
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN  

SOUTHERN DIVISION  

NEW YORK STATE TEACHERS’ 
RETIREMENT SYSTEM, Individually 
and on Behalf of All Other Persons 
Similarly Situated, 

Plaintiff, 
                           v. 

GENERAL MOTORS COMPANY, 
DANIEL F. AKERSON, NICHOLAS S. 
CYPRUS, CHRISTOPHER P. 
LIDDELL, DANIEL AMMANN, 
CHARLES K. STEVENS, III, MARY T. 
BARRA, THOMAS S. TIMKO, and 
GAY KENT 

Defendants. 

Civil Case No. 4:14-cv-11191 

Honorable Linda V. Parker 

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF SALVATORE J. GRAZIANO 

I, SALVATORE J. GRAZIANO, declare as follows: 

1. I am a partner in the law firm of Bernstein Litowitz Berger & 

Grossmann LLP (“BLB&G”), the Court-appointed Lead Counsel in this Action.1

BLB&G represents the Court-appointed Lead Plaintiff, the New York State 

Teachers’ Retirement System (“New York Teachers”).  I respectfully submit this 

1 Unless otherwise defined herein, all capitalized terms have the meanings set forth 
in the Stipulation and Agreement of Settlement, dated November 11, 2015.  ECF 
No. 94-2. 
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Supplemental Declaration in further support of:  (1) Lead Plaintiff’s Motion for Final 

Approval of Settlement and Approval of Plan of Allocation; and (2) Lead Counsel’s 

Motion for an Award of Attorneys’ Fees and Reimbursement of Litigation Expenses.  

I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth herein based on my active 

supervision of and participation in the prosecution and settlement of the claims 

asserted in the Action. 

SUPPLEMENTAL FRAGA DECLARATION 

2. The Supplemental Declaration of Jose C. Fraga Regarding (A) Mailing 

of the Notice Packet; and (B) Report on Requests for Exclusion Received is attached 

hereto as Exhibit 1.   

OBJECTION OF DONALD C. MARRO 

3. The objection of Donald. C. Marro to the proposed Settlement dated 

March 9, 2016 (ECF No. 105) states that Mr. Marro contacted me after receiving 

Notice of the Settlement to ask why GM warrants were not covered by the Settlement 

and that I told Mr. Marro “that plaintiffs simply hadn’t thought of it.”  ECF No. 105, 

at 2.  While I have no precise recollection of this conversation with Mr. Marro, this 

is not something that I would have said because it is not accurate.  Lead Counsel, 

with the assistance of experts it consulted, carefully considered claims that could be 

brought with respect to GM securities but decided that only common stock should 

be included in the Action.  
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4. We received Mr. Marro’s March 9, 2016 objection on March 15, 2015.  

That day, my partner James Harrod and I called Mr. Marro to discuss the substance 

of his objection and address the inconsistency between what was stated in his 

objection and what occurred in our extensive pre-filing investigation of numerous 

GM securities.  At the outset of this call, which lasted approximately a few minutes, 

I informed Mr. Marro that he was under no obligation to speak with me but that his 

characterization that I would have told him that New York Teachers did not consider 

including claims on behalf of GM warrants was not correct and could not be 

correct.  When the issue of the inconsistency in the objection was raised, Mr. Marro 

stated that there was no need for clarification and abruptly terminated the call. 

5. Lead Counsel recommended to Lead Plaintiff that claims in this action 

be brought on behalf of investors that purchased or acquired GM common stock and 

not to include other GM securities.  Many considerations supported that conclusion, 

including concerns about the strength of such claims, and our analysis, based on the 

advice of experts in the areas of market efficiency, loss causation and damages, that 

the market for other GM securities was less liquid, possibly less efficient and that 

such limitations would exacerbate existing risks relating to class certification, loss 

causation and damages.   

6. For example, the GM warrants at the center of Mr. Marro’s objection 

have trading volume that is very small relative to the trading volume of GM common 
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stock.  The median daily trading volumes of GM Warrant A (CUSIP 37045V118) 

and Warrant B (CUSIP 37045V126) from the date they were issued to the end of the 

Settlement Class Period (July 24, 2014) were 140,311 and 198,010, respectively.  In 

contrast, the median daily trading volume of GM common stock during the 

Settlement Class Period was 11,792,800.  Thus, daily trading volume in each series 

of warrants was 1.2% and 1.7% of the daily trading volume in GM common stock.2

The potential damages on the warrant claims were concomitantly small compared to 

class-wide damages on the GM common stock claims. 

7. As discussed in my previous Declaration (ECF No. 102), the Plan of 

Allocation for the Net Settlement Fund was based on an event study conducted by 

Lead Plaintiff’s damages expert that calculated the amount of estimated artificial 

inflation in the per share closing prices of GM common stock that allegedly was 

proximately caused by Defendants’ alleged false and misleading statements and 

omissions by measuring price changes in GM common stock in reaction to certain 

public announcements in which the alleged misrepresentations and omissions were 

alleged to have been revealed to the market, adjusting for price changes that were 

2 Similar numbers apply if the average daily trading volume is considered rather than 
median daily trading volume.  The average daily trading volume for the two sets of 
warrants was 311,958 and 354,236 and the average daily trading volume for GM 
common stock during the Settlement Class Period was 15,074,596, so that the 
warrants each compromised 2.1% and 2.3% of the average daily trading volume of 
the common stock.  
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attributable to market or industry forces.  See ECF No. 102, at ¶ 98.  The Plan of 

Allocation was based on these neutral criteria and was designed to be fair and 

equitable to all Settlement Class Members, not to disproportionately favor New York 

Teachers or any other plaintiff.  

8. As discussed in my previous Declaration, the negotiations to achieve 

the Settlement were adversarial and at arm’s length.  ECF No. 102. at ¶¶ 4, 58-62.  

During the course of those negotiations, counsel for GM advised Lead Plaintiff that 

a best-and-final demand should be submitted through GM’s counsel, who would 

make a recommendation to GM’s Board of Directors regarding that demand.  A 

detailed demand was prepared by Lead Counsel after discussions with and approval 

from the Lead Plaintiff, and submitted on September 13, 2015.  On September 16, 

2015, the demand was accepted and a term sheet reflecting the parties’ agreement to 

settle the litigation for $300 million was signed.  See ECF No. 102, at ¶ 62.  Neither 

Lead Plaintiff nor Lead Counsel knew how GM’s Board of Directors would decide 

and whether the demand would be accepted.   

9. Mr. Marro is a frequent pro se litigant.  For example, a search of the 

PACER nationwide case locator for civil cases in federal district courts, 

https://pcl.uscourts.gov/search, reveals that Donald C. Marro was a pro se plaintiff

in 12 such cases.  See, e.g., Marro v. Crosscheck, Inc., No. 1:04-CV-00147-LMB, 

2004 WL 3688137 (E.D. Va. Aug. 6, 2004) (dismissing defamation case brought by 
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Mr. Marro arising out of his refusal to pay a $227 dental bill), aff’d, 155 Fed. App’x 

168 (2004).  Mr. Marro also filed an objection in GM’s bankruptcy proceeding in 

2009 contending that certain aspects of GM’s reorganization violated due process, 

equal protection and the takings clause.  See In re General Motors Corp., Case No. 

09-5006 (REG) (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. June 26, 2009), ECF No. 2881 (attached hereto as 

Exhibit 2).  A search of the electronic docket for the Circuit Court of Fauquier 

County, Virginia, http://ewsocis1.courts.state.va.us/CJISWeb/MainMenu.do, 

reveals that Mr. Marro is or was a pro se plaintiff in 47 cases in that court.  (There 

may be some overlap between the Virginia state court cases and the federal cases 

because of cases removed to federal court and/or remanded to state court.)  A search 

of the Supreme Court of Virginia’s Appellate Case Management System, 

https://eapps.courts.state.va.us/acms-public, reveals that Mr. Marro was the pro se 

appellant or petitioner in 18 cases seeking review by the Supreme Court of Virginia.  

A search of the United States Supreme Court’s docket, 

https://www.supremecourt.gov/docket/ docket.aspx, reveals that Mr. Marro has filed 

four unsuccessful pro se petitions for writ of certiorari seeking the Supreme Court’s 

review of decisions of the Virginia state courts.  The most recent of these petitions 

filed by Mr. Marro notes that a Virginia state trial court has twice determined him to 

be a “vexatious litigant” and has imposed sanctions on him for his conduct in two 

separate cases, and that these sanctions were sustained on appeal.  See Petition for 
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Writ of Certiorari, Marro v. Fauquier Cnty Bd. of Supervisors, No. 11-160, 2011 

WL 3488941, at *5-*6 (Apr. 21, 2011) (attached hereto as Exhibit 3).                 

OBJECTION OF THE KAYSER TRUST 

10. The objection filed by David Wagner as Trustee of the Charles Francis 

Kayser Revocable Trust (the “Kayser Trust”) and Charles Francis Kayser on March 

23, 2016 (ECF No. 107) references a letter dated February 6, 2016 addressed to me 

from counsel for the Kayser Trust and Mr. Kayser requesting copies of all insurance 

policies produced to plaintiffs in this Action (the “February 6 Letter”).  The February 

6 Letter is attached hereto as Exhibit 4.  I and my firm have no record of receiving 

the February 6 Letter until it was faxed to me by Mr. Kayser’s counsel on March 22, 

2016, and Mr. Kayser’s counsel never inquired or followed-up regarding the 

February 6 Letter prior to March 22, 2016.  My partner James Harrod and I spoke 

with Mr. Kayser’s attorney on March 22, 2016 (as soon as we received a fax of his 

February 6 Letter) but were not at liberty to share documentation received from GM 

with him under the terms of the confidentiality order entered into with Defendants 

in this Action     

OBJECTION OF MARK McCRATE 

11. The objection of Mark McCrate to the Settlement, Plan of Allocation 

and request for attorneys’ fees and expenses, dated March 14, 2016 and received by 

BLB&G on or about March 22, 2006 is attached hereto as Exhibit 5.   
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I declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States, that 

the foregoing facts are true and correct.   

Date:  April 13, 2016 
New York, New York 

/s/ Salvatore J. Graziano           
SALVATORE J. GRAZIANO 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on April 13, 2016 I caused the foregoing Supplemental 

Declaration of Salvatore J. Graziano to be served on all counsel of record via the 

ECF filing system and on the following individuals by FedEx overnight delivery 

service: 

Donald C. Marro 
3318 Bust Head Road 
The Plains, VA 20198 

Larry F. Woods, Esq. 
24 North Frederick Avenue 
Oelwein, IA 50662 

Counsel for Objectors Charles Francis 
Kayser Revocable Trust and Charles 
Francis Kayser 

Jack Orava 
6607 Shadydale Drive 
Shelby Township, MI 48316 

Animesh Khemka 
281 East Warren Avenue 
Fremont, CA 94539 

Stephen Schoeman 
101 Jefferson Avenue 
Westfield, NJ 07090 

Mark McCrate 
641 Stoneybrook Dr. 
Dayton, OH 45429 

Date:  April 13, 2016 
New York, New York 

/s/ Salvatore J. Graziano           
                SALVATORE J. GRAZIANO 

#975901
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INDEX OF EXHIBITS TO  
SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF SALVATORE J. GRAZIANO  

Exhibit Description 
1 Supplemental Declaration of Jose C. Fraga Regarding (A) Mailing 

of the Notice Packet; and (B) Report on Requests for Exclusion 
Received.  

2 Motion for Leave to File Out of Time an Unsecured Creditor’s 
Objection to Sale filed by Donald C. Marro, In re General Motors 
Corp., Case No. 09-5006 (REG) (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. June 26, 2009), 
ECF No. 2881. 

3 Petition for Writ of Certiorari, Marro v. Fauquier Cnty Bd. of 
Supervisors, No. 11-160, 2011 WL 3488941 (April 21, 2011). 

4 February 6, 2016 Letter from Larry F. Woods to Salvatore J. 
Graziano (with March 22, 2016 fax cover page). 

5 Objection of Mark McCrate to the Settlement, Plan of Allocation 
and request for attorneys’ fees and expenses, dated March 14, 2016.  
(For privacy and security reasons, Lead Counsel have redacted Mr. 
McCrate’s telephone number, email address, social security number 
and financial account number from this document.)  

4:14-cv-11191-LVP-MKM   Doc # 119-1   Filed 04/13/16   Pg 1 of 1    Pg ID 4165



Exhibit 1 

4:14-cv-11191-LVP-MKM   Doc # 119-2   Filed 04/13/16   Pg 1 of 11    Pg ID 4166



 

 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN  

SOUTHERN DIVISION  
 

NEW YORK STATE TEACHERS’ 
RETIREMENT SYSTEM, Individually 
and on Behalf of All Other Persons 
Similarly Situated, 
 
    Plaintiff, 
                           v. 

 
GENERAL MOTORS COMPANY, 
DANIEL F. AKERSON, NICHOLAS S. 
CYPRUS, CHRISTOPHER P. 
LIDDELL, DANIEL AMMANN, 
CHARLES K. STEVENS, III, MARY T. 
BARRA, THOMAS S. TIMKO, and 
GAY KENT 
 

    Defendants. 
 

Civil Case No. 4:14-cv-11191 
 
Honorable Linda V. Parker 

 
 
 

 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF JOSE C. FRAGA  
REGARDING (A) MAILING OF THE NOTICE PACKET; AND 
(B) REPORT ON REQUESTS FOR EXCLUSION RECEIVED 

 
I, JOSE C. FRAGA, declare as follows: 

1. I am a Senior Director of Operations for Garden City Group, LLC 

(“GCG”).  I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein, and if called on to 

do so, I could and would testify competently thereto.  Pursuant to the Court’s 

November 20, 2015 Order Preliminarily Approving Settlement and Providing for 

Notice (the “Preliminary Approval Order”), GCG was authorized to act as Claims 
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Administrator in connection with the Settlement of the above-captioned action.1  I 

submit this Declaration as a supplement to my earlier declaration, the Declaration 

of Jose C. Fraga Regarding (A) Mailing of the Notice Packet; (B) Publication of 

the Summary Notice; and (C) Report on Requests for Exclusion Received to Date 

dated March 9, 2016 (ECF No. 102-2) (the “March Mailing Declaration”).   

MAILING OF THE NOTICE PACKET 

2. Since the execution of my March Mailing Declaration, GCG has 

continued to disseminate copies of the Notice and Proof of Claim (the “Notice 

Packet”) in response to additional requests from potential members of Settlement 

Class, brokers, and nominees.  From March 9, 2016 through April 13, 2016, GCG 

has disseminated an additional 15,121 Notice Packets to potential members of the 

Settlement Class and nominees by first-class mail.  In addition, GCG has remailed 

1,566 Notice Packets to those persons who requested a packet to be remailed or for 

those whose original mailing was returned by U.S. Postal Service and for whom 

updated addresses were provided to GCG by the Postal Service.  Including the 

Notice Packets previously disseminated, as set forth in my March Mailing 

Declaration, GCG has mailed a total of 1,196,822 Notice Packets to potential 

Settlement Class Members and nominees (not including remailed Notice Packets).  

                                                 
1 All terms with initial capitalization not otherwise defined herein have the 
meanings ascribed to them in the Stipulation and Agreement of Settlement dated 
November 11, 2015 (the “Stipulation”). 
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TELEPHONE HELPLINE AND WEBSITE 

3. GCG continues to maintain the toll-free telephone number (1-866-

459-1720) and interactive voice response system to accommodate any inquiries 

from potential members of the Settlement Class.  GCG also continues to maintain 

the dedicated website for the Action (www.gmsecuritieslitigation.com) in order to 

assist potential members of the Settlement Class.  On March 9, 2016, GCG posted 

copies of the papers filed in support of the motion for final approval of the 

Settlement and in support of Lead Counsel’s motion for fees and expenses to the 

website.  GCG will continue maintaining and, as appropriate, updating the website 

and toll-free telephone number until the conclusion of the administration. 

REPORT ON REQUESTS FOR EXCLUSION RECEIVED 

4. The Notice informed potential members of the Settlement Class that 

requests for exclusion from the Settlement Class were to be mailed or otherwise 

delivered, addressed to New York State Teachers’ Retirement System v. General 

Motors Company, EXCLUSIONS, c/o Garden City Group, LLC, P.O. Box 10262, 

Dublin, OH 43017-5762, such that they were received by GCG no later than March 

23, 2016.  GCG has been monitoring all mail delivered to that Post Office Box.  As 

of the date of this Declaration, GCG has received a total of 82 timely requests for 

exclusion and four (4) late requests for exclusion.  Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a 
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Exhibit 1 
 

Requests for Exclusion Received 
 

1.  Ronald R. Anderson 
Lincoln, NE 

2.  Estate of Nancy C. Ballowe  
by David R. Lee, Executor 
Williamsburg, VA 

3.  Stephen Baumann 
Las Vegas, NV 

4.  Roger Lee Beavers and  
Linda Marie Beavers 
The Villages, FL 

5.  Brian Bennefeld and 
Kelly Bennefeld 
Pace, FL 

6.  Jeffrey Joseph Biegas 
Woodhaven, MI 

7.  Ronald A. Boldt 
Buffalo, NY 

8.  George R. Bott IV 
Lancaster, VA 

9.  Diana S. Briner 
Dallas, TX 

10.  Eugene H. Bulriss 
Harlingen, TX 

11.  Robert M. Cacic 
Norfolk, VA 

12.  Clifford M. Carlin 
Charlotte, NC 
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13.  College Retirement Equities 
Fund 

TIAA-CREF Enhanced Large-
Cap Value Index Fund 

TIAA-CREF S&P 500 Index 
Fund 

TIAA-CREF Large-Cap Value 
Fund 

TIAA-CREF Equity Index Fund 
TIAA-CREF Growth & Income 

Fund 
TIAA-CREF Life Large-Cap 

Value Fund 
TIAA-CREF Life Stock Index 

Fund 
TIAA-CREF Life Growth & 

Income Fund 
TIAA Separate Account VA-1 

and 
TIAA-CREF Large-Cap Value 

Index Fund 
New York, NY 
 

14.  Margaret A. Corley 
Seattle, WA 

15.  Alfred C. Cramer 
North East, PA 

16.  Daniel Dobbin and  
Kathleen Dobbin 
Aston, PA 

17.  Bernhard Donath 
Hamburg  
GERMANY 

18.  James E. Edgar IRA 
Frankfort, MI 

19.  Phillip J. Edwards 
San Jose, CA 

20.  Elliott Associates, L.P. 
Gatwick Securities LLC 
The Liverpool Limited 

Partnership 
Springfield Associates, L.L.C. 

and 
Elliott International, L.P. 
c/o Elliott Management Corp. 
New York, NY 
 

21.  Thomas A. Filla 
Pocono Lake, PA 

22.  David Thomas Fisher 
New York, NY 

23.  Richard D. Fleming 
Naperville, IL 
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24.  Jacqueline N. Foreman 
Bradenton, FL 

25.  Carlo Forest 
Rochester Hills, MI 

26.  Harry L. Fowler and 
Charlotte A. Fowler 
Fairview, TX 

27.  Richard E. Gagnon and  
Diane L. Gagnon 
Apache Junction, AZ 

28.  Iris Gallaway 
Heber Springs, AR 

29.  Karl Gibson 
Kingsport, TN 

30.  Ashley Halloran 
Atlanta, GA 

31.  Marcia E. Hearn and 
Robert J. Hearn 
Hamilton, NJ 

32.  Richard Russell Hillman and 
Susan Diane Hillman 
Roseville, CA 

33.  David D. Horchler 
Tierra Verde, FL 

34.  Thom Isensee, 
Successor Trustee 

Isensee Family Trust dated 
10/9/06 

Huntington Beach, CA 
 

35.  John Isso 
Northridge, CA 

36.  S. Robert Italia 
Glastonbury, CT 

37.  Jim Johnson 
Danville, KY 

38.  Nathan Kennedy 
Ithaca, NY 

39.  Gary Kuhn 
Allen Park, MI 
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40.  Stephen M. Lawless 
Lake Orion, MI 

41.  Betty H. Lawrence and 
Russell T. Lawrence 
Antioch, CA 

42.  Debra J. Lawson 
Beaverton, OR 

43.  Barbara J. Leah 
Micco, FL 

44.  Charles N. Lindsay and 
Carol A. Lindsay 
Washington, PA 

45.  Peter J. Lorenzo 
Callicoon Center, NY 

46.  Edith Mackler 
Philadelphia, PA 

47.  James D. Moss 
Lake Cormorant, MS 

48.  Victor A. Mulhall 
Red Deer, Alberta 
CANADA 

49.  Jeanette Nix 
Buford, GA 

50.  North River Insurance 
Company 

c/o Hamblin Watsa Investment 
Counsel Ltd. 

Toronto, Ontario  
CANADA 
 

51.  Dorothy M. Novotniak 
McKeesport, PA 

52.  Gerald L. Noyes, Sr. 
East China, MI 

53.  The Terry O’Dell SIPP 
by Terry O’Dell, Trustee 
Manchester, UK 

54.  Eva Odze 
Yonkers, NY 
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55.  Richard Petersen TTEE and 
Mary Alice Peterson TTEE 
Castro Valley, CA 

56.  Wanda Pfieffer 
Dover, DE 

57.  Charles Piccirillo 
Boston, MA 

58.  Marvin Recht 
Carmel, IN  
 

59.  Mamie L. Reed 
Dayton, OH 

60.  Brian J. Saviola 
Williamsville, NY 

61.  Martin W. Schmidt and 
Marcele D. Schmidt 
Minden, NE 

62.  Seneca Insurance Company 
c/o Hamblin Watsa Investment 
Counsel Ltd. 
Toronto, Ontario  
CANADA 
 

63.  Darrell James Simoneaux 
Buda, TX 

64.  Thomas W. Starinshak 
Murrells Inlet, SC 

65.  Richard W. Stofle, Trustee 
Marjorie E. Stofle, Trustee and 
Stofle Living Trust 
Whittier, CA 

66.  Lisa A. Straub 
Selinsgrove, PA 

67.  Summers Fuel, Inc. 
Towson, MD 

68.  Diane Sutton 
Shipshewana, IN 

69.  Richard L. Swingler 
Whitby, Ontario  
CANADA 

70.  Sandra H. Symonds 
Natick, MA 
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71.  Michael A. Telesca,  
Successor Trustee 

Sharon E. Howson Revocable 
Trust 

Rochester, NY 
 

72.  Nancy J. Temske 
Seneca, SC 

73.  Michael C. Timmerman 
Dayton, NV 

74.  Anne Catherine Topic 
Falls Church, VA 

75.  Joanne Tremblay 
Saint-Sauveur, Quebec 
CANADA 

76.  George S. Wallace 
East Bend, NC 

77.  Susan Nicholson Walmsley and 
Estate of Kevin Walmsley 
Walnut Creek, CA 

78.  Andrew J. Weisner 
Englewood, OH 

79.  Thomas S. Wilson IRA  
Canton, MI 

80.  Ronald L. Wolford 
Brighton, MI 

81.  Richard F. Yindra and 
Mary Lou Yindra 
Ivoryton, CT  

82.  Peter Zeller 
Roseville, MN 

83.  Charles de Kunffy 
Palm Springs, CA 

84.  Linda B. Kirchman Trust 
by Linda B. Kirchman, Trustee 
Framingham, MA 

85.  Mien Ly 
Laval, Quebec 
CANADA 

86.  Mervin Sprague 
Canyon Country, CA 
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Marro v. Fauquier County Bd. of Supervisors, 2011 WL 3488941 (2011)

 © 2016 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 1

2011 WL 3488941 (U.S.) (Appellate Petition, Motion and Filing)
Supreme Court of the United States.

Donald C. MARRO, Petitioner,
v.

FAUQUIER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, Respondent.

No. 11-160.
April 21, 2011.

On Petition For Writ of Certiorari to the Supreme Court of Virginia and the Fauquier County (VA) Circuit Court

Petition for Writ of Certiorari

Donald C. Marro, pro se, 3318 Bust Head Road, The Plains, VA 20198, 540-253-5309 (tel), 540-253-5607 (fax),
dmarro@crosslink.com.

*i  QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Did judicial prejudice and irrationality account for dismissal of an otherwise proper First Amended Complaint from a
Petitioner called vexatious repeatedly by the: trial judge, and did that produce equal protection and due process deprivations,
when: (a) dismissal was for being filed one day late though (b) leave had been granted to extend first amended complaint filing
time by 10 days to permit further amendment; (c) service on Respondent was timely and there was no prejudice; (d) the subject
complaint was received by the trial court on a date that under Virginia Supreme Court Rule 1:7 was timely; (e) such dismissal
violates public policy favoring adjudication of disputes; (f) dismissals are never granted by Virginia courts in circumstances
which obtained, and (g) the proceedings were still in their early stages.

2. Was the result of dismissal a taking when there were compelling statutory provisions and decisional law to support the
contention that the assessment and collection were erroneous.

3. Are constitutional protections denied to a litigant in state courts only to be secured by a 42 USC 1983 action and not by review.
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*VII  JURISDICTIONAL BASIS

This Petition for Certiorari is brought under 28 USC 1257. Constitutional deprivations were raised in the trial court in a Motion
for Reconsideration following First Amended Complaint dismissal and in the Petitions For Review and Rehearing, (excerpts
appended)

Petitioner contends a state trial court acted out of bias and irrationally, and allowed an unjust taking by a “state actor”,
Respondent County Board of Supervisors, and denied procedural and substantive due process, equal protection and access to
the courts.

The Virginia Supreme Court declined to review a Circuit Court final Order of April 21, 2010. An application for Rehearing
was denied on January 21, 2011.

OPINIONS BELOW

There were no published official reports or express opinions issued below.

*viii  Constitutional Provisions/Virginia Statutes (in pertinent part)

U.S. Constitutional Amendments, Amendment I “the right of the people to petition the Government for a redress of their
grievances”
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U.S. Constitutional Amendments, Amendment XIV “nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty or property without
due process nor deny … equal protection of the laws”

Virginia Statutes

8.01 - 184: “circuit courts….have power to make binding adjudications of right, whether or not consequential relief is…claimed”

8.01 - 186: “further relief..on declaratory Judgment whenever necessary or proper”

58.1-3984: “any person assessed with local taxes, aggrieved by such assessment, may….apply for relief to the circuit court”

Virginia Supreme Court Rules

Rule 1:7: “Whenever a party is required or permitted under these Rules, or by direction of the court, to do an act within a
prescribed period of time after service of a paper upon counsel of record, three (3) days shall be added to the prescribed time
when the paper is served by mail…

*1  STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Two suits underlie this Petition.

CL08-875, the original suit below, had Declaratory Judgment Counts (I-II) and Counts III and IV seeking relief from a property
tax assessment. Counts III-IV were nonsuited to see if resolution was possible but resolution failed. Counts III-IV were then
refiled as CL09-386 when Respondent refused consent to amend CL08-875 to restore the Counts.

Marro promptly moved to consolidate CL09-386 with CL08-875 but was denied.

CL09-386 alleged a 2006 assessment later became erroneous and sought refunds. Count I of CL09-386 (old Count III of
CL08-875) asked correction of the 2006 assessment for 2007/2008, and Count II (old Count IV) asked refund of excess
2007/2008 taxes. At time of filing CL08-875, 2009 taxes had not yet been levied.

Both suits were challenged by demurrer, with Respondents also moving for sanctions on grounds Marro filed CL09-386 without
having facts in support, and that CL09-386 was refiled as “retaliation”.

Marro set these matters and issues for hearing when Respondent did not.

*2  On 3/5/10, a Hearing was held on the Demurrers in both CL08-875 and CL09-386. The demurrer in CL09-386 was sustained
with leave to amend while CL08-875 was dismissed with prejudice.

Respondents then sent Marro their proposed Order, to which Marro promptly sent his corrections and objections, but Respondent
ignored Marro's corrections and objections and tendered its proposed Order without Marro's changes (violating a local rule).

Marro moved in Opposition to this Order and for Reconsideration of the 3/5 rulings, in part to preserve objection to 2009 taxes,
by now paid.

On 3/17, the trial court entered its Order for the 3/5 Hearing without Marro's objections and disposition of Marro's motion for
Reconsideration. That Order was mailed by the trial court several days after entry, not reaching Marro until 3/23/10. The Order
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gave Marro 21 days from 3/17 to file and serve his First Amended Complaint, but mailing an Order under Rule 1:7 gives 3
additional days to perform the act called for.

On 3/20, Marro moved for leave to amend CL09-386 to add 2009 tax year and taxes in the First Amended Complaint then
pending.

*3  That motion was set by Marro for 4/6/10, the first Motions day before the First Amended Complaint was due on 4/7,
measured by 21 days from 3/17 but without mailing time allowance.

Marro also asked Respondent for an agreed Order consenting to further amendment and an extension of time for the pending
First Amended Complaint (“FAC”) to accommodate it but Respondent never replied.

On 4/6, the Motion was heard and further leave to amend to add 2009 taxes was granted, to be in 10 days of 4/6. On 4/7, the
FAC, with this further amendment, was served on Respondent and mailed to the trial court where it was filed on 4/8. On 4/8,
Respondents moved to dismiss on grounds the FAC was untimely.

Marro Opposed dismissal since (a) the 4/6 order granted him 10 days more to file the FAC, (b) the 3/17 Order setting 21 days
from 3/17 as the filing date was subject to addition of 3 more days to the filing date from being mailed to Marro (pursuant to
Rule 1:7), (c) the FAC was timely mailed on 4/7 to the trial court and timely filed on 4/8, and (d) Respondent was both timely
served under any criteria (in 21 days, on 4/7) and there was no prejudice, as shown conclusively by Respondent's 4/12 filing
of responsive pleadings and 4/8 Motion To Dismiss.

*4  However, the trial court granted Respondent's Motion To Dismiss with prejudice. Marro objected, noted his objections on
the Order and renewed the objections by Motion For Reconsideration on 5/7/10.

Marro's Motion For Reconsideration again stated conditions sufficient in law to explain and/or excuse a “late” filing, i.e., 10
days more granted on 4/6 to include the 2009 tax year in the FAC, the Rule 1:7 allowance of 3 extra days for a mailed order,
no prejudice and timely service on Respondent, and a FAC mailed to the trial court on 4/7/10 and received and filed on 4/8.

Marro provided the authorities explaining and/or excusing late filing in the circumstances and contended that dismissal in such
circumstances denied due process and constituted a taking, all the more so since 2009 tax year relief was foreclosed unless
Marro brought yet another new suit, an option Marro was expressly warned against exercising by the trial court.

Reconsideration was denied and Notice of Appeal timely followed.

*5  The trial court had previously declared Marro a “vexatious litigant” and twice sanctioned him for bringing otherwise
meritorious actions. Both were unsuccessfully petitioned for review in Virginia and to this Court.

In the first case, Marro v. Virginia Power, involving Virginia Power power lines on Marro's property without easement, Marro's
prosecution of suit was made virtually impossible by a trial court ruling that prohibited Marro from propounding discovery
(even before any discovery was made) except by order of the court.

This and other improvident rulings resulted in three separate suits but still left the question of easement unresolved, where it is
to this day. By the third suit in this suite, the trial court wearied of Marro and the controversy, characterized Marro as vexatious
for the filing of multiple suits and motions (many necessary to permit or compel discovery), awarded sanctions to Virginia
Power without giving Marro an opportunity to be heard, and ordered no motion for reconsideration of its final order, all without
resolving the easement question.

Not surprisingly, review petitions in Virginia and to this Court were denied.
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*6  That vexatious label was again applied to Marro by the same trial judge in a later suit against property sellers who disavowed
an oral contract. Again, sanctions were granted, and again, review petitions in Virginia and to this Court were denied.

That vexatious characterization colored this same trial judge's conduct in this suit as well, though here sanctions were denied,
albeit with the chilling commentary that denial of sanctions was a “close call”.

*7  Argument: Summarized

Q. 1. Did judicial prejudice and irrationality account for dismissal of an otherwise proper First Amended Complaint (“FAC”)
from a litigant repeatedly called vexatious by the trial judge, when dismissal was for being filed 1 day late though leave had
been granted to extend FAC filing time 10 days to permit further amendment, when service on Respondent was timely and
there was no prejudice, when the FAC was timely filed in trial court under VA Sup.Ct Rule 1:7, when dismissal violates public
policy favoring adjudication of disputes, when dismissals are never granted by Virginia courts in the same circumstances, and
when proceedings were in early stages.

1. A dismissal defying decisional law and the public policy favoring adjudicating of disputes is improvident.

2. Dismissal of the instant action on the grounds herein and without a decision on the merits denies equal protection,
procedural and substantive due process, and the right to petition.

3. When dismissal is improvident and no express opinion announces or illustrates the cause, the appearance of prejudice
or actual prejudice is present.

4. When a trial court called a pro se litigant “vexatious” multiple times and rules irrationally, the appearance of prejudice
or actual prejudice is conclusively present.

*8  Q. 2. Was the result of dismissal a taking when there were compelling statutory provisions and decisional law to support
the contention that the assessment and collection were erroneous.

5. Respondent is a state actor, and improvident dismissal of an action for erroneous tax collection by a state actor is
a taking.

Q. 3. Are constitutional protections denied to a litigant in state courts only to be secured by a 42 USC 1983 action and not
by review.

6. When an avenue for review is provided, including to the Supreme Court, there is no basis for forcing a 42 USC 1983
action on a litigant to exercise constitutional protections merely because review is rarely granted, particularly to a pro se.

7. It is no excuse for constitutional deprivations that review is rarely granted or a litigant is pro se.

*9  Argument: Elaborated

1. A dismissal defying decisional law precluding such dismissal and the public policy favoring adjudicating of disputes
is improvident.

All the circumstances, Rules and authorities in the Statement of the Case, taken together or separately, preclude dismissal,
leaving only trial judge bias as its basis. Further, it is public policy in Virginia to adjudicate disputes on their merits, dismissal
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being viewed as a severe penalty. A state cannot by severe penalties burden resort to courts, even in doubtful cases. State of
Missouri v. Chicago, B&O Ry Co., 36 S.Ct. 715, 241 US 533

What makes dismissal conclusively deprivation is this and the following. When statutory or common law controlling is ignored
as here, the state has improperly burdened process. (effective access to courts includes whatever is required for a fair hearing
of grievances, Hilliard v. Scully, 537 F. Supp 1084 (S.D.NY 1982)

Also, state violates equal protection when it irrationally treats those similarly situated, including for taxes. Hartford Steam
Boiler v. Harrison, 57 S.Ct. 838, 301 US 459 And statutes or other exertions of government that lack a rational basis violate
due process if someone is deprived thereby of liberty or property. Gamble v Eau Claire County, 5 F.3d 285 (7th Cir 1993)

*10  Dismissal here, given its basis and consequences, is improvident and conclusively a deprivation. Further, whatever the
rubric for dismissal, it must be unconstitutionally vague if judges are free to decide without legally fixed standards of what is
prohibited and what isn't. Gioccio v. State of Pennsylvania, 86 S.Ct. 518, 382 US 399

2. Dismissal of the instant action on the grounds herein and without a decision on the merits denies equal protection,
procedural and substantive due process and the right to petition.

As to equal protection, the common law is within equal protection, In re: Asbestos, 829 F 2d 1233 (3d Cir. 1987), and equal
protection is denied when a course of procedure is not applicable to all. Tinsley v. Andersen, 18 S.Ct. 805, 171 US 101 The
common law here should have precluded dismissal, and didn't.

As to procedural due process, that guarantees fair procedures, Cotnoir v. University of Maine Systems, 35 F.3d 6 (1st Cir. 1994),
which guarantee applies whenever state seeks to remove or significantly alter property interests, Paul v. Davis, 96 S.Ct. 1155,
424 US 693.

Procedures here were both unfair and novel.

*11  Improvident dismissal in the circumstances here denied such procedural due process. Biuth v Laird, (4th Cir. 1970) 435
F 2d 1065 [when sovereign sets procedure then deviates, that violates procedural process]

Even if the trial court only misapprehended statutory language or misapplied common law, its error was still deprivation by
being so unforeseeable so as to deny fair warning. Bouie v. City of Columbia, 84 S.Ct. 1697, 378 US 347

Finally, it violates court access if legitimate efforts at redress are obstructed. Galazo v. City of Waterbury, (D. Conn 2004)
303 F. Supp 2d 213

For a trial judge to exhibit often and plainly a view of Petitioner that is so frankly hostile, and to defy both common law and
Rule, is patently obstructionist.

3. When dismissal is improvident, and no express opinion illuminates the cause, the appearance of prejudice or actual
prejudice is present.

No opinion was issued by the trial court, no express reasoning given to justify dismissal in the circumstances.

What is certain is the trial judge threatened sanctions, sanctioned Petitioner twice previously and called Petitioner a vexatious
litigant, all of which are at least indicia of the appearance of bias, if not the real thing.
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*12  Carey v. Pop. Svc, 97 S.Ct, 2010, 431 U.S. 678, holds “when the state burdens exercise of fundamental right, justification
must be more than unsupported assertion.

4. When a trial court called a pro se litigant “vexatious” multiple times and rules irrationally, the appearance of
prejudice or actual prejudice is conclusively present.

Government labeling someone with a badge of disgrace is a liberty deprivation. Collins v. Wolfson, 496 F.2d 1100 (5th Cir
1974); [whenever reputation, good name, honor or integrity is at stake because of what government is doing, a property interest
is involved and due process applies] Son Filippo v. Bongiovonni, 961 F.2d 1125 (3rd Cir. 1992)

The trial judge had a pro se litigant it previously and repeatedly called vexatious now challenging a duly authorized tax authority
and became more concerned with appearing to coddle this “vexatious litigant” than with the “vexatious litigant's” constitutional
protections.

Consequently, the trial judge dismissed CL09-386, notwithstanding that such dismissal is against public policy and has never
happened in Virginia in the same circumstances, particularly so early in the proceedings.

*13  The details set forth above show there is no better explanation for this other than trial judge bias or perhaps an overbearing
concern for efficiency or efficacy. If that latter is so, the XIV Amendment is there to protect against such overbearing concern
for efficiency and efficacy. Cleveland Board of Education v. LaFleur, 94 S.Ct. 791, 414 US 632

The greater likelihood is this trial judge by the third Virginia Power suit had completely or almost completely lost impartiality
as to Marro, and the facts show the trial judge thereafter saw Marro as vexatious.

Such trial judge bias is a procedural due process violation. Marshall v. Jerrico, 100 S.Ct. 1610, 446 US 238

Equal protection should have protected Marro from arbitrary and intentional discrimination occasioned by express statutory
provisions or improper execution by its duly constituted agents, Glicker v. Michigan Liquor Control Commission, 160 F.2d
96 (6th Cir. 1946)

Finally, penalties for seeking access to the courts is denial of due process. Natural Gas v. Slattery, 58 S. Ct. 199, 302 US 300
By a biased (and otherwise irrational) dismissal, Marro was denied his right to petition, a right which is not conditioned on his
motive. Barnes v. Township, (E.D. Pa 1996) 927 F. Supp 874.

*14  5. Respondent is a state actor, the action is a state action and improvident dismissal of an action for erroneous
tax collection is a taking.

Respondent is a state actor and the action is a state action. “An action of state judges and state courts is a state action.” Shelley
v. Kraemer, 68 S.Ct. 836, 334 US 1.

Erroneous tax collection by a state actor is a taking. Any significant taking of property is a taking within this clause. Fuentes
v. Shevin, 92 S.Ct. 1983, 407 US 67 Different kinds of property will not be distinguished in applying the due process clause.
No. Georgia Finishing Inc. v. DiChem, 95 S.Ct. 1983, 419 US 601

Further, refund of an erroneous tax is a right conferred by statute (58.1-3894) with support in Virginia common law. City of
Martinsville v. Commonwealth Blvd.Assoc. (2004), 268 Va. 697, 604 S.E.2d 69
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“Construction of state common law is of federal concern when the state action denies recognition to and vindication of plainly
vested legal rights”. Dickie v. Sewer Improvement District, 328 F 2d 296 (8th Cir. 1964)

*15  Dismissal of CL08-875 also denied substantive due process and was a taking. Statutory relief was available for 2009 taxes
had there been a favorable rights declaration. (Code of VA 8.01-186, 187) U.S. ex rel: Siegal v. Follette, (S.D. NY 1968) 290 F.
Supp. 632 [right given by state legislature protected from arbitrary denial]; as to taking, Alliance of Descendants v. U.S., (Fed
Cir. 1978) 37 F. 3d 1478 [cause of action is property subject to taking]

Improvident dismissal before deciding a property right allowed a taking. That no evidence had been allowed to challenge or
support the assessment underscores the deprivation. Saunders v. Shaw, 37 S.Ct. 638, 244 US 317

6. When an avenue for review is provided, including to the Supreme Court, there is no basis for forcing a 42 USC
1983 action on a litigant to exercise constitutional protections merely because review is rarely granted or the litigant is
pro se.

It denies equal protection to confine Petitioner to the lesser remedy of a 42 USC 1983 suit (Harper v. VA Dept. of Taxation,
509 U.S. 86) The limit to full control a state has in proceedings of its courts is such procedures must not deny fundamental
rights or conflict with specific and applicable provisions of the Federal Constitution. West v. State of Louisiana, 24 S. Ct. 650,
194 U.S. 258

*16  If an appeal process is created, it must conform to due process. Lindsey v. Normet, 92 S.Ct. 862, 405 U.S. 56

Further, when state Supreme Court decides a case by not deciding a case but letting a trial court dismissal stand in such a way
that a party has been denied proper opportunity to present evidence, there is no due process. Sounders v. Shaw, 37 S.Ct. 638,
244 US 317 State courts must accord parties due process in determining adjective and substantive law of state. Brinkerhoff
Trust v. Hill, 50 S.Ct. 451 281 US 673

7. It is no excuse for constitutional deprivations that review is rarely granted or a litigant is pro se.

Law must be applied in a rational and non-arbitrary way to rationally further some legitimate purpose and not constitute invidious
discrimination. Ciechon v. City of Chicago, 686 F.2d 511 (5th Cir. 1980). The Statement of the Case shows law was not applied
in a rational or non-arbitrary way, with the purpose of the erroneous tax relief statute (58.1-3984) roundly defeated.

Invidious discrimination is shown by discriminatory impact, sequence of events, departure from normal procedure, and history.
Angell v. Zinsser, 473 F. Supp 488 (D. Conn 1979) The Statement of the Case with the history of this Petitioner and trial judge
satisfies this test.

*17  Further, a trial judge with an unfavorable/previous impression who acts on it violates due process, Robison v. Wichita
Falls et al, 507 F.2d 245 (5th Cir 1975).

Conclusion

It will come as no surprise to this Court that a pro se litigant is unwelcome in the courts by and large, and an active pro se
is even more unwelcome.

Exercising constitutional protections is difficult enough in these circumstances that access to the courts for a pro se may be
characterized as a proposition at odds with First and Fourteenth Amendments, and when dockets are crowded and other matters
thereon appear more weighty and profound, the difficulty is enlarged.

4:14-cv-11191-LVP-MKM   Doc # 119-4   Filed 04/13/16   Pg 9 of 10    Pg ID 4193

http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1964113283&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000040&cite=VASTS8.01-186&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1968114702&pubNum=345&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1968114702&pubNum=345&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1994201035&pubNum=506&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1994201035&pubNum=506&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1917100388&pubNum=708&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000546&cite=42USCAS1983&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000546&cite=42USCAS1983&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000546&cite=42USCAS1983&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1993124723&pubNum=780&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1993124723&pubNum=780&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1904100429&pubNum=708&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1904100429&pubNum=708&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1972127081&pubNum=708&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1917100388&pubNum=708&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1917100388&pubNum=708&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1930122143&pubNum=708&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1930122143&pubNum=708&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1982136079&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1979116616&pubNum=345&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1975109082&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1975109082&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=I98c2aba9c3d511e090e590fe1745b4c9&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)


Marro v. Fauquier County Bd. of Supervisors, 2011 WL 3488941 (2011)

 © 2016 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 9

That notwithstanding, the merits of this Petition speak for themselves and are sufficiently compelling to warrant being granted.
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