
- 
I N  THE: SUPKEME COURT OF 'FLORIDA 

.' 
7 7% ,',' 

THE STATE OF FLORIDA, 
I 

WELLINGTON PRLCIOUS METALS, I N C  . , 
DANIEL WEISS, and lXe Honorable 
G E U L D  KOGAIq, Judge of the  
C i r c u i t  Court of t h e  Eleventh 
J u d i c i a l  C i r c u l t  i n  and f o r  
Dade County, F l o r i d a ,  

014 PETITION FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW 

BRIEF OF PETITIOKER ON JURISDICTION 

J I M  SMITH 
Attorney General 
Ta l lahassee ,  F l o r i d a  

CALVIN L .  FOX, ESQUIRE 
A s s i s t a n t  Attorney General 
Department of Legal A f f a i r s  
401 N . W .  2nd Avenue, S u i t e  820 
Mi arai , F l o r i d a  33128 
(305) 377-5441 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

PAGE 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE .... ............................. 1-3 

. . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  QUESTION PRESENTED ,... 3 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT .................................. 4 

. .  CONCLUSION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . t ~ ~ ~ = t \ * ~ . . ~ * . . ~ T . .  1Q 

CERTIFICATE OF SENICE 10 .. 



TABLE OF CITATmTU'$ 

CASES PAGE 

Delisi v. Smi th ,  
423 So.2d  934 ( F l a ,  2d L)CA 1982) . . . , , , , , , .  . . 7 

I n  Re Two Grand J u r y  Subpoenae Duces Tecun,  
769 F.2d 52 (2nd C i r .  1985'),,,..,.,,,,.,.,..,~,,.. ., ,. 3 , 6 , 9  

Marks v. Green,  
122 So. 2d 491 @ l a ,  1st DCA 1960) .  . . , , .. . . , , , , , , . . . , . 7 , 8 , 9  

S t a t e  v. Dawson, 
290 So.2d  79 ( F l a .  1st  DCA 1 9 7 4 2 , .  . . , , , ., , , . , . , , % 7 , 8 , 9  

S t a t e  v. J e n n y ,  
424 So.2d 142 (Fla .  4 t h  DCA 1983) , . , . . : , , : , , , , , , . , . , ,  S , 6  

S t a t e  v. W e l l i n g t o n  P r e c i o u s  Metals, 
487 So.2d 326 ( F l a .  3 d  DCA 1986).,,,.,,,,.,,,,7,,,., 1 

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  v, Doe, 
465 U. S.  605 ,  104 S.  Ct.,1237, 
79 L E d 2 d  552 1 9 8 4 ) .  . . .  . . .  1 , 2 , 6  

Rule  9.036 (a) (2) (A) ( _ i i )  , ( Z i i 2 ,  (iv2 , 
F l o r i d a  R u l e s  o f  A p p e l l a t e  P r o c e d u r e ,  ,,,,,.,,,... > , . . .  5 , 6  



STATJDEEJT' O F  THE CASE 

On o r  about Apr i l  17 ,  1985, t h e  S t a t e  Attorney f o r  t h e  

Eleventh J u d i c i a l  C i r c u i t  i s sued  an i n v e s t i g a t i v e  subpoena 

duces tecum d i r e c t e d  t o  the custodian of records f o r  

Wellington Precious Metals,  Inc , (I-Lereinaf t e r  "Wellington") , 

See, S t a t e  v. - Wellington Precious Ke-tals, 487 So,2d 326 

(Fla.  3d DCA 1986) (appended h e r e t o ) ,  l i e  S t a t e  Attorney's 

subpoena sought the  corporate  records of FTellington and any 

of i t s  corpora te  e n t i t i e s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of 

precious metals including p a y r o l l  r ecords ,  f i n a n c i a l  accounts 

and cancel led checks. - See, - i d ,  On May 3 ,  1985, the  Respon- 

dent ,  Daniel Weiss, and Wellington f i l e d  a motion t o  quash 

the  S t a t e  At torneyts  subpoena, a l l e g i n g  tkat Neiss was  t h e  

"sole  shareholder  of Wellington and that the  a c t  of producing 

the  corporate  docm~lents would incr iminate  h i m , "  - See, - i d ,  a t  

327. The t r i a l  court  granted the  Respondent's motion t o  

quash without  any evident ia ry  hear ing  a s  t o  ownership o r  

a c t u a l  incr iminat ion ,  reasoning t h a t  Welss, as  the  custodian 

of records could a s s e r t  a f i f t h  amendment p r i v i l e g e  where 

under United S t a t e s  v. -- Doe, 465 U.S.605, 164 S.Ct,1237, 79 

L.Ed.2d 552 (1984), where he  merely a l l eges  t h a t  production 

of the  records "might" incr iminate  him, See ,  - - i d .  



On o r  about June 13 ,  1985, t h e  undersigned f i l e d  a 

p e t i t i o n  f o r  c e r t i o r a r i  from the t r i a l  c o u r t ' s  w r i t t e n  

order  i n  t h e  Third D i s t r i c t  Court of Appeal, contending 

t h a t  United S t a t e s  v .  -- Doe a p p l i e s  only t o  unincorporated 

"so le  p ropr i e to r sh ips t '  and t h a t  under F l o r i d a ' s  corpora te  

l a w s ,  Weiss could no t  - both  seek  t h e  advantages of  a corpo- 

r a t e  s t r u c t u r e  and then  h i d e  behind t h e  a s s e r t i o n  of per-  

s o n a l  r i g h t s ,  a t  h i s  convenience. - See,  - i d .  The D i s t r i c t  

Court ,  per Ferguson, J , ,  c i t i n g  a f e d e r a l  case  from t h e  

Thi rd  C i r c u i t ,  r e l u c t a n t l y  agreed w i t h  t h e  t r i a l  cour t  t h a t  

United S t a t e s  v ,  -- Doe, p r o h i b i t e d  enforcement of t h e  S t a t e  

Attorney 's  subpoena, bu t  remanded f o r  an e v i d e n t i a r y  hea r ing  

as t o  whether Weiss would a c t u a l l y  be  incr imina ted  by t h e  

a c t  of producing t h e  documents. - I d , ,  a t  327-328, Judge 

Pearson r e l u c t a n t l y  concurred w i t h  t h e  cour t  opinion expla in-  

i n g  t h a t  t h e  requirement of a pre l iminary  e v i d e n t i a r y  hea r ing  

as t o  inc r imina t ion  was d e c i s i v e  : 

"Although I r e a d  the opinions 
of Judges Ferguson and Jorgenson 
as advocating f u n c t i o n a l l y  equi-  
v a l e n t  s o l u t f o n s  t o  t h e  same proh- 
lem, I c a s t  my l o t  with Judge 
Ferguson s o l e l y  because Judge 
Jorgezlson allows the t r 2 a l  c o u r t  
t o  appoint  t h e  s t and ing  f o r  t h e  
custodian without  a th resho ld  
d e t e m i n a t i o n  that the a s s e r t i o n  
of t h e  p r i v i l e g e  a g a i n s t  self- 
inc r imina t ion  was warranted,  " 



Judge Jorgenson d i s s  etlted from the c o u r t ' s  op in ion ,  contend- 

i n g  t h a t  under t h e  a ~ ~ a l y s i s  i n ;  In  Re  Two Grand Ju ry  Sub- 

poenaeDuces T e c m ,  769 F.2d 52 (2nd C2r. 1985) ,  - Doe does n o t  

apply h e r e i n  and t h a t  t h e  Respondents should b e  ordered  t o  

conlply w i t h  t h e  S t a t e  Attorney's  subpoena: 

"I a m  no t  ~ e r s u a d e d  by t h e  r a t i o n a l e  
of  I n  r e  ~ r a h d  J u r y  ~ a t t ' e r  CA eal of 
James G i l b e r t  Brown), 768' I?, 
(3d C i r .  198 

* 
5 ) .  t h a t  a co rpo ra t e  cus to-  

d i an  of r eco rds  nay resista a proper  sub- 
poena duces tecum f o r  p roduc t ion  of cor- 
p o r a t e  r e c o r d s .  I t h i n k  t h e  r a t i o n a l e  
o f  I n  re Two Grand J u r y  Subpoenae Duces 
Tecum, / 6 9  F. 2d 52 (2d C i r .  19851, r ep re -  
s e n t s  t h e  b e t t e r  view. S e e  a l s o  S t a t e  
v, - B a r r e i r o ,  432 So. 2d 138(m =A), 
rev, denied,  441 So.2d 631 (Fla.  1983) .  
I w o u ~ c o r d i n g l y ,  quash t h e  o r d e r  
under rev iew i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y  and remand 
w i t h  d i r e c t i o n s  t o  t h e  t r i a l  cou r t  t o  
r e q u i r e  t h e  roduc t ion  o f  t h e  documents 
i n  ques t i o n .  Pr 

'Id. - 

On May 1 9 ,  1986, the C i s t r i c t  Court denied the S t a t e t s  

p e t i t i o n  f o r  r ehea r ing ,  The p r e s e n t  p e t i t i o n  fo l lows .  

WETHER THIS COURT HAS JURISDICTION 
AND SHOULD EXERCISli IT HEREIN, 



This Court has j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  t u s  cause,  where the  

D i s t r i c t  Court opinion expressly. a f f e c t s  the  S t a t e  Attorneys,  
__---- 

a c l a s s  of c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  o f f i c e r s ,  --__--------- 

This Court has j u r i s d i c t i o n  over t h i s  cause i n  that the  

D i s t r i c t  Court has d l r e c t l y  construed the  F l o r i d a  and f e d e r a l  

Const i tut ions as  p roh ib i t ing  the  S t a t e  Attorney from pro- 

ceeding w i t h  h e r  i n v e s t i g a t i v e  subpoena i n  the  present  

c i r c u s  tance.  

The present  opinion i s  i n  d t r e c t  con£ l i c t  wi th  an opin- 

ion  of another  d i s t r i c t  court  which express ly  p r o h i b i t s  the 

a s s e r t i o n  of a personal  p r i v i l e g e  i n  the corpora te  context ,  

Tne present  case i s  an important cause warrant ing the 

exerc i se  of t h i s  Court 's  jur i sc i ic t ion .  1%e l imi ted  l i a b i l i t y  

and o the r  advantages of F lor ida ' s  corpora te  laws were never 

intended t o  permit the  a s s e r t i o n  of a personal  p r i v i l e g e  a t  

the  convenience of t h e  corpora t ion  and i t s  shareholder (s ) ,  

The present  opinion the re fo re  un'laQTully r e s t r i c t s  t h e  S t a t e  

Attorneys throughout F lo r ida ,  p roh ib i t fng  e f f e c t i v e  i n v e s t i -  

g a t i o n  and prosecut ion of a l l  crimes; e s p e c i a l l y  fl imflam o r  

f raudulent  crimes, which involve a s o l e  shareholder  o r  

c lose ly  he ld  corpora t ion .  



ARGUMENT 

THIS COURT HAS JURISDICTION AKD 
SXOULD EXERCISE I T  HEREIN .. 

Under Rule 9.030 (a) (2) (A) ( i i )  , ( i i i )  and (iv) F lo r ida  

Rules of Appeliate Procedure, this Court has j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  

1 . )  where an opinion of a d i s t r i c t  c o u r t ,  express ly  construes 

a provis ion  of the  f e d e r a l  o r  F lo r ida  Const i tu t ions ;  2 . )  where 

t h e  opinion express ly  a f f e c t s  a c l a s s  of c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  of-  

f i c e r s  o r  3 , )  where t h e  opinion express ly  and d i r e c t l y  con- 

f l i c t s  with a dec is ion  of another d i s t r i c t  c o u r t ,  Ln t h e  

p resen t  case ,  each of these  reasons i s  present  t o  enable  t h i s  

Court t o  exe rc i se  i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  

I n  S t a t e  - v. Jenny, 424 So. 26 142 CFla, 4 th  DCA 1983), 

t h e  t r i a l  cour t  had dismissed the  S t a t e ' s  prosecut ion because 

of use  immunity a l l e g e d l y  conferred by  the  $ t a t e  At torneyts  

subpoena during the  i n v e s t i g a t i v e  proceedings aga ins t  t h e  

defendant,  The Fourth D i s t r i c t  Court of Appeal reversed 

the  d i smissa l ,  - Id ,  a t  144-145, This Court thereupon ac- 

cepted review of Jenny expla in ing  t h a t  the  cause expressly 

a f f e c t e d  a c l a s s  of c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  o f f i c e r s :  

"We have b e f o r e  us by p e t i t i o n  f o r  
review S t a t e  v ,  Jenn , 424 So,2d 142 
(Fla. 4 m A ~ 9 d a  dec is ion  which 
express ly  a f f e c t s  the  s t a t e  a t t o r n e y s ,  
a c l a s s  of c o n s t i t u t l o n a i  o f f i c e r s ,  
W e  have j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  k r t .V ,  § 3(b) C3), 
F la .  Cons t . " 

'Id, - a t  1352, 



The present  circumstance is s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h a t  

i n  Jenny and the re fo re  t h i s  Court has the  a u t h o r i t y  t o  accept  

j u r i s d i c t i o n  he re in .  

Furthermore, under Rule 9,030 (a) (2) (a) Cii) t h i s  Court 

has j u r i s d i c t i o n  where an opinion of a  d i s t r i c t  c o u r t ,  

"expressly construe (s)  a  provis ion  o f  the  s t a t e  o r  f e d e r a l  

c o n s t i t u t i o n .  " [Emphasis added] . I f  t h i s  provis ion  of the 

r u l e  has any meaning whatsoever, i t  must be appl ied  t o  con- 

f e r  j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  the  case at b a r .  R e  d i s t r i c t  cour t  

major i ty  has express ly  construed the  'F i f th  Amendment and 

A r t i c l e  I, Sect ion 9 of the  F lo r ida  Const i tu t ion  as l i m i t i n g  

the  S t a t e  Attorney 's  subpoena power aga ins t  s o l e  shareholder  

o r  c lose ly  he ld  corporat ions.  This r u l i n g  i s  p l a i n l y  i n  

e r r o r .  - See, In  R e  Two Grand J u r y  Subpoehae Duces Tecum, 

769 F.2d 52 (2d C i r .  1985). In  Two Grand Jury Subpoenae, 

the  cour t  succ inc t ly  explained t h a t  the  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  l imi-  

t a t i o n  of  United S t a t e s  Y, - Doe -9 does nbt  - apply t o  l i m i t  sub- 

poenas d i r e c t e d  t o  corpora t ions :  

"In the  case before  us t h e  corpora- 
t i o n  is  a  one-man opera t ion  which appel- 
l a n t ' s  attorney- descr ibes  as  "much akin 
t o  a s o l e  p ropr ie to r sh ip r \  As appel lan t  
sees  i t ,  t o  compel t h e  corpora t ion  t o  
produce its records i s  t o  compel appel- 
l a n t  t o  a c t  t o  incr iminate  himself 
because the  corporat ion i s  s o  c lose ly  
i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  appe l l an t ,  Hence, appel- 
l a n t  argues,  Doe covers the  p resen t  case 
and gives t h e x s  todian his f i f t h  amend- 
ment p r i v i l e g e  . " 



"We f i n d  this axgument unpersuas i v e  . 
The very language of  Doe - l i m i t s  i t s  hold- 
i n g ,  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  s en t ence  of  J u s t i c e  
Powell s op in ion  f o r  t h e  Court unmis takeab l y  
s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  i s s u e  t o  be decided concerns 
s o l e  p r o p r i e t o r s h i p s  r a t h e r  than  co rpo ra t ions  
o r  o t h e r  c o l l e c t i v e  e n t e r p r i s e  forms: "This 
ca se  p r e s e n t s  t h e  i s s u e  whether ,  and t o  what 
e x t e n t ,  t h e  F i f t h  Arllendnent p r i v i l e g e  
a g a i n s t  compelled s e l f - i n c r i m i n a t i o n  a p p l i e s  
t o  t h e  bus iness  r eco rds  o f  a s o l e  p r o p r i e t o r -  
s h i p  ." I d .  a t  1239 (emphasTsadaed) . No- 
where i n D o e  i s  i t  s a i d ,  o r  even sugges ted ,  
t h a t  t h e  p r i v i l e g e  a p p l i e s  when i t  i s  corpo- 
r a t e  records  t h a t  a r e  subpoenaed. " 

Thus, t h i s  Court n o t  only  has j u r i s d i c t i o n  h e r e i n ,  b u t  should  

accep t  j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  c o r r e c t  t h e  egreg ious  e r r o r  h e r e i n  i n  

applying t h e  F i f t h  Amendment and A r t i c l e  I ,  Sec t ion  9 .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  op in ion  i s  i n  d i r e c t  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  

s e t t l e d  precedent  cons t ru ing  Florida's co rpo ra t e  l a w s .  See, 

D e l i s i  v. - Smith, 423 So.2d 934 (F l a .  2d DCA 1982);  S t a t e  v .  

Dawson, 290 So.2d 79 (F l a .  1st  DCA 1974);  Marks v .  - Green, 

122 So.2d 491 (Fla.  1s t  DCA 1960).  I n  B e l i s i ,  t h e  c o u r t  

h e l d  i n t e r  a l i a  t h a t :  

" [T]he cus tod ian  of  t h e s e  r eco rds  
cannot o b j e c t  t o  t h e i r  p roduc t ion  on 
grounds of  s e l f - i n c r i m i n a t i o n  even 
when t h e  co rpo ra t ion  o r  p a r t n e r s h i p  
i s  a s r m l l  o r  c l o s e l y  h e l d  bus iness  
and t h e  r eco rds  cus tod ian  i s  an o f -  
f i c e r ,  d i r e c t o r  o r  p a r t n e r  who might 
be  i m p l i c a t e d  i n  t h e  c r i m i n a l  a c t i -  
v i t y  by v i r t u e  of  t h e  con ten t  o f  t h e  
r eco rds .  1 1  



Simi la r ly ,  i n  'D'awson t h e  cour t  descr ibed tke, "universal"  

p r i n c i p l e ,  which t h e  present  opinion overru les  : 

"The un ive r sa l  r u l e  i s  t b t  the  
p r i v i l e g e  aga ins t  s e l f - i n c r b i n a t i o n  
apg l i e s  onlv t o  n a t u r a l  indiv iduals  
aka cannot 6e  u t i l i z e d  by o r  on be- 
h a l f  of a corporat ion."  [Footnote 
omitted.], 

The "universal" r u l e  r e c i t e d  i n  Da;w'son was thus appl ied  i n  

Marks v,  - Green, supra ,  t o  prevent an ind iv idua l  from rece iv-  

ing  both  t h e  b e n e f i t s  of being a corpora t ion  whi le  a t  the  

same time a s s e r t i n g  personal  r i g h t s  and p r i v i l e g e s  a t  the  

ind iv idua l  s  convenience, In  Ma'rks, t h e  defendant formed 

a corporat ion and was the  s o l e  owner of a l l  of t h e  corpora- 

t i o n ' s  outs tanding c a p i t a l  s tock ,  When i t  cane tirile t o  pay 

t axes ,  however, the  defendant sought t o  a s s e r t  c e r t a i n  ind i -  

v idua l  r i g k t s  and i ~ m u n i t i e s  , In  r e j e c t i n g  t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  

the  Marks Court explained t h a t  : 

"Appellant h a  seen  f i t  t o  organize 
a domestic corporat ion and own a l l  of 
i t s  outs tanding c a p i t a l  s t o c k ,  He has 
e l e c t e d  t o  do business  through t h i s  
corporate  e n t i t y .  TEie b e n e f i t s  of 
conducting o n e t s  business  i n  such a  
manner are obvious and too  numerous 
t o  mention i n  t h i s  opinion,  Having 
s o  e l e c t e d ,  Appellant is i n  no posi-  
t i o n  t o  claim a l l  b e n e f i t s  accruing t o  
h i m  by v i r t u e  of doing bus iness  as a 
corpora t ion ,  and a t  the  same time seek 
t o  d is regard  the  ex i s t ence  of the  corpo- 
r a t e  e n t i t y  i n  order  t o  avoid payment 
of a  t a x  otherwise chargeable t o  him. . . 
t he  choice of a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  t h e  appel- 
l a n t ' s ,  but  he cannot e a t  h i s  cake and 
have i t  too."  



I n  t h e  p r e s e n t  ca se ,  as i n  Marks, t h e  Respondent, Weiss , seeks  

t o  enjoy t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  forming a co ropora t lon  under t h e  

l a w s  of F l o r i d a ,  w h i l e  a t  t h e  same t ime h i d i n g  behind h i s  per -  

s o n a l  p r i v i l e g e s  a t  h i s  convenience. This makes a mockery ~f 

t h e  S t a t e  A t to rney t  s subpoena powers and 'F lo r ida ' s  co rpo ra t e  

laws as i l l u s t r a t e d  by Ilarks , Dawson and' D e l i s  2 .  This Court 

t h e r e f o r e  has  j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  this cause  and should  e x e r c i s e  

i t s  a u t h o r i t y .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  cause i s  a l s o  an important  ca se  

war ran t ing  t h e  e x e r c i s e  o f  tFds Court s j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  The 

p r e s e n t  op in ion  s e v e r e l y  r e s t r i c t s  the subpoena power of  

S t a t e  At torneys  throughout F l o r i d a  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  and prose-  

c u t e  crimes invo lv ing  s o l e  sha reho lde r  o r  c l o s e l y  h e l d  corpo- 

r a t i o n s .  I l i s  type  of  co rpo ra t ion  i s  a l s o  f r e q u e n t l y  involved  

i n  f l imf lam o r  f r a u d u l e n t  t r a n s a c t i o n s ,  where because of 

co rpo ra t e  laws,  t h e  o p e r a t o r s  a r e  immune from s u i t .  It i s  

t h e  u l t b a t e  i n j u s t i c e  t o  a l s o  permi t  the owners of t h e s e  

co rpo ra t ions  t o  escape  c r i m i n a l  l i a b i l i t y  based on a p e r s o n a l  

p r i v i l e g e ,  which h i t h e r t o  has  been s p e c i f i c a l l y  excluded from 

use  under F l o r i d a ' s  co rpo ra t e  law. A s  p l a i n l y  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  

Two Grand Ju ry  Subpoenae, s u p r a ,  t h e r e  i s  no lawful  b a s i s  f o r  

such a conc lus ion .  This Court should  t h e r e f o r e  e x e r c i s e  i t s  

j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  t h i s  cause ,  which is of s t a t e w i d e  importance.  



WdEREFORE, upon t h e  fo r ego ing ,  t h e  P e t i t i o n e r ,  THE STATE 

OF FLORIDA, p rays  that this Honorable Court w i l l  i s s u e  i t s  

o r d e r  accep t ing  j u r i s d i c t i o n  h e r e i n  and w i l l  reverse the 

r u l i n g  of t h e  Th i rd  D i s t r i c t  Court of Appeal.  

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, on tB2s' / 5f day o f  J u l y ,  1986, 

a t  M i a m i ,  Dade County, F l o r i d a .  

A s s i s t a n t  ~ t t o r n e y   ene era 
401 N.W. 2nd Avenue (Su i t e  820) 
M i a m i ,  F l o r i d a  33128 

CERTXPICATE OF' SERYICE 

I HEREBY CEETIFY that a t r u e  and c o r r e c t  copy o f  the 

forego ing  BRIEF OF PETITIONER ON JURISGICTIOIi was s e r v e d  

by m a i l  upon THEODORE KLEIN, E s q , ,  S u i t e  700,, 777 B r i c k e l l  

Avenue, M i a m i ,  F l o r i d a ,  33131 and Tke Honorable GERALD KOGAN, 

Judge,  1351 N.W. 1 2 t h  S t r e e t ,  M i a m i ,  F lorLda,  33125 on this 

! . < T d a y  of J u l y ,  198 


