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1.021I. INTRODUCTION
Defendant Gerald Armstrong ("Armstrong") has submitted an incredible amount

of paper in opposition to the OSC issued by Judge Sohigian re Armstrong's

contemptuous disregard of his order, and he has asked the Court to consider, by

incorporation, literally thousands of additional pages. What is most notable from this

voluminous submission, however, is not what it says, but what it does nqt say.

Armstrong rails vigorously against his former Church, its attorneys, his own former

attorneys, judges who have ruled against him, and the Settlement Agreement wherein

he accepted $800,000 as settlement of all of his claims ~- but not once does he raise

a single Lag to dispute plaintiff's clear showing that he has deliberately and repeatedly

violated the Court’s, Order of May 28, 1992 ("the Order"). Indeed, Armstrong's

opposition does not dispute that he has engaged in the conduct alleged by the

Church, nor does Armstrong argue that such acts do not violate Judge Sohigian’s

Order. ‘

Instead of responding to the motion actually before the Court, Armstrong is

attempting to relitigate issues already decided against him. The enforceability of the

Agreement is not in dispute in these proceedings. Judge Sohigian has already ruled

that it can be enforced by preliminary injunction; Judge Horowitz has already ruled

that it cannot be invalidated by demurrer. Armstrong’s attempts to obtain writs from

the Court of Appeal concerning both of these rulings were rejected.‘ Indeed, as

demonstrated below, every court that has considered the Agreement, or agreements

similar to this one, has upheld it as perfectly valid and enforceable. Armstrong’s

collateral attack on the Agreement should be rejected.

Armstrong’s attack on the Order itself is equally devoid of merit. In a carefully

reasoned opinion, Judge Sohigian set forth clearly and distinctly those things which

1 Armstrong has appealed the Order, but the pendency of the appeal neither
stays the order nor excuses his deliberate disobedience.
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Armstrong could not do on pain of contempt. Armstrong has done them anyway. No

amount of twisting, weaving, alteration of facts or ad hominem attacks on plaintiff

and its counsel can change that. The Order is clear on its face, and Armstrong has

violated it. The Judge issuing the Order issued the OSC after careful review of

pIaintiff’s evidence. Armstrong is guilty of contempt.

II. ARMSTRONG IS GUILTY OF CONTEMPT

Plaintiff’s Moving Papers, and the Declaration of Laurie J. Bartilson, set forth

clearly the evidence which Armstrong must refute to avoid a finding of contempt. He

has refuted none of it. Vicious and irrelevant attacks on the Church and its counsel,

the Court and the Order all abound in Armstrong's papers -- but those same papers

contain not one word demonstrating that Armstrong did not take the actions

complained of, or showing that those actions do not constitute contempt.

Less than a month after the May 28 Order was issued, Armstrong asserted under

oath in deposition that he would not honor its terms:

I have absolutely no intention of honoring that settlement
agreement. I cannot. I cannot logically. I cannot ethically. I cannot
morally. I cannot psychically. I cannot philosophically. I cannot
spiritually. I cannot in any way. And it is firmly my intention to not
honork.

Q. No matter what a court says?

A. No court can order it. They’re going to have to kill me.

[Exhibit F to Moving Papers, p. 124.]

Armstrong’s actions have matched his avowed intentions. Working in Mr.

Greene's office, he has admitted, under oath, that he violated the Order by "broadIy

discussing“ their case with \/icki and Richard Aznaran, aiding Greene in the

preparation of motions and documents for filing in the Aznarans’ case, and

interviewing other persons intending to litigate against the Church, concerning the

substance of their cases, one of them at least _sey_e_n times. Indeed, Armstrong’s "aid"

of one of these claimants was so extensive that Armstrong claims to be the "only

person in the world" willing to help him. [Ex. G to Moving Papers, p. 7.] As if to

2
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prove this point, Armstrong has personally made a settlement demand to Church

counsel on his behalf? Moreover, on November 6, 1992, Armstrong made a lengthy

videotape which he specifically intended to be used by deprogrammer Jerry Whitfield?’

to dissuade Scientologists from practicing their faith, and to convince them to press

frivolous claims against the Church.

lll. ARI!/|STRONG'S COLLATERAL, ATTACK ON THE AGREEMENT
MUST BE REJECTED

A. Armstrong May Not Use These, Proceedings As A
Collateral Attack On The,Order Which He Has Disobeyed

In opposition to CSl’s Motion for Preliminary Injunction, Armstrong argued, as

he does here, that the Settlement Agreement is illegal and obtained by fraud. During

a two-day hearing, Judge Sohigian meticulously considered and rejected each and

every one of the numerous challenges to the Agreement which Armstrong seeks to

relitigate now. Then, as now, Armstrong asserted that provisions of the Agreement

2 Armstrong’s unsupported claim that plaintiff is seeking to find him in
contempt for performing "clerical" duties rings very hollow when it is compared to
Armstrong’s actual testimony. In deposition, Armstrong repeatedly refused to
answer questions concerning his activities on behalf of Greene's anti-Scientology
clients by asserting that his conduct was attorney-client privileged. Obviously, no
privilege attaches to stapling pages together and the like. Having asserted the
privilege, Armstrong cannot now assert that his actioris were something
innocuous, and not privileged. Claims of privilege cannot be selectively used by
litigants as both a sword and a shield. Dwyer v. Crocker National Bank (1987) 194
Cal.App.3d 1418, 1432, 240 Cal.Rptr. 297, 304. '

3 In his opposing declaration, Whitfield disagrees with the appellation "self-
proclaimed deprogrammer," insisting that it is a term he never uses to describe
himself. Plaintiff apologizes. A review of WhitfieId’s advertising reveals, indeed,
that he chooses to euphemistically term himself an "exit counselor" who performs
"interventions." [Ex. A.] Whitfield preys on families of Scientologists, charging
them $1,500 per day, plus expenses, for his "interventions," which, according to
Whitfield, "take five to seven days." [Q] It is Whitfield’s would-be victims who
refer to WhitfieId’s activities as "deprogramming," and who describe in detail the
suffering which they have experienced during his attempted "interventions." See,
fig], Declaration of Mary Ann Buck; Declaration of John F. Warren; Declaration of
William Truax; and Declaration of Kevin Hulce. [Ex. B.l

3
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were illegal, that the Agreement violated public policy, that enforcing the Agreement

would violate his First Amendment and other constitutional rights, that the Agreement

included provision for a "collusive" appeal, and that he had been defrauded by his own

lawyer into entering into the Agreement.

On May 28, 1992, after granting Armstrong a full hearing on these same

assertions, Judge Sohigian issued a carefully crafted Order which granted part of the

Church's application. Notably, Judge Sohigian reiterated in his Order that he had,

properly balanceldl and accommodateldl the policies
inherent in: (a) the protectable interests of the parties in
this suit; (bl the protectable interests of the public at large;
lcl the goal of attaining full and impartial justice through
legitimate and properly informed civil and criminal judicial
proceedings and arbitrations; (d) the gravity of interest
involved in what the record demonstrates defendant might
communicate in derogation of the contractual language;
and lel the reasonable interpretation of the "Mutual Release
of All Claims and Settlement Agreement“ of December,
1986.

Judge Sohigian also stressed that “[Armstrong] was substantially compensated

as an aspect of the agreement," and that the record did not "persuasively support

defendant’s claim of duress or that the issues involved in this preliminary injunction

proceeding were precluded by any prior decision." Moreover, the Court acknowledged

that "[l]itigants have a substantial range of contractual freedom, even to the extent

of agreeing not to assert or exercise rights which they may otherwise have," because

"[t]he law appropriately favors settlement agreements."

In California Retail Liquor Dealers Institute v. United Farm Workers (1976) 57

Cal.App.3d 606, UFW appealed from a preliminary injunction placing limits upon the

picketing of stores on the ground it was unconstitutionally overbroad and that it

prohibited lawful activity under the First Amendment. In upholding the injunction, the

Court recognized that an order "couched in the narrowest terms" may accomplish the

objective permitted by constitutional mandate and still meet the essential needs of the

public order.

The present injunction effectively accomplishes the same kind of goal. It took

4
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into consideration the public policy of freedom of contract, addressed Armstrong's

arguments and accordingly rejected certain portions ofthe Settlement Agreement, and

yet left intact those provisions which it deemed appropriate after balancing all relevant

factors.

Even if Armstrong and his attorney believe the Order to be erroneous or invalid,

they are not free to simply and contemptuously disregard it. Indeed, the United

States Supreme Court has rejected the very same form of collateral attack which

Armstrong attempts herein to excuse his contempt of Judge Sohigian's Order. In

Walker v. City of Birmingham (1967) 388 U.S. 308 [Ex. C], the Supreme Court

affirmed criminal contempt convictions of several persons who had defied a state

court injunction prohibiting violation of a local city parade ordinance. In appealing

their contempt citation, the petitioners challenged the constitutionality of the

ordinance as well as the breadth and vagueness of the injunction itself. The

petitioners, just IiI<e Armstrong here, asserted that these deficiencies freed them to

disobey the injunction. However, the Supreme Court rejected this rationale, noting

that the petitioners had been afforded the opportunity to seek to modify or dissolve

the injunction _iLic>; to their acts of disobedience. The Court stressed that "in the fair

administration of justice no man can be judge in his own case" and that "respect for

judicial prgocess is a small price to pay for the civilizing hand of law, which alone can

give abiding meaning to constitutional freedom." 388 U.S. 308 at 321.

Contempt citations have been similarly upheld by the California courts. In _l_g_____r_e_

Jackson (1985) 170 Cal.App.3d 505, 775, 778, 216 Cal.Rptr. 539, 541, for

example, the court ordered an attorney to continue representation of a client, despite

the request of the attorney to be relieved. The attorney did not seek modification of

the order or appeal it; he chose to simply disobey it. The trial court found him to be

in contempt, and imposed a jail sentence. The Court of Appeal upheld the contempt

conviction, stating "[o]nce a court has jurisdiction and makes a ruling, an attorney has

a duty ‘to respectfully yield to the rulings of the court, whether right or wrong.’ ‘[I]f

5
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the ruling is adverse, it is not counsel’s right to resist it or to insult the judge -- his

right is only respectfully to preserve his point for appeaI.’" Ii;l_. (citations omitted,

emphasis in original.) Here, Armstrong made no effort to have the Order modified or

dissolved; he has filed an appeal, but has even delayed that appeal by seeking and

obtaining multiple extensions of the time in which to file his opening brief. [Exs. D, E.]

While that appeal is pending, Armstrong, like Jackson, has no right to disobey the

injunction, or to insult the Court which issued it.

Armstrong erroneously asserts that this Court's injunctive order may be

collaterally attacked. His reliance on In Re Blaze (1969) 271 Cal.App.2d 210, In re

Misener (1985) 38 Cal.3d 573, Sorenson v. Superior Court (1969) 169 Cal.App.2d

73 and Hunter v. Superior Court (1939) 36 Cal.App.2d 100 in support of that

contention is misplaced. Those cases involve appeals or writs of habeas corpus or

prohibition attacking the contempt orders, not injunctive orders, on the grounds of

ambiguity or unconstitutionality. This Court already considered a_H of Armstrong's

assorted claims of illegality and fraud and fashioned the Order in its narrowest terms

to accommodate all the polices inherent in determining the scope of an injunction.

Armstrong is not without his remedies. In fact, he has filed his appeal from the

injunctive order. He cannot now be allowed to disobey this Court's Order in reliance

on issues already considered in issuing the injunction.

B. Armstrong's Arguments Concerning The Agreement Have Been
. Rejected By_Every Court Which Has ConsideredThem

Armstrong has argued that there is a "disagreement" between judges of this

Court concerning the validity of the Agreement, and asks that on that basis this Court

refuse to enforce the Order issued by Judge Sohigian. In fact, no such

"disagreement" exists. Three judges have considered Armstrong's arguments

concerning the validity of the Agreement, and all three have rejected them, jig

E:

O The first rejection of Armstrong’s arguments came on March 20, 1992. On

6
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that date, plaintiff’s motion for preliminary injunction came on for hearing by Judge

Dufficy, of the Marin Superior Court. Armstrong made the same arguments to Judge

Dufficy which he makes here concerning the Agreement. Judge Dufficy heard

argument concerning the injunction for nearly an hour, reviewed all of the voluminous

submissions filed by Armstrong, and issued a temporary restraining order upholding

the provisions of the Agreement while the transfer of this case to Los Angeles was

pending [Ex. F];

O The second rejection of Armstrong’s arguments came on May 28, 1992,

when Judge Sohigian took evidence and heard argument for two days before issuing

the preliminary injunction. Armstrong again raised all of the arguments concerning the

Agreement which he makes in his opposition to the instant motion. Judge Sohigian

specifically found that plaintiff had shown a substantial probability of success on the

merits, and that the Agreement did not violate public policy [Ex. A to Moving Papers];

O The third rejection of Armstrong’s arguments occurred on July 2, 1992.

Armstrong demurred to the complaint herein, urging the Court to find that the

Agreement could not be enforced, and raising yet again all of the arguments made

here. Judge Horowitz rejected Armstrong's demurrer [Ex. GI."

Not only have three judges already held, in this case, that the Agreement’s

4 Armstrong’s claim that Judge Geernaert had previously ruled in an opposite
manner on the enforceability of the Agreement is a misrepresentation of Judge
Geernaert’s ruling. It is plain from a review of the full transcript of the hearing
quoted out of context by Armstrong that Judge Geernaert never considered factual
and legal issues concerning the Agreement and certainly made no findings on their
merits. Indeed, in a hearing in April, 1992, Judge Geernaert confirmed that he had
made no factual findings, such as those now asserted by Armstrong, stating:

I have not made any ruling or decision based on a breach
of contract case. All I decided was the law applying to
the controversy as to whether or not it could be enforced
under 664.6 or that other Code section, and both of
those were premised on there being a prior Court order....
I certainly didn’t intend any of my analysis to be a factual
finding.

[Ex. H, Transcript of Proceedings, April 28, 1992, pp. 21-22.]

7
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provisions are entirely legal, two other courts have recently upheld similar provisions

in agreements entered into with other individuals with whom Church of Scientology

entities settled in 1986. In W_@l<.e_field v. Church QT Scientology of,California (11th Cir.

1991) 938 F.2d 1226, 1227 [Ex. I], settlement terms requiring confidentiality, which

were substantially similar to the terms which plaintiff seeks to enforce here, were

upheld by the district court and a criminal contempt citation was recommended by the

magistrate judge for violations. These decisions were discussed with approval by the

Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals? Similarly, in McLean v. Churchof Scientology of

California (11th Cir. 1991) [Slip Op., Ex. J, at 2, 3, 6] the Church obtained a

permanent injunction against Nan McLean from the district court for violating, inter

alia, similar confidentiality provisions of a settlement agreement which was upheld by

the Court of AppeaIs.6 These decisions - including three in this very case - refute

5 While the district court files of Wakefield aresealed, the Eleventh Circuit's
opinion makes it clear that the District Court considered and approved in full
Wakefield’s settlement agreement, which contained the very confidentiality
provisions against which Armstrong rails:

Margery Wakefield and three other plaintiffs alleged that the
Church of Scientology of California (the Church) committed various
wrongful acts against them. On August 14, 1986, Wakefield, the
other plaintiffs, and the Church entered into a settlement agreement
which included provisions enjoining Wakefield and the other plaintiffs
from discussing, with other than immediate family members, (1) the
substance of their complaints against the Church, (2) the substance of
their claims against the Church, (3) alleged wrongs the Church
committed, and (4) the contents of documents returned to the
Church. The district court approved the settlement agreement, sealed
the court files, and dismissed the case with prejudice.

6 These provisions are also similar to provisions of a settlement upheld in
Hoffmanv. United Telecommunications, Inc. (D.l<an. 1988) 687 F.Supp. 1512.
Hoffman [Ex. K] involving a confidential settlement agreement between a
defendant-employer and plaintiff-employee in an employment discrimination case,
which prohibited the employee or her counsel from any further participation in the
case, except that the employee could testify pursuant to subpoena. The Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) moved to have the agreement

' (continued...)
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utterly Armstrong’s arguments that the Agreement’s provisions are illegal, void or

against public policy. The only courts that have considered these or similar

agreements have easily found them to be enforceable.

C. Armstrong's Attack On The Making O_f__,The
Agreement Mu]st,Be Rejected

In opposing the entry of a preliminary injunction, Armstrong argued that his

own lawyer had advised him that he could disregard the Settlement Agreement, and

that this advice excused Armstrong’s conduct after he had spent the money he’d been

paid. This preposterous argument was rejected by all of the judges to whom

Armstrong presented it, including the Court issuing the injunction. Now, Armstrong

makes a new assertion concerning his former counsel -- namely, that the lawyer acted

as a conduit for representations supposedly made by Church counsel, upon which

Armstrong purportedly relied. This belated new theory is equally unavailing. The

Settlement Agreement signed by Armstrong specifically provides that none of the

signatories, including Armstrong, have relied on any representation made by anyone,

which is not contained within the Agreement. Paragraph 18(8) provides,

Furthermore, except as expressly stated in this Agreement,
the parties in executing this Agreement do not rely upon '
any statement, representation or promise by the other party
(or of any officer, agent, employee, representative or
attorney for the other party).

Settlement Agreement, ii 18(B).

The Court should dismiss out of hand Armstrong’s attempt to introduce

evidence on this point, including the testimony of Mr. Flynn and the salaciously bizarre

23 6LHconnnued)
declared unenforceable as against public policy. The court denied the motion,
finding that the "[p]laintiff’s interest in recovering monetary compensation in a
private settlement . . . outweighs, under the circumstances of this case, any harm
to the public policy that encourages cooperation in an investigation of the subject
employer." 687 F.Supp. at 1514. Most significantly, the court stated, "Not the
least justification of this holding is plaintiff's availability to testify completely and
truthfully upon being subpoenaed by the EEOC.“ Id_.

9
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allegations contained in the Declarations of Gary Scarff and Jerry Whitfield.

D. The Order Is Not Amjbiguyoujs .

Finally, Armstrong contends that the Order is ambiguous because he cannot

ascertain who he is prohibited from assisting, yet the record is abundantly clear that

in each of the instances relied upon here, Armstrong knew that he was providing

assistance to persons who were making, or intending to make, claims against the

Church of Scientology. It is disingenuous in the extreme for Armstrong to raise this

strawman when he well knows who he is helping and in fact is helping them because

they are aligned against the Church of Scientology.

IV. CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons, and for the reasons set forth in detail in

pIaintiff’s moving papers, plaintiff requests that Armstrong be adjudged in contempt

of this Court and punished accordingly.

Dated: March 1, 1993 Respectfully submitted,

BOWLES & MOXON

BY‘
Lauri J. Ba ison

An rew H. Wilson
WILSON, RYAN AND CAMPILONGO

Attorneys for Plaintiff
CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY
INTERNATIONAL

H:\AR|VlSTRON\CONTEMP'l .REP
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES i SS.

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of

California. I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not a

party to the within action. My business address is 6255 Sunset

Blvd., Suite 2000, Hollywood, California 90028.

On March 1, 1993, I served the foregoing document PLAINTIFF'S

REPLY TO DEFENDANT'S OPPOSITION TO ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE WHY GERALD

ARMSTRONG SHALL NOT BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF COURT on interested

parties described as in this action,

[ ] by placing the true copies thereof in sealed envelopes as
stated on the attached mailing list;

[X] by placing [ ] the original [X] a true copy thereof in
,\ sealed envelopes addressed as follows:

_,.-____

Ford Greene, Esq. BY HAIL AND FAX
HUB LAW OFFICES
711 Sir Francis Drake Blvd.
San Anselmo, California 94960-1049

[x] BY MAIL
[ ] *I deposited such envelope in the mail at Los Angeles,

California. The envelope was mailed with postage
thereon fully prepaid.

[X] As follows: I am "readily familiar" with the firm's
practice of collection and processing correspondece
for mailing. Under that practice it would be
deposited with U.S. postal service on that same day
with postage thereon fully prepaid at Los Angeles,
California in the ordinary course of business. I am
aware that on motion of party served, service is
presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or
postage meter date is more than one day after date of
deposit for mailing in affidavit.
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Executed on March l, 1993, at Los Angeles, California.

[ ] **(BY PERSONAL SERVICE) I delivered such envelope by
hand to the offices of the addressee.

Executed on g I I , g, at Los Angeles, California.

[X] (State) I declare under penalty of the laws of the State
of California that the above is true and correct.

[ ] (Federal) I declare that I am employed in the office of
a member of the bar of this court at whose direction the
service was made.

Type or Print Name Signature

* (By Mail, signature must be of person depositing envelope
in mail slot, box or bag) y

** (For personal service signature must be that of messenger)
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PROOF OF SERVICE1 T ' 5 — ——— _ _-

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES i SS.

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of

California. I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not a

party to the within action. My business address is 6255 Sunset

Blvd., Suite 2000, Hollywood, California 90028.

On March l, 1993, I served the foregoing document PLAINTIFF'S

REPLY TO DEFENDANT'S OPPOSITION TO ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE WHY GERALD

ARMSTRONG SHALL NOT BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF COURT On interested

parties described as in this action,

[ ] by placing the true copies thereof in sealed envelopes as
stated on the attached mailing list;

[X] by placing [ ] the original [X] a true copy thereof in
sealed envelopes addressed as follows:

Ford Greene, Esq. BY FAXIAHD HAND
HUB LAW OFFICES
711 Sir Francis Drake Blvd.
San Anselmo, California 94960-1049

[ 1 BY MAIL
[ ] *I deposited such envelope in the mail at Los Angeles,

California. The envelope was mailed with postage
thereon fully prepaid.

[ ] As follows: I am "readily familiar" with the firm's
practice of collection and processing correspondece
for mailing. Under that practice it would be
deposited with U.S. postal service on that same day
with postage thereon fully prepaid at Los Angeles,
California in the ordinary course of business. I am
aware that on motion of party served, service is
presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or
postage meter date is more than one day after date of
deposit for mailing in affidavit.
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Executed on _g_, at Los Angeles, California.

[X] **(BY PERSONAL SERVICE) I delivered such envelope by
hand to the offices of the addressee.

Executed on March l,]l993, at Los Angeles, California.

[X] (State) I declare under penalty of the laws of the State
of California that the above is true and correct.

[ ] (Federal) I declare that I am employed in the office of
a member of the bar of this court at whose direction the
service was made.

Type or Print Name’ Signature

* (By Mail, signature must be of person depositing envelope
in mail slot, box or bag)

** (For personal service signature must be that of messenger)

I
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES g SS.

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of

California. I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not a

party to the within action. My business address is 6255 Sunset

Blvd., Suite 2000, Hollywood, California 90028.

On March l, 1993, I served the foregoing document PLAINTIFF'S

REPLY TO DEFENDANT'S OPPOSITION TO ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE WHY GERALD

ARMSTRONG SHALL NOT BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF COURT On interested

parties described as in this action,

[ ] by placing the true copies thereof in sealed envelopes as
stated on the attached mailing list;

[X] by placing [ ] the original [X] a true copy thereof in
sealed envelopes addressed as follows: '

PAUL MORANTZ
P.O. Box 511
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272

[x] BY MAIL
[ ] *I deposited such envelope in the mail at Los Angeles,

California. The envelope was mailed with postage
thereon fully prepaid. ’

[X] As follows: I am "readily familiar" with the firmls
practice of collection and processing correspondece
for mailing. Under that practice it would be
deposited with U.S. postal service on that same day
with postage thereon fully prepaid at Los Angeles,
California in the ordinary course of business. I am
aware that on motion of party served, service is
presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or
postage meter date is more than one day after date of
deposit for mailing in affidavit.

Executed on March_l,_l9g3, at Los Angeles, California.
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[ ] **(BY PERSONAL SERVICE) I delivered such envelope by
hand to the offices of the addressee.

Executed on ,1 p,_, at Los Angeles, California.

[X] (State) I declare under penalty of the laws of the State
of California that the above is true and correct.

[ ] (Federal) I declare that I am employed in the office of
a member of the bar of this court at whose direction the
service was made.

PM Typeor Print Name I If Signature

* (By Mail, signature must be of person depositing envelope
in mail slot, box or bag)

** (For personal service signature must be that of messenger)
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