan.t shall make restitution in the total amount of $20,382.00 on Count 2.

The defendant shall make restitution to the following persons in the following amounts:

Name of Payee Amount of Restitution
Moody’s Jewelers $5,000.00

Attn: Earnest Moody
3350 E. 51st St.
Tulsa, OK 74112

Jeweler’s Mutual $15,383.00
Attn: Earnest Moody

3350 E. 51st St.

Tulsa, OK 74112

Payments of restitution are to be made to the United States Attorney for transfer to the payee(s).

Restitution shall be paid in full immediately. Any amount not paid immediately shall be paid while in custody
through the Bureau of Prisons’ Inmate Financial Responsibility Program. Upon release from custody, any unpaid
balance shall be paid as a condition of supervised release. It is further ordered that the defendant pay restitution
jointly and severally with any other person in related cases who has been or may be ordered in the future to pay
restitution to these victims for these offenses. In no event shall the victims receive more than $20,382 from the sum
total of all restitution payments. Any payment shall be divided proportionately among the payees named.

Any payment shall be divided proportionately among the payees named unless otherwise specified here.
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Judgment--Page 5 of 5
Defendant: LAMAR LOWE aka: Lamar Robinson
Case Number: 95-CR-112-001-BU

STATEMENT OF REASONS

The court adopts the factual findings and guideline application in the presentence report.

Guideline Range Determined by the Court:

Total Offense Level: N/A

Criminal History Category: N/A

Imprisonment Range: 240 months - Ct. 2
Supervised Release Range: 2 to 3 years - Ct. 2
Fine Range: Up to § 250,000 - Ct. 2
Restitution: $ 20,382.00

The fine is waived or is below the guideline range because of the defendant’s inability to pay.

The sentence departs from the guideline range: Upon motion of the government, as a result of defendant’s
substantial assistance.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT * 1 L I 17

Northern District of Oklahoma JAN 3 ¢ 1955
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA Finard M. Lawrenca, Clark
L 47T BISTRICT CF CKLAHOMA
v. Case Number 95-CR-114-001-BU
JASON MICHAEL JABARA ENTERED oy DOCKET

Defendant.

DATEW%
JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL CASE
(For Offenses Committed On or After November 1, 1987)

The defendant pleaded guilty to count(s) 1 of the Indictment on October 26, 1995, Accordingly, the
defendant is adjudged guilty of such count(s), involving the following offense(s):

Date Offense Count
Title & Section Nature of Offense Concluded Number(s)
18 USC 1029 Use of Unauthorized Access Device 03/04/94 1

As pronounced on January 19, 1996, the defendant s sentenced as provided in pages 2 through 4 of this
Judgment. The sentence is imposed pursuant to the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984.

It is ordered that the defendant shall pay to the United States a special assessment of $ 50.00, for count(s)
1 of the Indictment, which shall be due immediately.

It is further ordered that the defendant shall notify the United States Attorney for this district within 30 days

of any change of name, residence, or mailing address until all fines, restitution, costs, and special assessments imposed
by this Judgment are fully paid.

Signed this the _ 5o aayor (L , 1996,

ohel e

The' Honorable Michael Burr?(
United States Distric