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Two Miami judges guilty 
of racketeering, extortion 25 

t 

J 
4 
? 
d 
h 

A..ooOated Press 
MIAMI - A massive corruption probe 

that targeted Miami judges accused of sell- 
ing judicial favors ended Monday with two 
judges found guilty of three counts of racke- 
taering-conspiracy and extortion. 
Two other judges were found innocent or 

jurors were undecided on the remaining 38 
counts of money laundering, extortion, mail 
fraud and racketeering. 

Suepended Dade County Judge Harvey 
Shenberg, 49, was found guilty of racketeer- 
ing-conspiracy and one count of extortion. 

Former Circuit Judge David Goodhart, 63, 
was found guilty of racketeering-conspiracy. 

Each count carries a maximum 20 years. 
U.S. District Judge Jose Gonzalez set Ben- 

tencing for July 1. 
Lawyers for Goodhart and Shenberg said 

they would appeal. 
The other two defendants, suspended Cir- 

cuit Court Judge Phillip Davis and former 
Circuit Judge Alfonso Sepe were either 
found innocent or the jurors were undecided 
on the counts against them. 


