
Cause No: __________








Date: ___________

Motion to disqualify officials and dismiss all allegations

Now comes Gary Lochte, hereinafter referred to as Defendant and moves the court to disqualify the arresting officer, court clerk, prosecuting attorney, and presiding judge for cause shown.

Defendant moves the court to dismiss allegations made by the instant cause as said allegations and subsequent prosecution constitutes an on-going criminal conspiracy against Defendant et al intended to extort monies from Defendant in violation of the due course of the laws of the State of Texas.  Said conspiracy includes acts on the part of the presiding judge committed in concert and collusion with the prosecuting attorney intended to deny Defendant in the due course of the laws toward: 

(1) coercing Defendant into entering into a deceptive contract,

(2) subjecting Defendant to unnecessary inconvenience by forcing Defendant to submit to multiple appearances held for no legal purpose other than to harass Defendant, 

(3) demonstrated bias on the part of the courts intended to undermine the confidence of Defendant in the possibility of a fair hearing by the abuse of process wherein Defendant is forces to attend hearings for no legal purpose but rather, for the purpose of subjecting Defendant to abusive treatment by prosecuting attorney, and 

(4) subjecting Defendant to a deliberate connivance by the court to present the prosecuting attorney as a judicial officer at a hearing wherein prosecutor presides over a hearing to which Defendant has been summoned by court process and is a simulation of a legal process not proper under law but intended to lend the prestige of the court to the improper threats and coercion of the prosecutor in order to extort an improper plea bargain from Defendant.  

Statement of facts

On ________ Defendant received a summons from Officer ___________, ordering Defendant to appear at the _______________ Court for the stated purpose of being brought before a magistrate. Defendant appeared and entered a plea of ______________.  Subsequent to the entering of a plea, on ___________ Defendant was summoned to a hearing wherein Defendant was again required to enter a plea.  After appearing twice at the court, Defendant was summoned a third time to the court for the purpose of meeting with the prosecuting attorney wherein Defendant was insulted, bullied, and coerced by prosecutor in order to deny Defendant in a fair hearing before a neutral court.  

Improper citation 

 By the citation issued by the arresting officer, Defendant was coerced into entering a plea to the court.  As no law exists which places a duty on any person accused of a crime to enter a plea, said order is beyond the power of the court to demand.  Any plea entered at said time may not be said to have been entered into with complete disclosure and free of coercion.  

Allegation of coercion

It is not the contention of Defendant that the notice to appear is illegal by its nature as said agreement is clearly authorized by law.  It is the contention of Defendant that when said contract was offered to the accused at the time of arrest, said offer of contract must comport with standing law and be offered free of coercion and with fill disclosure.  

The coercion inherent in the offer of a contract by an arresting officer is accepted by Defendant as reasonable under the circumstances of the possibility of physical arrest and said coercion is not the matter brought to issue by the instant motion before the court.  Defendant brings to issue the inherent misrepresentation of authority contained in the offered contract supported by the inherent coercion.  

Questions concerning duress, duress of property, and business coercion have been made the subject of numerous law review articles, textbooks, and decided cases both in Texas and in other jurisdictions. n1

A most comprehensive and in depth study of the gradual expansion of the ancient common law doctrine of duress is found in "Economic Duress -- An Essay in Perspective", by John P. Dawson, 45 Mich. Law Rev. 253-290; and "Duress Through Civil Litigation", by John P. Dawson, 45 Mich. Law Rev. 571-598 and 679-716. See also "Economic Duress", by John Dalzell, 20 N.C. Law Rev. 237 and 341 (1942); 13 Williston on Contracts, 3d Ed., 647-683 (1970), and cases therein cited; Restatement of the Law of Contracts, §§ 492 to 498; and 17A Am.Jur. 564, § 7, and cases therein cited.

The courts of Texas have consistently adhered to the common law doctrine of duress as well as a more modern doctrine of duress of property. McGowen v. Bush, 17 Tex. 195, 201 (1856); Oliphant v. Markham, 79 Tex. 543, 15 S.W. 569, 23 Am.St.Rep. 363 (1891). Our law is definitely settled that HN1Go to the description of this Headnote.where the will of the individual is overcome by threats directed against his property the law will not enforce agreements obtained while under such threat of force. 21 Tex.Jur.2d, "Duress and Coercion", § 3, p. 117. HN2Go to the description of this Headnote.What constitutes duress is a question of law but whether the facts exist to make up the elements of duress may be an issue of fact. 21 Tex.Jur.2d, "Duress and Coercion", § 9, p. 120; Sanders v. Republic National Bank of Dallas, 389 S.W.2d 551 (Tex.Civ.App., Tyler 1965); and Brooks v. Taylor, 359 S.W.2d 539 (Tex.Civ.App., Amarillo 1962). Tower Contracting Co. v. Burden Bros., Inc., 482 S.W.2d 330

Contract misleading on its face

The contract is so structured as to give the appearance of authority to demand a plea from Defendant wherein there is no such authority under law.  Had such a contract been offered free of coercion, it is dubious as to rather the contract would be valid considering that it had the effect of enticing Defendant to unknowingly waive a right to not enter a plea, however, having been entered into at the constructive point of a gun, there can be no validity to the requirement of a plea accepted under such circumstances.  

Special plea waived by capitulation

If Defendant abides by the contract and makes appearance at the court and enters a plea, the right to entering a special appearance is effectively waived.  As will be alleged below, the citations commonly prepared by arresting officers are insufficient on their face.  If Defendant is tricked into entering a plea, the plea acts to accept the authority of the court and waives the right to appear before a magistrate as stipulated in the promise to appear.  Waiver of a right may not be construed as voluntary if said waiver is secured by trickery or deception.  

§31.01.Texas Penal Code  

(1)
Definitions In this chapter:

(a) "Deception" means: creating or confirming by words or conduct a false impression of law or fact that is likely to affect the judgment of another in the transaction, and that the actor does not believe to be true;

Conspiratorial collusion on part of court officers

It is the contention of Defendant that the requirement of entering a plea was included in the plea offer, in order to circumvent laws which would require some magistrate to hold a proper examination into the sufficiency of the allegation made against Defendant.  This practice acts to serve the personal interest and convenience of the magistrate while denying Defendant in the due course of the laws.  

Improper argument against right to examinination hearing

At this point it is to be expected that the prosecuting attorney will argue that there is no right to an examining trail in the case of an allegation of a violation of a law defined as a misdemeanor.  Defendant will stipulate to that there is no such requirement, however, by making such an argument in the instant cause, the prosecutor would defraud the court.  The instant assertion does not go the right of an examining trial on the making of an allegation; it goes to the right of an examining trial at the point that the liberty of the citizen is restricted.  It is well established that, anytime a citizen is restricted at liberty, an examining trial always attaches.  

§543.005. Promise to Appear; Release


To secure release, the person arrested must make a written promise to appear in court by signing the written notice prepared by the arresting officer. The signature may be obtained on a duplicate form or on an electronic device capable of creating a copy of the signed notice. The arresting officer shall retain the paper or electronic original of the notice and deliver the copy of the notice to the person arrested. The officer shall then promptly release the person from custody.

Any argument that the accused was not arrested must be put to rest by the above as no citation can be issued until such time as the accused had been arrested as indicated by the above statute authorizing the preparation of the "promise to appear."  

§543.006. Time and Place of Appearance

The time specified in the notice to appear must be at least 10 days after the date of arrest unless the person arrested demands an earlier hearing.

The place specified in the notice to appear must be before a magistrate having jurisdiction of the offense who is in the municipality or county in which the offense is alleged to have been committed.

It is clear from a reading of the above statute that the promise is to appear before some magistrate "having jurisdiction for the offense."  Under normal arrest procedures, the arresting officer would be required to bring the accused before a magistrate for some magistrate by Article 14.06 Texas Code of Criminal Procedure:

Art. 14.06. Must Take Offender Before Magistrate

Except as provided by Subsection (b), in each case enumerated in this Code, the person making the arrest shall take the person arrested or have him taken without unnecessary delay before the magistrate who may have ordered the arrest, before some magistrate of the county where the arrest was made without an order, or, if necessary to provide more expeditiously to the person arrested the warnings described by Article 15.17 of this Code, before a magistrate in a county bordering the county in which the arrest was made. The magistrate shall immediately perform the duties described in Article 15.17 of this Code.

A peace officer who is charging a person, including a child, with committing an offense that is a Class C misdemeanor, other than an offense under Section 49.02, Penal Code, may, instead of taking the person before a magistrate, issue a citation to the person that contains written notice of the time and place the person must appear before a magistrate, the name and address of the person charged, and the offense charged.

In the instant cause, §543.005. Texas Transportation Code allows the officer the option of fulfilling the requirement by allowing the person to bring him/herself before the magistrate.  When the person had brought him/herself before the magistrate, the magistrate must perform an examining trial as prescribed by Chapter 16 Texas Code of Criminal Procedure.  

Art. 2.11. Examining Court

When the magistrate sits for the purpose of inquiring into a criminal accusation against any person, this is called an examining court.

Magistrates were put in place to accord just this protection and prosecutor would, by making the above referenced argument, mislead the court into denying Defendant in the most basic right a proper examination into the sufficiency of an allegation before being held to answer to an allegation.  The requirement is in place, but the magistrate would not see Defendant when Defendant made proper appearance.  Defendant was denied opportunity to enter evidence which would show that the cause should not proceed and was, thereby, denied in his right to be free from an improper or unnecessary prosecution.  

Clerk impersonated magistrate

When Defendant appeared as promised at the court, the clerk of the court, in impersonation of a judicial officer, convened a hearing and took Defendant's plea.  

§37.11 Impersonating Public Servant

[2-10 years + $0-10,000]

(a) A person commits an offense if he:

(1) impersonates a public servant with intent to induce another to submit to his pretended official authority or to rely on his pretended official acts; or

(2) knowingly purports to exercise any function of a public servant or of a public office, including that of a judge and court, and the position or office through with he purports to exercise a function of a public servant or public office has no lawful existence under the constitution or laws of this state or of the United States.

(b)
An offense under this section is a felony of the third degree.

In the instant cause, the clerk of the court impersonated the magistrate and used said implied authority to deny Defendant in the right to a proper examination into the sufficiency of the allegations made against Defendant.  

Citation fails to adequately notify defendant

By the instant cause, Defendant has been charged with some natural language act.  The citation does not stipulate some particular statute so that Defendant my be adequately advised of the charge against same.  Arresting officers made no effort to properly charge the accused in traffic matters as it is never intended that the accused ever have the opportunity to challenge the allegation.  By denying citizens a proper examining trial, officers are at liberty to make any allegation they please without consideration of judicial oversight.  

This is a common practice as it is never intended that Defendant have the opportunity at defense as every step on from the point of the citation being issued is so contrived so as to exert undue pressures on Defendant that a plea bargain will be achieved with no question of the propriety of the procedures ever being raised.  

Citation violates specific law

The citation and promise to appear order Defendant to appear at the court on or before the date stated on the citation.  Because of the very nature of the conditions of the promise to appear it is clear the court has no intention of holding a proper hearing when Defendant complies with the conditions of the promise.  In the first instance, the court will not have a proper charging instrument available to it that is necessary to invest the court with jurisdiction.  

In the second instance, even were there a proper charging instrument before the court, it would be necessary to enter evidence into the court record to support the citation.  

In an examining trial, the truth of the accusation may not be based on the accusation alone; such conclusion, if valid, would render the examining trial a useless thing, a mere re-enactment of the earlier determination of whether an arrest warrant should issue. Ex parte Garcia, 547 S.W.2d 271 (Tex. Crim. App. 1977).    Rather, the state must show that there is a reason to believe that an indictment will be preferred for some violation of the law. Ex parte Martin, 119 Tex. Crim. 141, 45 S.W.2d 965 (1932).  Thus, the state has the burden of proving that there is probable cause to believe the accused committed the offense charged against him or her. State ex rel. Holmes v. Salinas, 784 S.W.2d 421 (Tex. Crim. App. 1990).

As the accuser is not expected to be present, it must be construed the court intended to deny Defendant in a proper hearing and allow the clerk to impersonate a judicial officer in order to deny Defendant in the due course of the laws of the State of Texas.  

Rights denied toward administrative convenience

The right to an examining trial is undeniably required by clear and long established federal requirements.  By attempting to trick Defendant into entering a plea before the clerk as if such a practice were in keeping with the due course of the laws, the accused is induced to waive the right to an examining trial on arrest and the court, in an effort to serve the administrative convenience of the magistrate, has acted to defraud Defendant by the simulation of a legal process.  

§32.48 Simulating Legal Process

[0-1 year + $0-4,000 OR

180 days-2 years + $0-10,000]

(a) A person commits an offense if the person recklessly causes to be delivered to another any document that simulates a summons, complaint, judgment, or other court process with the intent to:

(1) induce payment of a claim from another person; or

(2)  cause another to:

(3) submit to the putative authority of the document; or

(4) take any action or refrain from taking any action in response to the document, in compliance with the document, or on the basis of the document.

(b) Proof that the document was mailed to any person with the intent that it be forwarded to the intended recipient is a sufficient showing that the document was delivered.

(c) It is not a defense to prosecution under this section that the simulating document:

(1) states that it is not legal process; or

(2) purports to have been issued or authorized by a person or entity who did not have lawful authority to issue or authorize the document.

(3) If it is shown on the trial of an offense under this section that the simulating document was filed with, presented to, or delivered to a clerk of a court or an employee of a clerk of a court created or established under the constitution or laws of this state, there is a rebuttable presumption that the document was delivered with the intent described by Subsection (a).

(d) Except as provided by Subsection (f), an offense under this section is a Class A misdemeanor.

(e) If it is shown on the trial of an offense under this section that the defendant has previously been convicted of a violation of this section, the offense is a state jail felony.

The citation issued by the complaining officer has the effect of arrest (see Transportation Code 543.005 supra), in that the Defendant has been restricted at liberty and thereby, at first appearance before the court, has a right to an examining trial to protect the liberty interest of the Defendant.  By the improper requirement of an agreement to enter a plea, and the subsequent enticement to enter said plea before the court clerk, the court attempts to circumvent said protection long considered essential to the fair and orderly administration of justice.

Abuse of process

After appearing before the court and after having been tricked into entering a plea, Defendant was summoned to a hearing for the alleged purpose of identifying himself and entering a plea, however, Defendant had already appeared before the court in accordance with the agreement entered into upon signing the citation issued by the arresting office.  The court, under the guise of authority granted by Article 28.01 Texas Code of Criminal Procedure, alleged to act under it's official authority in order to force Defendant to take a day off work and travel to the court so that the court to have Defendant do what Defendant had already done.  If the original appearance before the court wherein Defendant identified himself and entered a plea was not an arraignment, then the original appearance, to which Defendant was summoned by way of the "Promise to Appear," was not a legal hearing.  If the original appearance was a legal hearing, an arraignment had already been held.  Ordering redundant hearings for the purpose of establishing that which had already been established can only be considered harassment and an abuse of process by the judge by summoning Defendant to a redundant hearing.  

Deliberate harassment of defendant

It is the contention and allegation of Defendant that the second arraignment hearing was for the purpose of harassment of Defendant ordered solely because Defendant did not enter a guilty plea.  In order to avoid the cost and inconvenience of holding a fair trial, the court engages in harassment tactics in order to greatly increase the burden on the accused so as to coerce a plea bargain.  

Prosecutor impersonating judge

Defendant was summoned to a subsequent hearing wherein no hearing was held.  The prosecuting attorney held what appeared to be a hearing with no judge present.  At said hearing, the prosecuting attorney attempted to coerce a plea bargain with Defendant.  When Defendant attempted to assert rights, Defendant was subjected to abusive and threatening treatment by prosecutor.  

Specific allegations of wrong-doing

The arresting officer, on coercing Defendant to enter into a misleading contract acted with intent that Defendant be denied in his most basic right to an examining trial in violation of Section 39.03 Texas Penal Code and Section 32.48 Texas Penal Code.

The court clerk, by purporting to hold an arraignment hearing impersonated a judicial officer and caused Defendant to be forced to return for a second arraignment hearing in violation of  Section 39.03 Texas Penal Code and Section 32.48 Texas Penal Code.

Presiding Judge effected abuse of process by summoning Defendant to a hearing held by prosecuting attorney wherein Defendant was threatened and berated by prosecutor in order to coerce an improper plea bargain from Defendant, in violation of Section 39.03 Texas Penal Code and Section 32.48 Texas Penal Code. 

Prosecuting attorney, in impersonation of a judicial officer, held a hearing to which Defendant was summoned by process, with no judicial officer present for the purpose of extorting an improper plea bargain from Defendant in violation of Sections 37.11 and 39.03 Texas Penal Code.  

Where several people act together in pursuit of unlawful act, each one is liable for collateral crimes, even though unplanned and unintended, if those crimes are foreseeable, ordinary and probable consequences of preparation or execution of the unlawful act. Curtis v. State (Cr.App. 1978) 573 S.W.2d 219. Criminal Law  59(4)

Arresting officer, court clerk, prosecuting attorney, and presiding judge all acted in concert and collusion toward denying Defendant in the due course of the laws of the State of Texas in violation of  Section 15.02 Texas Penal Code.  

The purpose of this impressively pervasive requirement of criminal procedure is plain.  A democratic society, in which respect for the dignity of all men is central, naturally guards against the misuse of the law enforcement process.  Zeal in tracking down crime is not in itself an assurance  of soberness of judgment.  Disinterestedness in law enforcement does not alone prevent disregard of cherished liberties.  Experience has therefore counseled that safeguards must be provided against the dangers of the overzealous as well as the despotic.  The awful instruments of the criminal law cannot be entrusted to a single functionary.  The complicated process of criminal justice is therefore divided into different parts, responsibility for which is separately vested in the various participants upon whom the criminal law relies for its vindication. U.S v McNabb, 318 U.S. 332,343 *; 63 S. Ct. 608, **;87 L. Ed. 819, ***; 1943 U.S. LEXIS 1280
Presiding judge disqualified 

The presiding judge in the instant cause, having been accused of the above individual criminal acts and the act of conspiring with others toward the deprivation of the rights of the accused may not be considered free from bias in the instant cause.

Under the doctrine of trespass ab initio, where a party exceeds an authority given by law, the party loses the benefit of the justification and is considered a trespasser ab initio, although to a certain extent the party followed the authority given. The law will then operate retrospectively to defeat all acts done under the color of lawful authority. American Mortg. Corp. v. Wyman 41 S.W.2d 270 (Tex. Civ. App. Austin 1931  Thus, a person who enters on real property lawfully pursuant to a conditional or restricted consent and remains after his or her right to possession terminates and demand is made for his or her removal becomes a trespasser from the beginning, and the law will then operate retrospectively to defeat all acts done by him under color of lawful authority. Williams v. Garnett, 608 S.W.2d 794 (Tex. Civ. App. Waco 1980).


The rule applies to the acts of sheriffs and other officers, as well as to the conduct of private individuals. American Mortg. Corp. v. Wyman

Criminal conapiracy

The arresting officer, court clerk, prosecuting attorney, and presiding judge have all acted in concert and collusion with one another in order to perpetrate a fraud on persons accused of crimes under the Texas Transportation Code.  As all are acting in concert toward the perpetration of multiple schemes which have the effect if disenfranchising the public of the due course of the laws, it must reasonable be construed they have conspired toward the indicated outcome.

15.02. Texas Penal Code 
Criminal Conspiracy

(a) A person commits criminal conspiracy if, with intent that a felony be committed:

(1) he agrees with one or more persons that they or one or more of them engage in conduct that would constitute the offense; and

(2) he or one or more of them performs an overt act in pursuance of the agreement.

(b) An agreement constituting a conspiracy may be inferred from acts of the parties.

(c) It is no defense to prosecution for criminal conspiracy that: 


(1) one or more of the coconspirators is not criminally responsible for the object offense;

(2) one or more of the coconspirators has been acquitted, so long as two or more coconspirators have not been acquitted;

(3) one or more of the coconspirators has not been prosecuted or convicted, has been convicted of a different offense, or is immune from prosecution;

(4) the actor belongs to a class of persons that by definition of the object offense is legally incapable of committing the object offense in an individual capacity;  or

(5) the object offense was actually committed.

(d) An offense under this section is one category lower than the most serious felony that is the object of the conspiracy, and if the most serious felony that is the object of the conspiracy is a state jail felony, the offense is a Class A misdemeanor.

No claim of accident or ignorance

It may not be construed any of the actors were somehow ignorant of the requirements of the law.

Ellis v. United States, <!--REF-->206 U.S. 246,<!--/REF--> 257, as follows: "If a man intentionally adopts certain conduct in certain circumstances known to him, and that conduct is forbidden by the law under those circumstances, he intentionally breaks the law in the only sense in which the law ever considers intent."

He who defies a <!--<BR><BR></TD></TR><TR VALIGN=TOP><TD COLSPAN=2><!~~pgaenum~~><b>[ 89 L. Ed. Page 105]</b><!~~/pgaenum~~><BR><BR></td></tr><tr valign=top><td>&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;</TD><TD>-->decision interpreting the Constitution knows precisely what he is doing. If sane, he hardly may be heard to say that he knew not what he did. Of course, willful conduct cannot make definite that which is undefined. But willful violators of constitutional requirements, which have been defined, certainly are in no position to say that they had no adequate advance notice that they would be visited with punishment. When they act willfully in the sense in which we use the word, they act in open defiance or in reckless disregard of a constitutional requirement which has been made specific and definite. When they are convicted for so acting, they are not punished for violating an unknowable something. Screws v U.S. 325 U.S. 91 @ 106

No official sanction for criminal acts

It may not be construed that any public official my violate any law with impunity, nor may any public official expect forgiveness when that official violates the laws s/he has sworn an oath to protect and uphold.  

"Here we are concerned with neither eavesdroppers nor thieves. Nor are we concerned with the acts of private individuals... We are concerned only with the acts of federal agents whose powers are limited and controlled by the Constitution of the United States." The Eighteenth Amendment has not in terms empowered Congress to authorize anyone to violate the criminal laws of a State. And Congress has never purported to do so. Compare Maryland v. Soper, 270 U.S. 9. Olmstead v U.S., 227 U.S. 438

disqualify judge

The above allegations could not be practiced or participated in except by collusion of the presiding judge in the matter.  Defendant therefore alleges, the presiding judge in the instant cause has acted in concert and collusion with the arresting officer, the court clerk, and prosecuting attorney in order to perpetrate the criminal acts alleged above and is thereby criminally culpable for all acts perpetrated by the co-conspirators above alleged and thereby moves the judge to disqualify him/herself from the above numbered cause. 

Prayer

Defendant moves the court to disqualify itself until the resolution of the criminal allegations now prepared and ready for presentation to the grand jury  at their next meeting can be resolved.  

Olmstead v U.S., 227 U.S. 438, 485, (1928) which states, “Decency, security and liberty alike demand that government officials shall be subjected to the same rules of conduct that are commands to the citizen.  In a government of laws, existence of the government will be imperiled if it fails to observe the law scrupulously.  Our government is the potent, the omnipresent teacher.  For good or ill, it teaches the whole people by its example.  Crime is contagious.  If the government becomes a lawbreaker, it breeds contempt for the law; it invites every man to become a law unto himself; it invites anarchy.  To declare that in the administration of the criminal law the end justifies the means … would bring terrible retribution. Against that pernicious doctrine this court should resolutely set its face.  

Defendant further moves the court to petition the local district judge to convene a court of inquiry into the improper practices of officials as alleged above.

Respectfully submitted, 

______________________________

Gary Lochte

Address: _____________________

City, St Zip ___________________

Phone: _______________________

ORDER ON Defendant's Motion to Disquality presiding judge

After considering Defendant, Gary Lochte's motion to disqualify Judge _________, the response, the pleadings, and arguments of counsel, the trial judge

AGREES to disqualify himself and requests that the presiding judge of this administrative judicial district assign another judge to preside over the case.

Approved _______________   Denied ________________ to which Defendant objects.

DECLINES to disqualify himself and requests that the presiding judge of this administrative judicial district set the motion for hearing before another judge.  As the trial judge, I will take no further action in this case pending the ruling on the motion by a judge assigned to hear the Motion to Disqualify.  

Approved _______________   Denied ________________ to which Defendant objects.

SIGNED on _______________, 200__.

_________________________
PRESIDING JUDGE

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that a copy of Motion to Disqualify Judge was served on ________________, by

Certified U.S. Mail on {date}.

_________________________
Gary Lochte

VERIFICATION

I, ____your name ______, do swear and affirm that all statements made herein are true and accurate, in all respects.  

_____Name and address_______

______________________

______________________

______________________

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME, __ notary's name ___, by ____your name ______, on the ______ day of ​​​​​​​​​____________, 2007, which witnesses my hand and seal of office.  

_________________________________

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 

THE STATE OF TEXAS


Court:  
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