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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF SANTA FE
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
STATE OF NEW MEXICO, ex rel.,
Marco White, Mark Mitchell,
And Leglie Lakind,

Plaintiffs,
Vs. No. D-101-CV-2022-00473

Couy Griffin,
Defendant.

DEFENDANT’S REPLY TO “PLAINTIFFS’ OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION
TO QUASH AND DISMISS” and OBJECTION FOR FAILURE TO JOIN AN
INDISPENSABLE PARTY
Defendant Couy Griffin denies his Motion is procedurally deficient, denies that his
Motion “lacks merit as a matter of law”, based on reasons set out herein, shows good cause why

his motion should not be summarily denied, he replies to Plaintiffs’ Opposition (PO) and raises a

specific objection supported by NMRA Rule 1-019 and caselaw, as follows:

1. Defendant’s Motion to Quash and Dismiss is a dispositive motion showing this Court that it
lacks subject matter jurisdiction, based on the facts that private relator Plaintiffs brought
their action against Defendant, specifically under Quo Watranto statute §44-3-4(B) and,
therefore lack Stand ing under well-established caselaw. A lack of subject matter
Jurisdiction may be raised at any time; a direct attack at trial, post-trial or even in a collateral
attack on an action in another Court, such as a Petition for a Writ in a higher court. See
generelly: Chavez v. County v. of Valencia, 1974-NMSC-035, § 15, 86 N.M. 205, 521 P.2d

1154,
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The parties do not dispute that Defendant is an elected local county commissioner, thus,*
there can be no reasonable dispute that Defendant’s status places him squarely within
NMSA 1978 §§10-4-1 through 10-4-29, On page 3 of Plaintiffs’ PO, Plaintiffs misrepresent

to this court both the facts and law relating to Defendant’s legal argument “This argument

fails for two independent reasons”, PO, page 3. Plaintiffs then cite Lopez v, Kase, 1999-
NMSC-011, 16, 126 N.M. 733, 975 P.2d 346, which, ot its face, shows that NMSA. 1978

§§104-1 to 29 (providing for removal of local officers) is the more specific temedy.

Plaintiffs’ view of Kase is unavailing for their claim that Quo Warranto is the appropriate
remedy.

On page 4 of their PO, Plaintiffs then make a frivolous argument that a county officer may
be removed “only formisconduct provided for in Section 10-4-4” [Sic] (10-4-2), Plaintiffs

may have possibly ovetlooked §10-4-2(F): “F. any other act or acts, which it the opinion of

the court or jury amount to corruption in office or gross immorality rendering the incumbent
unfit to fill the office.” (emphasis added) Compare §10-4-2(F) with §44-3-4(B) “by the

provisions of law, shall work a forfeiture of his office”. (emphasis added)

Defendant agrees with Plaintiffs’ statement that a later enacted statute supersedes a previous
statute, however, that distorts the legal reality that a specific statute that treats a subject in a
more specific way than a later enacted general statute nmust be construed in pari materia etc.,
and that the Legislature is presumed to know pre-existing law when writing newer general
legislation. See: “[t]he Legislature is presumed to know existing statutory law and to take
that law into consideration when enacting new law.” Gutierrez v. W. Las Vegas Sch. Dist.,

2002-NMCA-068, 9 15, 132 N.M. 372, 48 P.3d 761,
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5. Plaintiffs further attempt to distort the law applicable to this case by alleging that Quo
Warranto sta%utes ate newer law; 1919, as opposed to §10-4-1, ef seq.; 1909. Plaintiffs’
frivolous allegation shows a lack of knowledge of caselaw, as Quo warranto is metely the
1919 statutizing of an ancient common-law writ, “the origing of which are obscured by

time.” See: State ex rel. Anaya v. McBride, 1975-NMSC-032, 88 N.M. 244, 539 P.2d 1006;

and see;

Albright v. Territory, 1905-NMSC-010, §11, 13 N.M. 64, 79 P, 719; {11} *** whether the relator
is the proper petson and will be allowed to file such a proceeding ig a preliminary inquiry of the
court, and on that inquiry, whether made before or after the information is filed, the court will
ascertain what interest the relator has it the information. It is well settled in England, that the
relator, though not necessarily a claimant of the office must have a special interest in the matter
of inquiry. * * *_ (emphasis added) also see:

State Ex Rel. Community Ditches v. Tularosa Community Ditch, 1914-NMSC-069, 117, 19 N.M.
352, 143 P. 207; {17} *** "Bven under a statute extending the remedy to ‘any person or persons
desiring to prosecute the same,' the question of the rolator’s interest will be deemed decisive as to
the exercise of the jurisdiction, and the relief will be granted only in behalf of one whose
interests are affecied by the matter in controversy." High's Extraordinary Legal Remedies, Sce.
699.

"But the statute of 9th Anne allowed informations at the relation of any person desiring to sue or
prosecute them and under that statute the rule was that a private relator must have an interest.
Our act, which substantially incosporates the provision of the British statute, has received the
same construction, This court has construed the words 'any person or persons desiring to
prosecute the same' to mean any person who has an interest to be affected, They do not give a
private relator the writ in a case of public right, involying no individual gticvance.” (emphasis
added)

6. NMSA 1978 §§10-4-1 through 10-4-29, otiginating in 1909, is most assuredly newer than
our Quo Warranto statutes, §44-3-1 ef seg, which are based on the 1710 statute of 9™ Anne
and shown in New Mexico caselaw that; “the origins of which arc obscured by time.” State
ex rel, Anaya v. McBride, 1975-NMSC-032, supra. §§10-4-1 through 10-4-29 treats local
officers in a more specific way, appears to be hundreds of years newer than the common-

law based Quo Warranto statutes, and: as a matter of law, neither set of statutes specifically

address a violation of an oath of office, such as this complaint attempts to bring.
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This Court is respectfully requested to consider how both Aibright v. Territory, 1905-
NMSC-010, 11, supra, and State Ex Rel. Community Ditches v. Tularosa Community
Ditch, 1914-NMSC-069, {17, supra, relates to §44-3-4(B) and how the following specific

provisions of that statute must be construed togethor in light of §11 of Albright, and §17 of

Community Ditches. §44-3-4.

44-3-4, [Who may bring action; private relators; when action lies.] (1919)

An action may be brought by the attorney genetal or district attorney in the name of the
state, upon his information or upon the complaint of any private person, against the parties
offending in the following cases:

A.when any person shall uswrp, intrude into or unlawfully hold or exercise any public
office, civil or military, or any franchise within this state, or any office or offices in a
corporation created by authority of this state; or,

B.when any public officer, civil or military, shall have done or suffered an act which, by the
provisions of law, shall work a forfeiture of his office; o, ok

When the attorney genetal or district attorney refuses to act, or when the office usuiped
pertains to a county, incorporated village, town or city, or school district, such action may
be brought in the name of the state by a private person on his own complaint. (emphasis

added)

Further, §44-3-4(A), has alrcady been construed, in relation to the [ast provision of that
statute by the NMSC in the same manner Defendant now suggests this Court construe §44-
3-4(B), as State Ex Rel. Huning v. Los Chavez Zoning Comm'n, 1979-NMSC-088, 13, 93
N.M. 655, 604 P.2d 121, was reversed because the challenged statute required a showing

that the AG had refused to act before the private relators could file the action; sce:

State Ex Rel. Huning v. Los Chavez Zoning Comm'n, 19T9-NMSC-088, {13, 93 N.M. 655,
604 P.2d 121; {13} “We can understand that the district attorney may be considered to
refuse to act since he must represent the Special Zoning District Commission. However,
there has been no showing that the attorney general of the State of New Mexico has refused
to act on behalf of the private litigant plainti(fs. Since the statutoty requirement for quo
warranto has not been met in this respect, there is no authority in the plaintiffs to file this
application in quo warranto”,

State Ex Rel. Huning v. Los Chavez Zoning Comm'n, 1979-NMSC-088, although not

specifically mentioning {11 of Albright, or §17 of Communily Ditches, effectively directly
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10.

L:L.

upheld that doctrine of Standing, in spite of seemingly contrary statute “or* language, same
as applicable to this case. Because Plaintiffs’ position on their Standing to sue is
diametrically opposed to Defendant’s position, which he now cites in reply to Plaintiffs’ PO
and having previously cited multiple cases relating to both prudential standing, statutory
standing and modem jurisdictional elements, Defendant respectfully requests this Court
follow guidelines set out for a district Court to follow in Howse v. Roswell Independent
School Dist., 2008-NMCA-095, 19, 144 N.M. 502, 188 P.3d 1253, in order to propetly
consider the differing positions on Standing presented by opposing parties in this case,
Further, Plaintiffs have requested relief in this case which cannot be granted as a matter of
law under Quo Warranto; based on the status of De:fendant as a county commissioner, the
sole remedy allowed under the New Mexico Quo Warranto statutes goes only to temove
him from his elected office and is not the proper remedy to test his alleged misconduct or
stand in the shoes of the United States Congress. See: White v. Clevenger, 1962-NMSC-144,
71 N.M. 80, 376 P.2d 31 (Quo warranto is not proper remedy to test alleged misconduct of a
corporate officer as grounds for removal). And see: State of N.M. ex rel. King v. Sloan,
2011-NMSC-020, 99, 149 N.M. 620, 253 P.3d 33; {9)*** “One of the pritnary purposes of
quo warranto is to ascertain whether one is constitutionally authorized {0 hold the office he

claims,” and “the court will go no further under its common law powers than to oust the

wrongful possessor of the office” (emphasis added, pinpoint citations omitted)

Using a STATE Quo Warranto proceeding to have a state district judge remove a county
commissioner from office for allegedly committing an act of ingurrection sufficient to

violate his oath of office, which the Congress of the United States is required to enact

legislation, pursuant to Section Five of the Fourteenth Amendment, can only tesult in a state
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12.

18;

14,

Judicial branch Court usutping the power solely invested in the federal Legislative branch,

pursuant to the clear language of Sections Three and Five of the Fourteenth Amendment, It
is black-letter law that Constitutional provisions relating to a single subject must be
construed together under pari materia principles, in this case, Sections Three and Five of
the Fourteenth Amendment.

Plaintiffs, both in their CQWR and in their PO, continue to miss the bulls-sye requirement
of Section 3 of the Fourteenth Amendment, as; Insurrection and/or Rebellion against the

United States CANNOT consist of people adhering to the tenets of one political party

(Republican), which is registered within constraints and structure of the existing United

States Government, demonstrating in mass protests against people of another political party

(Democrat), also registered within constraints and structure of the existing United States
Government, for acts perceived 1o have been done illegally by the opposing party under our

existing state and the United States’ laws.

Such politically based activities done by Defendant and many, many, others, ARGUED
WITHIN, AND BASED UPON THE UNITED STATES’ SYSTEM OF LAWS, ate a far
cry from the cases cited by Plaintiffs (decided in the late 1800s), as even a cursory reading
of those cases show that the defendants therein actively held offices under the confederate
states, which everyone with capacity to understand logic and reason can agree was
definitely rebellion or insurrection against the United States, its laws and its system of
government,

IN CONCLUSION

Private relator Plaintiffs demonstrate a fondamental lack of understanding of both, (1), what

the only remedy allowed in Quo Warranto proceedings is, what Standing requites in this
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15.

16.

17.

18,

case, and, (2), by attempting to mislead this Court into believing it should have the power to
substitute itself, as a state judicial branch Cowt, for the federal legislative branch of the
United States. It is a legal oxymoron and circular reasoning at best to attempt to prove that
mass demonstrations and protests, based on a belief by certain Republicans that certain

Democrat operatives had not followed the laws of the United States and the several States,

amounts to an insurrection against the United States itself and its system of laws.
OBJECTION FOR FAILURE TO JOIN AN INDISPENSABLE PARTY

Without waiving his jurisdictional challenges, Defendant Objects to this honorable Coutt;

Plaintiffs have failed to join the United States as an Indispensable Party in this action. Ifthe

Court allows this case to proceed, Plaintiffs should be required to Join the United States as

an Indispensable Party based on the following;

Plaintiffs have extensively cited various federal judges’ opinions commenting on

Defendant’s acts occmring at the U.S. Capitol on federal land.

Plaintiffs have listed federal personnel ay witnesses; (1), Inspector John Etickson, U.S.

Capitol Police, (2), Inspector Lanelle Hawa, U.S. Depattment of Homeland Security, and

(3), Officer Daniel Hodges, D.C. Metropolitan Police Department. Those listed federal
witnesses are three out of eight listed preliminary witnesses and out of those eight, all

witnesses are in regards to incidents occurring on federal U.S. Capital grounds.

Both in Plaintiffs’ CQWR, and in their Opposition to Defendant’s Motion, the gravamen of
their claim is based on Defendant’s activities on Federal land which supposedly was an
overt act of insurrection or rebellion egregious enough to somehow work a violation of hig

oath of office, even though he was only convicted of a fedetal misdemeanor trespass statute,
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19,

20.

21.

22,

see: Judgment and sentence, 18 U.S.C. 1752(a)(1) Entering and Remaining in a Restricted
Building, attached herewith as Exhibit “A”.

This Court should take Judicial Notice of the fact that Section Three of the Foutteenth
Amendment is not self-enacting/executing, as it is qualified by Section Five of the
Fourteenth Amendment; Section Five, [Power to Enforce This Article] “The Congress shall

have power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, the provisions of this article,” (emphasis

added)
These three strictly private relator Plaintiffs and the highly distinguished authors of the
Amici Brief currently filed in this action seem to have overlocked the fact that Congress hug
enacted “appropriate legislation” to enforce the “Disqualification Clause”, as it relates to
rebellion or insurrection.
This legislation is in Title 18 of the U.S.C., §2383, aptly titled “Rebellion or insurrcetion”,
Congress, along with enacting a punishment of fine and imprisonment, specifically inserted
“and shall be incapable of holding any office under the United States” (emphasis added).
Use of the conjunctive term “and”, ditectly implicates a requirement of conviction undesr
that statute. Presumably, Congress knew the pre-existing fedetal casclaw and knew the
difference between “the United States” and the several States, counties within those States,
ete., when they enacted §2383...

ELEMENTS FOR JOINDER
The interests of the United States will in all likelihood be impacted by the outcome of this
case and presumably other similar cases, due to the multitude of state and federal cases and
litigation already spawned by the January 6% events and the fact Defendant is curtently on

supervised probation see, Exhibit “A”, and how a ruling detrimental to Defendant in this
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23,

case may affect that federal case... The absence of the United States will be prejudicial to
Defendant in this case, as this Court will fack information specifically within the knowledge
of the United States directly relating to what degree of criminality it considers this specific
Defendant’s Jan. 6% activities to have consisted of, sufficient undera modetn federal
statutory and Constitutional analysis, and how it may now differ in substance and procedure
from the miniscale amount of off-point 1800s caselaw offered by Plaintiffs and Amici so far
in this case... A judgment rendered in the absence of the United States will be inadequate
in this case, as further explained in patagraphs 23 and 24, set out below... Plaintiffs will
suffer no barm whatsoever if this case is dismissed for non-joinder, as their Counsel of
record has already somewhat eloquently stated to this Court that they have not suffered any
amount of injury based on the fact that they brought this action purely under their
interpretation of statutory standing in §44-3-4; PO, page 7, starting at D.:

“Plaintiffs have standing under the quo warranto statute, which permits a suit by a “private
person,” Plaintiffs’ standing here is express, as provided by Section 44-3-4, and catries no
requirement that they have suffered any direct injury as a result of Defendant's disqualifying
conduct.” PO, page 7.

The fact that a portion of Section Three of the Fourteenth Amendment has been dormant for
approximately 150 years should give pause to this Court to require, at the very least, the
United States to be joined as an indispensable party, because of the overwhelming amount

of federal questions which have already risen in this action regarding the several different

Articles and Sections of the United States Constitution, several federal statutes, listed

federal witnesses, and the interplay of the civil and criminal powers of this State and the
Federal Government, which are integral to this action, further;
Due to the thousands of citizens attending and/or protesting at the massive January 6% event

at the U.S. Capitol, and the hundreds of criminal prosecutions curtently being conducted by
Page 9 of 12



the federal government, this Court should be informed by the United States, as a party, of
the type and kind of prosecutions, the federal reasoning behind their usage of which

prosecuting statutes, and, which federal statutes, with definitions, can be used to show acts

of insurrection sufficient to prove violation of oath of office. The United States would be
the best entity to fully inform this Court as to all these federal issues and the proper
interpretations thereof from the federal perspective. See:

State Game Comm'nv. Tackett, 1962-NMSC-154, 97, 71 N.M. 400, 379 P.2d 54; {7} dack
"k 11 the controversy involves a question concerning the legality of a state lease, the
eligibility of the lessee thereunder, the matter of performance of the lease, reservations, if
any, in the lease, or a matter of public policy requiring passage thereon by the commissioner
of public lands, then the commissioner is not only a necessaty party, but is an indispensable
party, ***" (pinpoint citations omitted)

Elephant Butte Irrigation Dist. v. Gatlin, 1956-NMSC-030, 61 N.M. 58, 294 P.2d 628.
(Since relief sought, in suit to enjoin federal officials from using certain waters, would reach
beyond right to waters claimed, affecting public domain and treasuty and interfering with
public administration, United States was an indispensable party).

Inaction by gamblets against financial institutions and government agencies, the Indian
casinos were indispensable parties because of their need to protect the legal interests. Srader
v. Verant, 1998-NMSC-025, 125 N.M. 521, 964 P.2d 82.

WHEREFORE, in conclusion, Defendant requests this Honorable Court to; issue an Order
denying Plaintiffs’ PO, Quash Plaintiffs> CQWR and dismiss this action on Defendant’s
grounds listed in his Motion and herein, or; issue an Order to Plaintiffs to Join the United
States as a Party pursuant to NMRA Rule 1-019 and; grant Defendant all costs and fees he is

entitled to, including attorney’s fees ag appropriate and; grant any other or further relief

deemed necessary by the Court,




Couygriffin@hotmail com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Couy Griffin, certify under penalty of law that I sent a copy of this “Defendant’s Reply to
“Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Defendant’s Motion to Quash and Dismiss” and Objection for
Failure to Join an Indispensable Party” to the following counsel of record by e~mail on the
date of August R 2022:

Couy Griffin, Defendant

Joseph Goldberg,

Freedman Boyd Hollander
& Goldberg, P.A.,

20 First Plaza N'W, Suite 700
Albuquerque, NM 87102
Phone 505-842-9960

Fax 505-944-8060
ig@fhdlaw.com

Christopher A.Dodd

Dodd Law Office, LLC

20 First Plaza NW, Suite 700
Albuquerque, NM 87102
Phone 505-475-2742

chris@doddnm.com

Amber Fayerberg

Law Office of Amber Fayerberg
2045 Ngunguru Road
Ngunguru, 0173, New Zealand
P:+64 27 505 5005
Amber@fayerberglaw.com

Noah Bookbiner*

Donald Sherman*

Nikhel Sus*

Stuart McPhail*

Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington
1331 F Street NW, Suite 900
Washington D.C, 20004

P: 202.408.5565
Nboolkbinder@citizensforethics.org
Dshemman@geitizensforethics,org
Nsus@citizensforethics.org
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Smephail@citizensforethics.org
*Pro Hac Vice

Daniel A, Small*

Cohen Milstein Sellers & Toll PLLC
1100 New York Avenue, NW

Fifth Floor

Washington, DC 20005
P:202.408.4600
Dsmall@cohenmilstein.com

*Pro Hac Vice

1st Judicial District
225 Montezuma Av
Santa Fe NM 87501
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

District of Columbia

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ) JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL CASE
v, ) '
COUY GRIFFIN ; Case Number: 21-0r-02 (TNM)

g USM Numbor; 26138-609
) Nichelas D, Smlth .
) Dotendant’s I\nomey

THE DEFENDANT: :

[ pleaded guilty to count(y)

[ pleaded nolo contendere to count(s) 8

which was accepted by the court,

W was found guilty on count(s) 1.0f the Information flled on 2/8/2021
alter a plea of not guilty.

The defondant is adjudicated guilty of these offenses:

Title & Section. Nature of Offense Offense Ended Soun -
18U.S.C.§1762 (a)f1)  Entering and Remaining in & Restricted Buliding 14812021 1
The defendant is sentenced as provided in pages 2 through 7 of this judgment. The sentonce is imposed pursuant to

the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984,
[] The defendant has been found not guitty on count(s)

{1 Count(s) (Dis  [Jaredismissed on the mation of the United States,

It isordered tiat the defendant must hotly the Uiz States attorasy for tils dlstiet within 30 daysofany change of name, residence,
orngm‘luc\:aduras,u wntlall fines, yostitution, voyts Xmis»eclﬂ agaesslnmm,ln?j’msad,bytms. udginent are fally uld.ylfor ared to pay restitution,
the delendunt must notity the cowt and United States uttorney of material ehangos i ¢eofoniic clicumstances,

6/17/2022

Date of Tmposiiion of Judgment

?ignmumo?luigog S 5

Travor N. McFadden, U.8. District Judge

Natng and Tllio of Judge
bliH22

Date
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Judgmenl ~— Pago 2 of
DEFENDANT: COUY GRIFFIN
CASENUMBER: 21-cr-92 (TNM) '

IMPRISONMENT

Tho defendant ls hereby committed to the custody of the Federal Buresu of Prisons to be tmptisoned for a
total term of;
FOURTEEN (14) DAYS on Count 1, with oredit for time served,

[ The court makes the following recommendations to the Bureau of Pelsons:

01 The defendant is remanded to the custody of the United States Marshal,

O The defendant shall surrender to the United Statos Marshal for this district:

0 at O am [ pm.  on
[1 as notified by the United States Marshal.

[ The dsfendant shall survender for service of sentence at the institution deslgnated by the Bureau of Prisons:
{1 before 2 pm,-on

e i

(] o5 notified by the Unlted Statos Marshal,
O es notified by thé Probation or Pretrlal Services Offics,

S

I have oxoouted this judgment ag follows:
Defendant dellvered on ‘ o
at , With 1 certifled copy of this judgment.
TUNITED STATES MARSITAL
By .

T DBOUTY UNTTED STATES MARSHAL
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DEFENDANT: COUY GRIFFIN
CASE NUMBER: 21-¢r-92 (TNM)

SUPERVISED RELEASE
Upon release from imprisonment, you wil be'on supervised release for a term oft
TWELVE (12) MONTHS,
MANDATORY CONDITIONS

1. You must not commit another federal, state ot local crime,
2, You must not unlawfally possess a controlled substance,
3

You must rofiain {rom any uolawful use of & controllad substance, You must submit to one drug test within 15 days of release from
imprisonment and at Jeast two periodic drug tosts thereafler, as determined by the court,

i) The above drug teating condition is suspended, based on the courf's determination that you
pose o low risk of future substance abuse. (eheck {f applicable)

4, W You mugt make restitution jn accordance with 18 (),8.C, §§ 3663 and 3663A or any other statute mthorizing a sentence of
restitution, theck if appitoabic)

5. @ You must cooperate in the collection of DNA as directed by the probation officer, (eheck i applicabls)

6. [ You must comply with the requiroments of the Sex Offender Rogistration and Notification Act (34 U.S.C. § 20901, ef seq.) as

directed by the probation officer, the Burean of Prisons, or any state sex offonder registrntion agency In the location whers you
reslde, work, ars a student, or were convicted of'a quallfying offense. fohect (rapplicablz)

T 1 You must participate in an approved program for domestic violence, fheok f appticable)

You must comply with the standard conditions that have hegn adoptod by this court s welt as with any other condilions on the attachad
page.
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DEFENDANT: COUY GRIFFIN
CASE NUMBER: 21-cr-92 (TNM)

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISION

Ad part of your supervised rolease, you must comply with the Fallowing atandard conditions of suporvision, These cowdltlons ard Imposed
bechuse they establish (ho basie expactatians for your behgviop while on supervision anid Identify the niinhnum tools neoded by-probation
officers to keep fanmed, report to the court sbout, and bring about improvements in your conduct and condition,

1. You must veport to te probution office in the fedixs] jutelal disteict wliers yon are-nyuthorized to yeside. within 72 hours of your

:;:ulans_e from-Imprisonment, utiless the probatton offloer nstructs you to roport to 1 diffarent probatlon offies or within a different time
NG

2. After initlally reporting to the probation office, you will receive instractions froni the cowrt of the probation officor about how and
when you must report to the probation officer, and you must report to the probation officer 4s inslructed.

3. Youmust not knowingly leave the federal judicial district wheve you aro authorized to reside without fivst getting permission from the
coutl or the probation officer.

4, Youmust answor truthfully the questions asked by your probation officer,

5. Youmust live at a place approved by the probation officer, If you plan to change where you live or anything about your living
arrangenments (such as the people you live with), you must notify the probation officer at least 10 days before the change. if notifying
the probation offivor In advance is not possibe duc to unanticipated ciroumstances, you must notify the probation officer within 72
hours of becoming aware of a change or expected change,

6. You must allow the probation officer to visit you at any time at your home or slsewhere, and you must permit the probation offiver to
take pny items prohibited by the conditions of your supervision that he or she obseryes in plain view, ,

7. Yau must-work full time (at least 30 howrs l:ar week) al o lawful type of employment, uness the probatlon officer excuses you from
dolng so. If you do not have full-time employment you must try to find full-time omyployment, ynlegs the probation offier excuses
you fron deing so. If you plan to-thengs whore you work or anything sbont-yatn work (sueh an your position ar yout joly
responsibilities), you must notify the probiation officer at loast 10 days beforethe change. I motlgdn the-probatton witfcer at least 10
days in advancs is not poysible due to unanticipated circumstances, you must notily the probation offlver within 72 hotrs of
becoming aware of a change or expected change, !

8. You must not-cammunicate or interact with somoone you knesw is engaged i ariminel setivity, Ifyou know someone hag beon
cong‘i‘,\.;jmul off:f;\ fislomy, you must not knewlngly communicnts or interaet with that person. without fitst getting the pormission of the

rabptisn offfosr,
; Pl’you e aviested or questioned by a law enforcement offlcer, you must np¥ify the probation uffitet within 72 hours.

10, You must nok own, pogsess, or have access to a firearm, appmunision, destuettve devies,-ar dangerous weapon (l.e., anything that was
desigied, or was modifled for, the specific purpose of waysing bodily injury or death to-amother perSon such as nunchakus or tasers).

11, You must not act or make any agreement w'\,m o law enforoament agency to act us weonfidential human source or informant without
first gatting the permission of the court, )

12. 1 the probation offlcer detormines that you pose u rigk to anotha: person (inciuding an organization), the.probation offleér may
roquite you ta notify thie person about the risk and you must comply with that insiruction, The probation offfcer may contact the
porspn and cotifirn that you have notified the pérson aboutthe slsk.

13, You must follow the nstuctions of the prabution officer rolalsd to the conditions of supervision,

U.S. Probation Office Use Only |

A U5, probation officor has Inateucted mo on the condtions spocified by the court #id hes provided me with a writtan copy of tiis
judgment sontaining these conditions. For further Information regardingthese conditions, see Qierwiew of Probatlern and Supervised
Refease Condittons, availoble at! wayiv.use
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Sheot 3D — Supgrvignd Rg‘l‘ense

DEFENDANT: COUY GRIFFIN
CASE NUMBER; 21-cr-92 (TNM)

SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISION

Financlel Oblgation: You must pay the balanca of any financlal ohligation owed at & rate of no less than $300 each month.
- Full payment of all financlal obligations stated hereln Is a spacific raquirement of your supervised release,

U ldgnent-Page _ B of g

Community Service - You must complete 60 hours of community service within the next 10 monthe, The probation officer
will supervise the parllcipation in the program by approving the program, You must provide written verification of completed
hours to the probation officer.

The Court authorizes supervision and Jurisdiction of this case to ba transfarrad to the United States District Cout for the
District of New Mexico. ’

The Probation Office shall release the presentence Investigation report to all appropriete agencies, which Includes the
United States Probation Office in the approved district of resldence, In order to executs the sentence of the Court.
Treatment agencles shall return the presantence report to the Probation Office upon the defendant’s completion or
termination from treatment.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF CONDITIONS

Superyision (s for lZ/ menths commencing 20,

I have read or have had rend to me the conditions of supervision
sot forth in this judgement and | fully understand them, 1 have
boon provided a copy of them,

I understand that upon a linding of a violation of probation or
supcrvised releage, the Court may (1) revoke supervision
(2) extend the term of supetvision and or (3) modify the
conditions, of supervisign,

Date

| = _0e/%)2)
U. S. Probatl fficer .~ Date

A
[
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Sheel S —-- Criminal Monatary Penalties
AT

DEFENDANT: COUY GRIFFIN
CASE NUMBER: 21-¢1-92 (TNM)

CRIMINAL MONETARY PENALTIES

The dsfendant must pay tho total criminal monelary penaftiss under the schedule of payments on Sheot 6.

v

Agsessment Restitution e AVAA Assessmoni* JVTA Agseysmenth¥
TOTALS $ 265.00 $ 500.00 $ 3,000,00 3 0.00 $ 0.00
O The dotermination of restitution is deferred until et B0 Amiended Judgment in a Criminal Case (AO 245C) will be

entered after such determination,

W) The defendant must make restitution (including community restitution) fo {he following payoes in the amount listed betow,

1 priovity order or perecatage payment columi belpw, However, pursumal to 18'U.8,C, § 3664(1), all nonfuderal vietims must pe paid

Ifthe da‘ﬁan(lm;‘r mgkes @ pivtlal payment, each payee shall receive an approximately Jpro rtioned paymient, unless specified otherwise in
gefoi'@the Jaited States is paid,

Hamy.of Poyee Total Losg*** Restittion Ovdered  Priority or Pereontuge
Archltect of the Capitol $500.00

Office of the Chief Financlal Officer
ATTN: Kathy Sherrill, CPA

Ford House Office Bullding

Room H2-2058

Washington, DC 20515

TOTALS $ 0.00 8 500.00

{1 Restitution amount ordered pussuant to plea agreement §

01 The defendant must pay interest on restitutlon and a fine of moro than $2,500, unless the rostitution or fine fs prid in full before the

fificenth day afier the date of the judgment, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3612(f). All of the payment options on Sheet 6 may be subject
to penalties for delinquency and default, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3612(g).

8 The court determined that the defendant does ot have the ability to pay Interest and it s ordered that:
# the interest requirement is waived forthe @ fine & restitution,

CI the Interest requirement forthe  [J fine [ restitution i madified ns follows:

* Amy, Vieky, wnd Andy Child Parnopraphy Vietim Assistance Act of 20 s Pub, L. No, 115-299,
z;jué\é:: ft;'ffy Yict]ms;d_"l‘m ; cﬁm ct%%lom.l{;‘u[};ss}wgfx ?M%g; 18, Pu °

Findings for the total amount of losson are 1o ilved under Chapters 109A, 110, 110A, and 113A of Title 18 for offenses committed on -
ot uftey _'oyﬁcm‘bﬁ 13, 1994, bul befors Apifl 23 c‘9_96. i g






