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CASE NOs.: 2015-LHC-00614
2019-LHC-00900

OWCP NO.: 13-107706
In the Matter of:

SHIRLEY BATTS (WIDOW),
Claimant,

V.

BAY AREA CONTROLS, INC,,
ARGONAUT INSURANCE COMPANY,
Employer/Carrier,

and

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF WORKERS’
COMPENSATION PROGRAMS,
Party-in-Interest.

ORDER DISQUALIFYING JOSHUA T. GILLELAN II

These consolidated cases arise under the Longshore & Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act, 33
U.S.C. §§ 901 et seq. (“Longshore Act”). Attorney Joshua T. Gillelan II has appeared as co-
counsel with John R. Wallace (of Brayton Purcell) for Claimant Shirley Batts and as counsel for
Brayton Purcell on a fee petition the firm has pending. Mr. Gillelan’s representation of these two
clients raises a potential conflict of interest for him that he has failed to disclose to the clients and
for which he has failed to obtain the consent of each. This violates applicable ethical
requirements. Of greater concern for the present purpose is that Mr. Gillelan failed to disclose to
the administrative law judge that he is not an attorney in good standing in any State,
Commonwealth, or Territory of the United States, or of the District of Columbia. I therefore
disqualify him from representing any client in this matter.

Background and Procedural History

This case initially was transmitted to this Office for adjudication of Claimant Shirley Batts’
claim for death benefits under the Longshore Act, 33 U.S.C. § 909. Claimant alleged that
workplace exposure to asbestos caused, contributed to, or hastened her late husband’s death. She



named Bay Area Controls, Inc. as the responsible employer, and Argonaut Insurance Company
was joined as Bay Area Controls’ insurance carrier. The case was assigned to Judge William
King under OALJ Case No. 2015-LHC-00614.

Judge King conducted a hearing, closed the record, and took the case under submission for
decision. Before deciding the case on the merits, however, Judge King observed an appearance
that Messrs. Brayton and Wallace and the Brayton Purcell law firm’s representation of Claimant
was affected by a conflict of interest. The conflict arose because, in addition to the death
benefits claim under the Longshore Act, Claimant—and other clients of Brayton Purcell—had a
colorable state law claim for wrongful death against various defendants other than the decedent’s
former employer.

Under California law, the wrongful death action would be tried with all potential heirs joined
into a single action, and the state court would divide the proceeds among the various plaintiffs.
After receiving advice from Brayton Purcell, Claimant did not pursue the state wrongful death
claim. This had the effect of depriving her of any benefit she might receive in that litigation
while increasing the recovery of the other wrongful death plaintiffs who would not have to share
the proceeds of the litigation with the decedent’s widow, Shirley Batts. Brayton Purcell’s advice
thus appears to disfavor Claimant and to favor the other clients, which would reflect a conflict of
interest. Judge King required Brayton Purcell to submit certain documents related to the third-
party state court wrongful death cases.

With the conflict issue pending, Judge King decided the case on the merits and awarded benefits
to Claimant on February 24, 2017. Judge King, however, held in abeyance any consideration of
an award to Brayton Purcell under the statute’s fee shifting provision, 33 U.S.C. § 928. He held
that, before awarding fees, he must determine whether Claimant’s counsel’s representation of
Claimant was under a conflict of interest that counsel failed to disclose and to which Claimant
never gave fully informed (or any) consent. Judge King left OALJ without deciding the conflict
issue.

After the case was reassigned to me, I required Brayton Purcell to submit further documentation
and information relevant to the conflict of interest. I also allowed briefing. My plan was to
decide the conflict question and then determine the fees owed Brayton Purcell in the light of any
established conflict of interest.

The fee litigation took a turn, however, when Employer/Carrier filed a petition for modification
of Judge King’s February 24, 2017, decision and order under section 22 of the Longshore Act,
33 U.S.C. § 922. Employer/Carrier alleged a mistake in a determination of fact in Judge King’s
compensation order. As Employer/Carrier was still paying benefits to Claimant, the request for
modification was timely.

Employer/Carrier asserts in the section 22 modification proceeding that, when all relevant facts
are considered, under the applicable statutory regime, the settlement of the third-party wrongful
death claims without notice to or the approval of the Employer and the Carrier bars Claimant
from receiving any benefits under the Longshore Act, citing 33 U.S.C. § 933(g)(2). The



modification was docketed as OALJ No. 2019-LHC-00900, and the two cases were consolidated
for all purposes.

Employer/Carrier moved to defer any decision on Brayton Purcell’s fee petition until the
conclusion of the section 22 proceeding. Were Employer/Carrier to prevail on the section 22
petition, I would vacate Judge King’s compensation order and find that Claimant was entitled to
no benefits. In my view, that could—and likely would—have a significant impact on the amount
of fees I would award irrespective of any conflict of interest. I therefore denied Brayton
Purcell’s fee petition without prejudice until I could decide the section 22 petition.

At this point, attorney Joshua T. Gillelan, II filed an appearance as co-counsel in the section 22
modification proceeding as a counsel for Brayton Purcell on its fee petition.! It appeared to me
that Mr. Gillelan had a potential conflict of interest in the representation of these two clients. If ]
find on the fee petition that Brayton Purcell was representing Claimant under an undisclosed
conflict of interest, Mr. Gillelan would have to advise Claimant whether to file a malpractice
action against Brayton Purcell and its involved attorneys based on any greater recovery she
might have achieved had she pursued both the Longshore Act claim and the state wrongful death
claims. Mr. Gillelan would have to advise Claimant whether to file a state bar charge against
these same attorneys. Finally, under California law, the other plaintiffs in the wrongful death
claim had a fiduciary duty to all other known eligible heirs to make efforts to join them in the
litigation.”> Mr. Gillelan would have to advise Claimant whether to sue these other wrongful
death plaintiffs for breach of fiduciary duty. The conflict would arise because, under California
law, those plaintiffs likely have a malpractice action against Brayton Purcell for not advising
them of their obligation as a fiduciary to join the widow, Shirley Batts, in the wrongful death
case.” Each of these involves advising one client on possible claims against another client or
interests adverse to the other. They each pose a potential conflict of interest.

OALJ’s Rules of Practice and Procedure require attorney representatives to “adhere to the
applicable rules of conduct for the jurisdiction(s) in which the attorney is admitted to practice.”
29 C.F.R. § 18.22(c). Hence, it became necessary to determine where Mr. Gillelan was admitted
to practice. OALJ’s rules also require an attorney to identify his or her “license registration
number(s)” when filing a notice of appearance. 29 C.F.R. § 18.22(a). Mr. Gillelan had not done
that; he thereby also did not disclose where he was licensed.

Mr. Gillelan’s office address is in the District of Columbia, but the DC bar does not list Mr.
Gillelan as admitted in that jurisdiction. Mr. Gillelan is, however, listed as an attorney admitted
in Maryland. The online public records of the Maryland State Bar” list Mr. Gillelan as being

! Mr. Gillelan’s characterization of his appearance as somehow limited neglects that the entire matter is consolidated
into a single action because the fees depend on the result of the modification. See 29 C.F.R. § 18.43 (ALJ may
consolidate separate proceedings that involve a common question of law or fact). Moreover, Mr. Gillelan has listed
all of the pending issues on both cases as the matters on which he is representing one client or the other.

? This would include joining them as a defendant if the other heirs were not willing to join voluntary. The state
court would then treat these other heirs as plaintiffs. See Ruttenberg v. Ruttenberg, 53 Cal. App. 4th 801, 807-08
(1997).

? Hall v. Superior Court, 108 Cal. App. 4th 706, 715 (2003);

* It can be found here: https://mdcourts.gov/lawyers/attylist
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admitted on December 13, 1973, with attorney number 7312010111. His status is listed as
“Suspended — Administrative.” A printed copy of this listing, current as of October 15, 2019, is
attached to this order.’

In an order issued on September 18, 2019, I recited the facts concerning both the potential
conflict of interest and the status of Mr. Gillelan’s standing as an attorney. I ordered Mr.
Gillelan to state whether he had disclosed the potential conflict to both clients, whether he did so
in writing, whether each client waived or consented to the conflict, whether that was in writing,
and the date each occurred. I also required Mr. Gillelan to identify the state(s) in which he is
admitted and in good standing, the states where he has been admitted but is not in good standing,
and the relevant dates.

On October 1, 2019, Mr. Gillelan requested a 1-day extension of time to answer the order to
show cause and assured me that he would comply with the order. I granted the extension, and
Mr. Gillelan timely filed an answer on October 2, 2019. His answer, however, was
unsatisfactory.

First, while admitting that he had not disclosed the potential conflict of interest, Mr. Gillelan
argued that there is no conflict because the third-party wrongful death cases no longer were in
litigation. He added that he has not taken any action in drafting or revising pleadings since his
notice of appearance. Neither of these cures the conflicts described above.

As to his standing as an attorney, Mr. Gillelan represents that “so far as he is aware” he is in
good standing in Maryland and “is not aware of the circumstances underlying” the records
reflecting his suspension, but will have to look further into the problem. That, of course, does
not respond fully to the question I asked in the order to show cause. Mr. Gillelan does not
represent that he reviewed the online record, called the appropriate Maryland authorities, or took
any other action to determine whether the online record was correct. He does not expressly deny
that he was administratively suspended in Maryland, nor does he assert that he recalls the Court
of Appeals of Maryland restoring his good standing.

Finally, Mr. Gillelan stated essentially that none of this matters because he will move to
withdraw from the representation of both Brayton Purcell and of Claimant in this matter “within
one week of this Response.” He stated that both clients had consented orally to the withdrawal
and that he was waiting to receive written confirmation. The one week that Mr. Gillelan set to
file the withdrawal ended on October 9, 2019. But, as I write this on October 15, 2019, Mr.
Gillelan has not moved to withdraw. Nor has he provided any additional information about his
licensing status.

To confirm the accuracy of the Maryland Bar’s public online records, my staff contacted the
clerk’s office of the Court of Appeals of Maryland (the highest court of Maryland). That Court
administers state bar admission, licensure, and discipline. The clerk’s office confirmed that,
according to its records, Mr. Gillelan was suspended from the practice of law in Maryland in

> It can also be found here: https:/mdcourts.gov/cgi-bin/cstf.pl?inputname=Gillelan& firstname=&submit=Submit
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1990—29 years ago. At my request, the clerk provided a copy of its order, dated May 1, 1990.
A copy of that order is attached.

In the order, the Court finds that a number of listed attorneys failed to pay the annual
assessments to the Clients’ Security Trust Fund, that they had been given notice of their default
and their potential suspension, and that no sufficient cause had been shown why they should not
be suspended. The Court orders “that in accordance with Maryland Rule 1228 g 2, the following
attorneys be, and they are hereby, prohibited from the further practice of law in the State of
Maryland.” Mr. Gillelan is listed on page 4 of the order.°

Discussion

Conflict of Interest. The Maryland Attorneys’ Rules of Professional Conduct provide that “an
attorney shall not represent a client if the representation involves a conflict of interest.”
Conlflicts of interest exist where “the representation of one client will be directly adverse to
another client” or where “there is a significant risk that the representation of one or more clients
will be materially limited by the attorney’s responsibilities to another client, a former client or a
third person or by a personal interest of the attorney.” Md. Attorneys’ Rules of Prof. Conduct
19-301.7(a) (Gen’l Rule 1.7(a)). An attorney may represent a client despite a conflict of interest
when the attorney believes he or she can provide competent and diligent representation to each,
the representation is not otherwise prohibited by law, there is no assertion of a claim of one client
against another, and “each affected client gives informed consent, confirmed in writing.” Id. 19-
301.7(b) (Gen’l Rule 1.7(b)).

Mr. Gillelan is mistaken about the potential conflict presented in this matter. For the reasons
recited above, there is a significant risk that the representation of Claimant will be materially
limited by Mr. Gillelan’s responsibilities to Brayton Purcell or vice-versa. Mr. Gillelan has a
potential conflict of interest and, if he is to represent these clients, he must disclose the conflict
and receive “informed consent, confirmed in writing.” 1d.

Mr. Gillelan admits that he has not disclosed any conflicts or received any consents. His
representation therefore has been and is unethical because he has an undisclosed conflict to
which none of the clients has agreed. See Maryland Attorneys' Rules of Prof. Conduct 19-301.7
(Gen’l Rule 1.7). This could be a basis, standing alone, to disqualify Mr. Gillelan.” But the
more pressing concern is Mr. Gillelan’s lack of good standing in the Maryland bar.

® Although page 2 of the order was unavailable in the Court of Appeals of Maryland’s records, that page contains
nothing other than the names of some of the attorneys being prohibited to practice law. The entire substance of the
order is found on pages 1, 7, and 8. Mr. Gillelan is included on page 4 among the attorneys being suspended.

" Mr. Gillelan’s assertion that he has had not been substantively involved in the case is (1) irrelevant, and (2)
seemingly incorrect. Mr. Gillelan has the conflict of interest regardless of whether he has yet given any of the
clients substantive advice or submitted any papers. The ethical duties apply when undertaking the simultaneous
representation, which, as reflected in his appearance, Mr. Gillelan has done. Second, Mr. Gillelan’s name appeared
on the signature page along with Mr. Wallace’s on both a motion for summary decision in the modification
proceeding and a motion for reconsideration of an order denying Brayton Purcell’s fee petition without prejudice,
both filed on August 2, 2019. This indicates involvement in the case.
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Lack of good standing. Under the applicable procedural regulations, an attorney® in good
standing may represent a party before OALJ. 29 C.F.R. § 18.22(b)(1)(i).

[Filing a notice of appearance] constitutes an attestation that: (A) The attorney is a
member of a bar in good standing of the highest court of a State, Commonwealth,
or Territory of the United States, or the District of Columbia where the attorney
has been licensed to practice law; and (B) No disciplinary proceeding is pending
against the attorney in any jurisdiction where the attorney is licensed to practice
law.

Id. An attorney who is not in good standing may not represent a party at OALJ absent approval
from the presiding judge, and an attorney must “promptly disclose to the judge any action
suspending, enjoining, restraining, disbarring, or otherwise currently restricting the attorney in
the practice of law in any jurisdiction where the attorney is licensed to practice law.” 29 C.F.R

§ 18.22(b)(1)(ii)-(iii).

Apart from his admission in Maryland, Mr. Gillelan did not state or suggest that he was admitted
in any state, territory, or commonwealth of the United States or the District of Columbia.
Whatever Mr. Gillelan might believe, the records of the Court of Appeals of Maryland show that
the Court prohibited Mr. Gillelan from practicing law in that State on May 1, 1990. The Court
has no record of any later action affecting Mr. Gillelan’s suspension. The Court’s online record
is consistent with this; it too shows Mr. Gillelan’s status as “suspended.” Mr. Gillelan’s
statement that “so far as [he is] aware,” he is a member of the Maryland bar does not refute the
Court records as the Court clerk has confirmed them. Iissued the order to show cause on
September 18, 2019. That order should have prompted Mr. Gillelan to look into any error in the
Court’s records. The order to show cause was served by email and thus was readily accessible
on the day it issued. Mr. Gillelan has had a month to correct any error and has submitted
nothing. He has not even met the deadline that he set for withdrawing from the case voluntarily.

Disqualification. An ALJ has a duty and responsibility to ensure that representatives appearing
before this Office adhere to the applicable rules of conduct. See 29 C.F.R. §§ 18.12(b), 18.22(c).
An ALJ has the authority to disqualify counsel for unethical conduct. Baroumes v. Eagle Marine
Servs., 23 BRBS 80, 83 (1989). When an ALJ receives an indication that there may be a conflict
of interest for an attorney appearing on a case, there is an affirmative duty to inquire and take
appropriate action. Smiley v. Dir., OWCP, 984 F.2d 278, 283 (9th Cir. 1993). An attorney who
is not in good standing may not appear before OALJ unless he files a written statement
establishing why the failure to maintain good standing is not disqualifying and the ALJ approves
of the representation. 29 C.F.R. § 18.22(b)(1)(ii).

Mr. Gillelan’s concurrent representation of Claimant and Brayton Purcell represents a conflict of
interest under the applicable rules of conduct. Mr. Gillelan acknowledges that he did not
disclose any conflict to his clients or receive written waivers. But I need not address whether

¥ An “attorney” is a person “admitted to the bar of the highest court of a State, Commonwealth, or Territory of the
United States, or the District of Columbia.” 29 C.F.R. § 18.22(b)(1).
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disqualification is the correct remedy to address the conflict of interest because I disqualify Mr.
Gillelan based solely on his lack of good standing as an attorney.

By filing a notice of appearance, Mr. Gillelan attested that he was in good standing. 29 C.F.R.

§ 18.22(b)(1)(i). The attestation was without foundation. To the contrary, I can only conclude
that Mr. Gillelan is not in good standing in any State, Territory, or Commonwealth of the United
States or in the District of Columbia. The Court of Appeals of Maryland states that Mr. Gillelan
is suspended from the practice of law and has been suspended since May 1, 1990. It has supplied
a confirming copy of its order. Mr. Gillelan has provided no clarification and has made no
showing of an error. He has not filed a written statement establishing why his lack of good
standing is not disqualifying. For these reasons, Mr. Gillelan must be disqualified from further
representation of any party in this proceeding.

Notice to Courts and Adjudicative Agencies. Mr. Gillelan states that he is a member of the bar of
“the United States Supreme Court and of the United States Court of Appeals for all Circuits
except the Tenth and Federal Circuits and either the Fifth or Eleventh Circuit.” Membership in
the bars of these Courts is contingent on maintaining good standing as a licensed attorney in the
bar of a State, Commonwealth, Territory, or the District of Columbia. See Sup. Ct. R. 5; Fed. R.
App. P. 46(a)(1). Attorneys who are suspended or disbarred from practice in one jurisdiction are
subject to suspension and disbarment in these Courts. Sup. Ct. R. 8; Fed. R. App. P. 46(b)(1);
see also, e.g., 9th Cir. R. 46-2(c). Practice before the Benefits Review Board also turns on and is
impacted by maintaining good standing as a member of the bar in a State, Commonwealth,
Territory, or the District of Columbia (or the federal courts, which in turn are premised on such
membership). See 20 C.F.R. § 802.202(d)(1), (e)(1). I will notify these Courts and the
Department of Labor’s Benefits Review Board.

I will also provide a copy of this order, with attachments and appropriate cover to: 1) the Chief
Administrative Law Judge for consideration of whether to institute proceedings for
disqualification from all practice before the Office of Administrative Law Judges under 29
C.F.R. § 18.23(a) on the basis of 29 C.F.R. § 18.23(a)(1)(i); the Maryland Court of Appeals; and
ethics counsel at the Office of the Solicitor of Labor, U.S. Department of Labor (where Mr.

/!

/!

/!

/!

/!

? Membership in the bar of these Courts, absent membership in the bar of a State, Commonwealth, Territory, or the
District of Columbia, does not permit an attorney to practice before OALJ.
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Gillelan was in active practice for many years after May 1, 1990, when he was suspended from
practice).

Order

1. Joshua T. Gillelan II is disqualified from further representation of any party in this
proceeding.

2. A copy of this order will be provided to the Courts and agencies specified above.

This Order will be served on Mr. Gillelan, Claimant’s counsel, and Employer/Carrier’s counsel
by email or facsimile (and by U.S. mail). All other service is by U.S. mail.

SO ORDERED.

STEVEN B. BERLIN
Administrative Law Judge
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IN THE MATTER OF THE

* " In the
&
CLIENTS' SECURITY TRUST Court of Appeals
#
FUND OF MARYLAND % of Maryland
*
ORDER

Tﬁe Trustees of the Cllents' Security Trust
Fund of the Bar of Maryland having certified toc the Clerk
of the Court of Appeals of Maryland that the attorneys
listed in thils Order are in default in payment of annual
assessments, and notice having been glven by the Clerk
pursuant to Maryland Rule 1228 g 1 that the Court of |
Appeals of Maryland will pass an Order prohibiting the
sald attorneys from the further practice of law in tﬁe
State of Maryland unless cause to the contrary be shown,
and nb suffilelent cause to the contrary having been shown,

it 1s this 1st day of May, 1990

ORDERED, by the Court of Appeals of Maryland,
that in accordance with Maryland Rule 1228 g 2; the
followlng attorneys be, and they are hereby, prohibited

from the further practice of law 1in the State of Maryland:
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' XONNA M CLARK

1712 LAMONT STREET, NW

. WASHINGTON DC 20010

N

N

SHERRY LYNN CORNETT
5051-G WALLINGFORD DR
RALEIGH NC 27604

ROBERT FRANCIS DAVIES
SUITE 300

1717 K ST, NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006
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™\ 3433 EAST GATE DR.

N

\'
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SILVER SPRING MD 20906

LILLIAN K EISNER
7358 E TUCKEY LANE
SCOTTSDALE AZ 85253

DONALD W EVANS
SUITE 129

6590 W. 120TH AVE.
BROOMFIELD CO 80020

MARGARET MARY FENERTY
4145 PECHIN ST.
PHILADEPHIA PA 19128

THOMAS FRANCIS FITZGERALD
1200 18TH ST NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

KAREN BRAGG FORNEY
10 NINA CT
GAITHERSBURG MD 20877

JACOB LEE FRIEDEL
P. 0. BOX 38161
BALTIMORE MD 21231

JEFFREY SCOTT GATES
3122 REMINGTON AVE.
BALTIMORE MD 21211

{

. RICHARD EDWARD COPPOLA
\* 20 MARQUERIE DR.
NEW FAIRFIELD CT 06812

ERIC W. COWAN

2 MILLPAINT LANE

i APT. 3-A

OWINGS MILLS MD 21117

RENEE YVONNE DEVIGNE
210 A ST NE
WASHINGTON DC 20002

BARBARA J DOERING
P.O0. BOX 29953
BALTIMORE MD 21230

DONALD JOE EVANS
\MSUITE 260

2000 M ST NW

WASHINGTON DC 20036

AUBREY D EVELYN
. LEGAL AID BUREAU, INC.

714 E. PRATT ST., 7TH FLOOR

BALTIMORE MD 21202

MAUREEN M FINN
205 WEST 54TH ST .
N 397 ame £ 2 i
NEW YORK NY 10019 e,

JOHN A FITZPATRICK
\, 500 SPRING LANE
PHILADELPHIA PA 19128

JOHN P FURMAN
"y 7506 FAIRFAX ROAD
BETHESDA MD 20814

NANCY R GELBER
6708 ALEXANDER BELL DRIVE
COLUMBIA MD 21046
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BRUCE J GILBERT
"y 4600-C COLONY RD.
CHARLOTTE NC 28226

70 E 10TH ST
NEW YORK NY 10003

MARTIN B GOLD
G 10241 SUNDANCE CT
POTOMAC MD 20854

JOHN CHARLES GORDON
N 1543 RITCHIE LANE
ANNAPOLIS MD 21401

JEFFREY L GREENSPAN
v 5432 ALTA VISTA RD
BETHESDA MD 20814

JOSEPH A GUZINSKI
¢ 300 £ LOMBARD ST
BALTIMORE MD 21202

WILLIAM HANTMAN
405 APPLE GROVE ROAD
SILVER SPRING MD 20904

JOHN Q HEYWOOD
\\‘SUITE 401

4817 36TH ST., NW

WASHINGTON DC 20008

RONNY M HOCHBERG

\y APT. 8
323 - 14TH STREET, NW
CHARLOTTESVILLE VA 22903-2718

JOHN D HUNTER
U 65 HORSESHOE FALLS DR.
ORMOND BEACH FL 32174

SHELDON N JACOBS

LAW OFFICES OF PETER ANGELOCS
5905 HARFORD RD

BALTIMORE MD 21214

\y JOSHUA T GILLELAN II
11506 LOTTSFORD RD
MITCHELLVILLE MD 20716

N JAMES GLEASON
6 ADAMS ST
FT BRAGG NC 28307

PAUL GOLDBERG

E-403

' 6650 S ORIOLE BLVD
DELRAY BEACH FL 33446

DAVID H GREENBERG

\, SUITE 7
5401 TWIN KNOLLS RD.
COLUMBIA MD 21045

ANNE ELIZABETH GRIFFITH
s 2939 N. CHARLES ST.
BALTIMORE MD 21218

SYDNEY JAY HALL
\vSUITE 402

2601 MADISON AVE.

BALTIMORE MD 21217

F. GEORGE HEINZE III
™\ P.0. BOX 68
FAULKNER MD 20632.

JEFFREY C HINES
\Uzzog N. CHARLES ST.
BALTIMORE MD 21218

DOUGLAS S HOFF
\\ 3512 PRESTON CT
CHEVY CHASE MD 20815

MARCIA ISAAK

\N C/0 JAMES PHILLIPS, ESQ.
18 W. FRANKLIN ST.
BALTIMORE MD 21201

O’/MELIA V JAMES
N\, 1425 N CENTRAL AVE
BALTIMORE MD 21202



\N 1723 N HONORE ST
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o 57 HOWITT ROAD

LONDON

ENGLAND NW3 4LU

SYDNEY MARTIN KNIGHT
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WASHINGTON DC 20009
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WASHINGTON DC 20009

N.W.

JAMES PATRICK MARA
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FONTANA CA 92336

JOHN W MCNAMARA
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3803 EXECUTIVE AVE
ALEXANDRIA VA 22305

PETER D MOOCK

G-2 ' :
‘\\ 1322 HAZEL NUT CT .

VISALIA CA 93277

CHARLES B MURRAY
\v 12490 CAVALIER DR.
WOODBRIDGE VA 22192

SHAKESPEARE TWR
BARBICON #2F1
LONDON, ENGLAND EC2Y8DR

-\V NELSON T NOMURA

ALFONSO N PEARSON
\, SUITE C268
2458 WESLEY CHAPEL RD.
DECATUR GA 30035-3423

;'W

JONATHAN L KARP
-\\ 3118 LIGHTFOOT DRIVE
BALTIMORE MD 21208

THOMAS J KELLY

\M APT 305-1I
3000 TILDEN ST NW
WASHINGTON DC 20008

SHARON LYNN LEISER
727 N. CLEVELAND ST.
ARLINGTON VA 22201-1911

JOHN CHRISTOPHER MACINTIRE
\\,92 LAUREL CIRCLE
NEWTOWN PA 18940

LINDA ELLEN MANGEL

-\\ 1809 20TH STREET, NW

APT. 251
WASHINGTON DC 20009

AN ROBERT JOSEPH MCGANN
81 GARDNER STREET
WALTHAM MA 02154

KEITH ALAN MINOFF
. 7TH FLOOR

' 4800 HAMPDEN LANE

BETHESDA MD 20814

LAURA F MULLALLY
U 3319 CHESLEY AVE
BALTIMORE MD 21234

BARBARA NELSON
2510 ST PAUL ST
BALTIMORE MD 21218

KEVIN EUGENE O’NEILL
\, 418 S. BOULDIN STREET
BALTIMORE MD 21224

JUANITA LOUISE PETTY~TODD
N\, 9016 MOVING WATER LANE
COLUMBIA MD 21046



. SARA C PIERSON
. 11108 EDEN TRAIL
EAGLE MI 48822-9626

ALLISON R PORTER
. 300 GLENWOOD CIRCLE
~ APT. 154

MONTEREY CA 93940

GILBERT T RENAUT
~_ 555 4TH ST., NW
WASHINGTON DC 20001

FERN EDWARD “ROGERS ™
~~ 112 S PITT ST
ALEXANDRIA VA 22314

\\_TOY D SAVAGE III
* 1349 W PRINCESS ANNE RD
NORFOLK VA 23507 '

PATRICK L SCHMIDT

™~ #309
2475 VIRGINIA AVE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20037

~_ DAPHNE A O SHERIDAN
921 26TH ST
SANTA MONICA CA 90403

JULIA PASCHAL SILVIA
“w 16TH FLOOCR

100 S CHARLES ST

BALTIMORE MD 21201

STEVEN L SOKOLOW
\, 219 SOUTH DEARBORN

ROOM 881

CHICAGO IL 60657

JOHN CHARLES STURGEON
"\, 3 CHURCH CIRCLE
ANNAPOLIS MD 21401

18636 PIER POINT PLACE
GAITHERSBURG MD 20879

\\V-DEBRA J. TALLEY

MORTCN C POLLACK

v 902 LIGHT ST.

\ SECOND FLOOR
BALTIMORE MD 21230

ELIZABETH PRICE
\P. 0. BOX 410932
" SAN FRANCISCO CA 94141

MICHAEL J ROBERTS

\_ RT 2
BOX 392 |
STEVENSVILLE MD 21666

DONNA ANN RUBELMANN

APT 404-H

3930 CONNECTICUT AVE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20008

DONNA MAE SCHAEFER
.14 E. FRANKLIN STREET
BALTIMORE MD 21202

PAMELA L SHAW

- NO 2

~ 1815 BOLTON ST
BALTIMORE MD 21217

JAMES F SIGWART II
9867 DOCKSIDE TERRACE
GAITHERSBURG MD 20879

JOANNE F SINSHEIMER
\. 722 RITCHIE AVE
'SILVER SPRING MD 20910

JEFFREY KEVIN STITH
46 WINDBROCKE CIRCLE
GAITHERSBURG MD 20879

JOSEPH DILLON SULLIVAN
4208 AMBLER DR
KENSINGTON MD 20895

TERRANCE WM TANKARD
CHARLES CTR. SOUTH STE.
36 S. CHARLES STREET
BALTIMORE MD 21201

2000



.
L

STEPHANIE TSACOUMIS
SUITE 800

1575 EYE ST NW
WASHINGTON DC 20005

DEAN HYDER UHLER
BOSWELL BLDG. SURVEY, INC.

6201 FALLS ROAD

BALTIMORE MD 21209

JAMES PETER WHEELER
1539-K HONEY GROVE DRIVE
RICHMOND VA 23229

WILLIAM ANTHONY WHITE
5569 GLOUCESTER ST
CHURCHTON MD 20733

KIMELA BURNEDET WRIGHT
APT. 203

1343 CARMELINA ST.

LOS ANGELOS CA 90025

and it 1s further

‘"
DEWITT FOOKS TRUITT

. 2810 HOFFMAN MILL RD
HAMPSTEAD MD 21074

RAYMOND ATONIO TUBMAN
\M SUITE 210

1101 N CALVERT ST

BALTIMORE MD 21202

HANS M HENNING VENT
\M CORPORATION COUNSEL

515 FIFTH ST., NW ,

WASHINGTON DC 20001

THOMAS B WHEELER
\_ 8 EAST MULBERRY ST.
BALTIMORE MD 21202

PEDRO KELSHA WILLIAMS
\u P.O. BOX 8805
ST. THOMAS VI 00801 3

BERKELEY 94705

ORDERED that the Clerk of this Court shall notify

the clerks of the Court of Special Appeals, the several Circult
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Courts of the c¢ountles and Baltimore City and the Chief Clerk

of the District Court.

s/

Robert C. Murphy

/s/

John C. Eldridge

/s/.

Harry A. Cole

/s/

Lawrence F. Rodowsky

/s/

John F. McAuliffe

/s/

William H. Adkins II

/s/

Filed: May 1, 1990

/s/ Alexander L. Cummings

Clerk
Court of Appeals of Maryland

Howard S. Chasanow
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