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1. BUMMARY: This le an appeal from a decision of a three-

Judga court declaring unconstitutional and enjoining the operation

- S

of a Massachusetts statute which reguires unemancipated minors to
- S P M
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4. DISCUSSION: AaApnks' contention that a guardian ad litem

should have been appointed seems effectively answered by the BC's
finding that Moe was sufficiently competent not to need soech
assistance and that her counsel adegueately represented her
intereste, apnte guibble with this, but present purely factual
disagreemnants,

The contention that Mos's parente should have boeen Joined
in the litigation would alzo gseem somewhat answered by the DO's
findings as to her competence., There is snother argument,
agcapted by Judge Julisn, that adjudication of the statute’ s
constitutionality without joining the parents dewprived them of
their rights withoot due process of law, This is an interesting
arguient, buk if the gravemen of the statute's aggerted unconsti=
tutionality is some “chilling effect” caused by the necessity of
consulting with one's parente prior to obbtaining an ahortion,
this due process claim may be no different than the baslc guestion
on the mérits, Note that if the parents had been joined, and had
indicated their consent to the proposed abortion, there might
arige a complex guestion of whether Moe had standing te challenge

the statuts.

L]

Apnt. Hunerwadel's certification peoint is based wpon Lehman
Broe. v. Bchein, 416 U.5. 386 (1974}, That case discussed the

advisability of eertification in the context of deciding state
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law guestions which arise in diversity actions, however, and does
not seem firectly applicable to the problem presented here,
Moreover, there ig no indication thet & request for certification
whEs ever presented Lo the DC. Nevertheless, in view of the
evident confusion as to the interpretation of the statute (neither
construction below seems entirely parsuasive to me), this might
have been an appropriste instance for abstention (with or without
certification) until & stete court hae construed the judiecial
review portion of the statute.

On the merits the case is difficult and appears Lo warrant
Plenary considerstion, perhapes ass & companion case with Planned
Pa;gptnDU§, supra, should probable jurisdiction he notedthere,

A8 a procedural matter, it may be worth neting that the DC
axpressly reserved decision as to whether plaintiff apee Baird,
an abortion advocate and director of apee Parents Aid Society,
had the reguisite standing to maintain this action. Query whether
Baird is properly a party to the instant appoal?

There is no response.

a/8/,75 Eggeling Op of DC in JE appN.
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PI/EE 3=22=-T76
BOBTATL MEMOZANDEM
TO: Justice Powell
FEOM: Phil Jordan DATE: March 22, 19746

Mo. 7%=7F3 & No. 75=109 Jlunerwadel v, Ralrcd, aned
Bellottl v. Gaird

I write this shori memo to sot out & couple of
points Televant to the Massachusetts parental consent statule
that are not iovolwved in the Missouri case, This mems assumes

Eamiliaricy with pages 13-18 of my planned pParenthood menorandian

{rom 1ast supmer,
The first point is that Massachusctts, in aa excellent

brigf by the Attormey Ceneral, argecs thab its statube comsorks

with the concern I expressed in my earlier wmemo, namely, Chat

“_\_‘—‘_._._-_,_l—._-_-_-_‘_ i —
" o] T o TSR Al g L o e Lol e i §om =
the child have the Tight Lo maxe the aborvilon decision LI

she iz mature cnouph to make it. Therve iz one preat difference

— e

betwecn my analysis and the way the Massachuscbts statute
tupposedly works: I would allow the decision as to maturity to

be made fnitially by the doctor, whereas Maszachusetis ionvolwes the
parents at the initial stage. Massachuaserts contends Lhat

initiz] decision=making responsibllicy as tﬂiéﬂékmedital

procedare has always been wich the patents at common law, and

that this ahartion rtatute simply adoprs that procodure. 1

am not sure that fs correct = i seeme Eo me that cormon law

—_—




allowed the doctor to proceed at his visk if he thought the
minar was maturs, with the konowledge that he might have to
defend apoinat aw assaule or a battery suit later. @ frankly
da not know for sure whiech vicew of the comon law is correct -
i1t would be hmw about this at oral

AT INEE .

Even If Massachusetts is correct fhat pre-treabmunt
cloarance always has Lo be obtained at common law, there is an
Imporcant consideration that counsels againsr that reguirement in
the ¢ase of an abortion. Pregnancy is likely Co bring the child
and hery parents into conflict as no olher medical gondition
could do; therefore, even thouph bhe normal procedure would
be e seck parental permission first, the abortion conbext
may be A place for an exception. HNote, in this regaed, that
the right the wirl is exercising is her vight of privacy, and
that conmotos some right to keep the whoele thing "under wraps,'
50 to speak. Just as Ree contemplated the decision's heing
made boetween the adult woman and hee doctor, so might che decision
as to whether a child ix sulficicntly mature bexl Le owade by
the doctor.

Apaln assuming the correctness of Massachusetts' view
dbout parental consent always Leing necessary, the gquestlion arises

whether the two-parent requirement of this statuie is

R T T e
stricter than the normal common law rule. The Attorney General
E——— i, SRy e

e e et

conlends €hat 1t 15 not, ot the DC wajority stated that the common



law rule requires consent of only one parent, See Juris. Stat,
A-13. 1f the DC is corrvect, the statute pretty clearly falle
as a diserimination against the abortion decision,

Another question that must be answered before
Massachusetts' argument could be accepted is what the statutory
phrase "for good cause shown” means. The DC read it as npot
empowering a state court to override the parents' wveLo
should the court find that the child was mature enough to make
her own decision or that her best interests would be served by
an abortion, Massachusetts, however, contends that the only
right in the parents is to exercise their more meture judgment
in the child's best interests, and that the state court can override
their veto upon a finding of maturity or in order to serve the
child's best interests. If the Court is inclined to accept
Massachusetts' argument in general - that there ghould be an
attempt to get parental consent first, with resort to the
courts if that falle - then the Court must send the case back
with directions to ask the Massachusetts Supreme (ourt what "for
good cause shown means. Although I am not a procedural buff in
these matters, I presume the Court could indicate that the statute
will stand should that phrase be interpreted to allow overriding
the parents' decision if that is required by the ¢hild's best
interests.

I believe Massachusetts' statute, interpreted as the
Attorney Ceneral deoes in his brilef, represents the best that a State

possibly could do in trying to draft a statute allowing for



A

parental inpuc Inte the decisign bug still providing an
"egeape havel' of judicial hesring shouwld the pavents tefuse
consent. My ifnclination remains, however, az it was last
gummer, to place vpon Lhe doclor the burden of deciding whebher
a particular winer is sufficiently mature to yive informed
caongent for the abortion, 1 cannot forser the praciicalitices:
if @ girl has to go te her parents and Loy bo get their comscnt
ﬂ?pwi | before she cam have a legal abortion, she will tewd o seck
I illepgal akortions to avoid ¢onfronting her parents - and that
means moTe danger Lo her. When all iz zaid and done, I cannol
sefoany reasoned justification for requiring parental consont
. | instead of leaying the judgment az to maturity to the attending

phvsician.

Fhil
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Cireulated:, E/ﬁ?ﬁ&__
Mo, T5«T3 = Bellotti v. Baird .
No. 75-109 - Hunerwadel v, Baird Beeireulated:

MR, JUSTICE BLAGCKMUN delivered the opinion ol The

oI s T, 05,17, (Sege U0, ALy Ghirt
M_ fz:--_»“‘) :

t o O

In this case, a t_lul'aa-juﬂge Diatr:i.;.:l: Court for the District of
Magsachugetts snjoined the operation of certain provisione of a 1974
Mzeeachusetts statute that govern the type of consent reguired before
an abortion may be perfnr:FnEtI 0n &n un‘marrif:d woman under the apge
of 18, ]:II so acting, the court denied by implication a motion by
appellante that the- court vﬁhb‘lilill'L from deciding the issue ponding nuth-
oritative construction of the statute by the Supreme Judicial G-:n.u't of

Magpachupette, We hold that the court should have sbstained, and we

vacate the judgment and remand the case [or cerlification of relevant
iesues of state law to the Supreme Judicial L‘._:murt, and for abstentipn

pending the decision of that tribanal.




Mos, 75-TH, 75-10¢

On Aupust 2, 1374, The Oeneral Court of Massachasetts [the
Legislature), ocver the Qavernor's vebka, enacted Legistation putotbed
An Act to protect unborh chaldeen and muternal health within prescnt
constitutional Laemaes,  Thiee Act, Stak. 994, o, ™6, 5 L, ameonded

Mass ¢iern. Laws Ann., o, 112 {Prodesmions and Occepationsl, by

1t
adcting £% L21 through LZER. Section L2]7 provides:

"Zectian l1ZF.
"[lp TIM the rmesther 15 less than eighteon years of
age and bas oot mearried, the consoent af both the mother
apd her parents i reguired, [ one or hoth of the mother's
parcnti: refuse such consenl, consest anay be abtained by
arider af a4 mdge of the seperior court for pood cause shown,
after sueh heariog as he deerms nocessary. Sueh a hearing
will not reguire the appoint=nont of & puardian fur the mother,
"If ooe of the pareats kas dicd or has deserted his or

her family, consent by the remaining pacent 15 safficient.

II hoth parests have died or have descried their family,
consent of the niother's guardian cr other persen having
thatics similar te i guardian, or any percson wha had assuncd
the curc and custody of the oiother s sulficient.

MIEY The cotmunissinanar of puldic health shall preose e

a written facin for such consent. Sceh facimn shall be sipned




by the proper porson or persons end given to the phyvicien
rerforming the abortion who shall malntzin it in i par-
manent files, _

"Nﬂﬂ'ﬁﬂy in thL; smction shall be constroed as ﬂl'll-n]iﬁli.lh.g
or lmiting any comemon law rights of any othar prrauE oF
perenti relative to coscent to the performence of an abor=

tion for purphsies of any civil action & apy njuctive ralisf

yodor section byelve 5

All pon-emergepcy abariieons are mads subject to the provisions

a L E"r .
of § 1IZP by § 13X, Viclations of § 1EN are poniskable umder | 1og

3

Ly & fine of not less then 5100 ner maere thah §2000, Section 128

provides thai the Atlorpey Gonersl or oy pergon whoos consent ie

reguired rr.i;y petition the superisr cogrt for an order enjoindng the

if
perinrmance of any abortion. =

(il

On October 30, 1574, one day prier to the effective date of

£l
the Act, plainkiffs, who are sppellees hore, filed this action in the

Upited Statee Digtrict Coart for the District of JMacsachupette, nes erking

jurisdiction under 28 U 8, C. §§ 1343{3), 1331, and 2201, and 42 1_8, C,

§ 1983, snd glabming that § L3P violaier the Due Process and Bguil
Protecticn Clouses of the Fourteeath Amendrpent, They sought injunctive
and' decloratory reled, and requesiod the empaneling of 2 3-judpe const

pursfuknt to 28 U. 5. C, §§ 2261 .and ZZ84.

[Re—————
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s B
U.B. 1, 15, 391 F, Supp.. at 656, and, aceordingly, hold shat the
ftale caATnot contral a miner's abortion in the first trimester ARy IR
than it ean confral that of an sdult. Resmphasizieg that "the stztote is
cust not in taxems of protecting the miner . . . bat in recagnizing
independent righte of parents, ' the majority concluded that *[]be

question comws, accordingly, do parents podvens, apave from right

to counsel and guide, competing rights of their own? " Ihid
The majerity found that in the instsnt siteatlon, wnlike others,

the purents® ingprpgto citan are adverss to thosa of Cae mbner amd,

L]

epectfically rejectiBg the contrary result ln Hlammed Puventhood ol (

Cantral :r:'[&, v. Danfprih, 302 F, Supp. 1362 [ED Mo, 19TE), ppe
Ante, p. s ceccluded:

"But sven i it shewld be found thet prrents may have
righi= of a Cenptitutional dirmenpicn vis-n-vig thelr
child thet ate ulp;:l.'hltv from thy child's, we would
find that in the pregent area the individual rights of
e minor cutweigh the rights of the perente, mad

Mpaes be protected. @ 353 F. Bupp. , ak 857,
The diveent azgued that the pacvents of Maxy Mow 1, by nat

being infermed of the action or Jeined as partivd, “have been deprived
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of thair bepsl vighte without due process of Tow, " ibid, that the majority
erred in refusing to appoint & goardian ad litern [or Moe, and that it
arrad in Hnding that she had the caposiiy bo give o valid and indprmed
consant to in abortion, The dicsent further orgued that pirents posoos s
cohctitntionally cognizable rights in guiding the upbringing of their
childrnm, and thet the statuls i3 & propar cacreise of sinte power in
X

profection of hose parental rights, Id., at [‘-S-T-BE-E:

Meet imvportant, however, the dissent's view of the statate

differed markedly from the inberpretation adopted by Ehe mosjority.

The dissent sinted:

W] final, therefors, ne conceivable conetitutions)
objection to legislation providing in the casa of o prepaaet
radmog an additional condition desigred to mabke cerfain
that she receive parental or judicial puidance and eoun=
seling bofore heving the abertisn, The reguirament of

L5J
aoneent of both parents enpures that both parests will

provide counselling and guidance, sach according to hie
or her best judgment. The statote expressiy provides
that the parenis’ refusal to coensent ig sof firel, The
statote expressly glves the stete courts the right to make
a Dimal Sstermination. If the state conrle fnd that tha
malner 18 meture anoagh to gove an Informed coneent to the
ghortion and thet she hoe been edeguelely informed albout
tha maturs of on abartion and it probable cEssoquencad to

har, iben we most asssume that the courts will eonter the
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BECEFRATY Order mar ftigi@E her o oxePelae BMee mr

etitutional righl 1o the abortion, Id. , at Bed.

The lndicaied [oolnole reads:

“The vmajzrily sperulide rencecming posnibla
irteepretalions al the Tor gansd cucne sl ' Lingaipe.
Thera: ve alau trnee doebl whetlher 2o etk TUs I Ly
sl ol Sue or b pareets, Fhe cersiouctign of the

slabudie 12 o aarrer & atate Taw. 77 dhe najeraty e licen
1 b

1he Aanly anatytemboaal infoeeid s apise 1m0 dhey T n-

erprobation of the statate, She majarity shonld coerly
questices al ~tote Taw 1 1ie Reprezee ocloegad Seeprk of
Fdae s bt prrasant b Rale 3:21 of that vouer s
FTERT 0 Ceoeiwe a<drinaltlve e spraelating o 2o

statale. ' 1kl

Bl aapelients and atereennb-anpellant dppealed. W woeps
proflable juri=diclarn of cackh appeal 2cd wel L caee s far ool aop-

rraen? wltl INaceed Pareratieerf af AMozsocct wo Danforoh, aete, anel 2in

COTpRAMn CTofs dpppeal. d2W U R QAL JIGTE,
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Arpellaniz and inte rvenor-eppellant aflack the Disieiel Coprtla
mafority decisfon on 8 pomber of grounds, They argus, 'E:L‘Ii' alia,
bnd eseh in thelr ot her own wiy, that § 12P propurly proserves the
primacy ef the family unit by .ruin:l.-u reing the raole of parente it fands-
msntal dicigions #Ih—uﬂ.nu fainily memrbere; that the Dietrizt Court
erred In Eiling to join Moe's parente; that it abused ils dIie crefion by
l'-ii.'l.h'lzj to appoint 2 gua rd-i.‘_u ad litemn; apd that 1t erred in Anding the
statute facinlly invalid when it woe cspable of o construction that
wionald withstand constifutioonl analy :li:'.r;ﬂ'l;t interpretation placad
an the stejaie by -ilElj:‘*:llrnl'l i this Court Su of .hgnlﬁ impartance and
reFits altention, for they are the offlelals charped with enlercemment

in/
of the st fte,

* Appellants nssert, firat, that weder the st2iete parentsl coneent
my ot be refpzed oo the bagls of cdncerns enclusively of the parent,
Indeed, “the "competing' parental right consiets sxelacivaly of the
rlght to faseas Independently, for their minor child, what =ill bast
eerve that child's Lest inkerent o . 5 o (18 cperelion, the psrents'

agtysl delibe retice rmoest renge ao further than waould that of 2 pregrant

aclali mhbing her own abortion decivion, ¥ Brief for Appellants 23




ISy drEga, gJ— TN
: i

- i3 -

Al the superior coyrt’s revicw will enepure that pareantl abjactisns
based wpon ofher considerations will nol cperate to by the minoe'y
phortfon, Id., af 22-23% See glre Briel for Intervenor=appolinnl 26,
1/
Sopcond, appellanis acgue thot the ek peragsaph of § 12F
preserves the “thatipre miner™ rule in Magsachosetis, urder whick
i child dets rminod l}:ﬂ 2 coerk to be cepable of giving imforined canzent
will be allowed to da g ... .I"l.]'lE.t.'l.i.H.D!E argue that under thde rode, a
pregnant minor could file o eum:_:luiliﬂ- ir superisr coust eeeking

apthprizstion for an ahortion, and, "[i]l'l:npprl.allt.t:r', suchk & comploint

I egald be HEled reperdless of whether the paronts had been coneuized

ar had withhald their consent, " Heief for Appellants 3T7-35 {emphasis
in the erginzll; Tr, of Oral Arg. 17, Appellants snd the istesrvenor-
appallant assert that the prt-:‘tdurt m]:ulr-!,-gﬂ wolld ba stireclured so
ap to be ppoedy and ppoburdensmne, and wauld ensure ancoymity,
Brief ior Appellanty 38 n, 30; Tr. of Orel Apg, 24=26. Sece Rlén
Brief for Intervénay -appellbnt 26.
Finally, a-[lpq:l'l.pnm arpue that urndpe 4 12P; & judge of the

aperior coort Ty ptt‘l‘!ﬂl‘t an abardicn witheal parental condeni for

| miner ineapable of rerdering informed songent, provided that there
B T i

— e
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Whether the Sypreme Judicial Court will so intarpret the
siaiute, oF whether it will inferpret the elatuby i peguire copsider-
ailon of metors not mestipoed a bove, pnpoie burdens morg gerifpus
than those sugpisted, or create some wanticipated inferierence with

IEI.'
the ﬂucEnr-p.l.ﬂ-Em relptienehip, we cinool now deteerming, Moy

nead we determine what factors are impetrmissible ef at what

point  review of consent apd gord cause in the chse of & tinor Bocemes

wiidly bordensome, 1§ e aulficient thar the statete §& susceptibis lo

e

the inttrprnln.l'_'l-ﬂﬂ afered 'h'r' appellants, and we po find, and that such
‘--._-_‘-—-_:-'_'-r—‘-_‘-"__-‘ e ————

an interprefation would avoid or subsiantially modify the federal con-

;_tlt'-'llibnnl challenge to ihe glatols, e it cleaxly would. Indeed, in

fthe abresey of fo authoriative conairoctlon, it ie impoesible to defing

precisely the r_nl';i-ll.‘tuUnn:.L question presented.

Appelleces alro ralae, !mwn.ﬂ] r, & clégim of hpermicelble dis-

linction between the cansent [lr{lcr:duu: applicables to Minors in the =res

of alortion, and the consent reguited in fepard b other tedienl procedures,
-

Thi# lzaue ban gome to the fere throuph the pdvent of & Massachugette

#latule, snscied Pubseguent fo the decicipn of the DHetrict Courct, dealing

with congsnt by mihors o et ieal pm:udu:rua oilie s than dabortipn and

L'y
gterilizetion, fus wi held teday In Plagned Ferenibood, howsear. oot ail

diatinction betweon dbortion and sithar procodures is [orbidden. Id,. ot __. Th
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Supreme Conrt of the Vnthed Sintes 7
Wurkington, B. €. 20543 Pi\f.) L p

EHAH B O If'

Juna B, 1%97&

Be: T5-731 = Bellotti v. Raird
TH=109 - Hunarwadel v. Baird

Dear Harry:
Please join ma.

Bincerely,

X

Mr. Justice Blackmun

Copies to the Conference




Baprome Tourd of the Pailed Shetra
Washington, B, 4, 20543

LA B OF
JLISTICE Wi o), BEER AN, JR.

Juno %, 1974

EE! Ho. T3-75 Bellorcl w., Baird
Ko, 75103 Nlunepwadel v, Baird

DNear Harvy:
1 agren,
Sincevely,

2
<

Mr. Juatlece Blaclkewun

el The Conference




Juane 9, 1976

Ho. 75=73 Belloteti v. Baird

Ho. T5-109 Huaerwadel v, Baind

besr Herry:
Flease jola mes,

Siacerely,

Mr. Justice Blacuioun

Lip/an
ee: The Conference
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Py oo F5=02 - Bellnllz w, 13550l
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Please jomn e,

sipeeraly,
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Fugwemr Gonrt of tiye Hrited Blates
Wuskington, B, @ 20gug

GHAMBERS 6
JUSTICE WILLIAM H, REHRCIET

June 11, 1976

Rer Nos. 75=73 and 75=100 = Ballotti and Hunerwadel w.

Baird .

Dear Barry:
Plaase join me.

Sincerely,

W

Mr. Justice Blacloman

Copies to the Conference




Y
w .
Supreme Conrt of the Wiited Sintee
Washingten, I, & 20533

< =—AHM

L =OITER TE W& ET

June 9, 1976

MNos., Ta-73 and 75-103
Bellgtii v. Baird

Dear Harrv,

It occurs to me that your characteri-
zation of Danfurth at the top of page 17 of this
opinion may turn out te he inagcurate.  With
that raveat, I am glad to join your opirdon lor
the Court in these cases.

gincerely vours,

e

-
Mr. Justice Blackmun

Copies to the Conferenec




STICE BTRON R.WHITE

o /-
Eupreme Tonrd of Hye Buited Sinira ,.-"f

e lirgten, EiR d. T0FAg \///'

June 14, 1976

Ol i 3

Re: Nos. 75-73 and 75-109 -~ Bellotti v. Baivd

Prear Harry:
Plegse join me in your cireulstion of
June 10 in this csse.
Sincerely,
7

.-;.-_;

/G~

Mr, Justice Blachmun

Copies to Conference
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Swyrrenee Qonrt of Hhe Teied Stnivs
Wnsliington, B. @, 200%3

eSS OF

THE CHIEF JUSTHEE June 1b, 19Té

Be: [T5=73 - Ect:ﬂtﬁ e ]_ﬂﬂ-irli
[(T5-109 - Hunerwadel v, Balrd

Dear Harryw:
l join your opinion dated June 15 remanding for
abslention,

Regards,

Mr. Justice Blackimun

Comes to the Conference




Supreme Conrt of the Fniked ﬂng ’

Wineelingtan, B, 4. 20548 \/

June 21, 1976

GHakp el DF
JUETICE HARFY A, BLACE R M

MEMORANDUM TQO THE CONFERENCE

Re: MNo. T6-73 - Bellotli v, Baird
Ng. 75-109 - IIunerwadel v, Baird

Everyone has now voted in this case. Foller, howewver, in
his note of June 9, suggested thet my “characterization of Danforth
at the top of page 17 of this opinion may tura out to be inaccurate. !
1 suppose a aimilay comment from him might have been made with
respect to the references to Planned Parenthood on pages 15 and 19.

As 1 now canvas the votes in Planned FParenthood, and aa I
understand Potter's seperate opinion which Lewie now his joined,
there i# a court with respect to the upholding of § 3(Z) of the Missouri
gtatute {the woman's consent) and a weakly structured court for the
result with respect to § 3{4) (parental consent]. Thie being so, it
seems to me that the references to Planned Parenthood on pages 15,
17 ard 19 of the Bellotti opinion are not incorrect. I therefore pro-
pose no changes in these references. I | am incorrect as to this,
perhaps Pelter or Lewis will so advise me.
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SUST

. .
Snpreme Conrt of the Wimded f"!.‘i.lrﬁ
Washmpton, T, & 20303
R LI YRR |
A3 T g A e ST L

June &1, 1UTh

AOERACIRAA™ID UM Ve IR DN PR R HG
oz ™Moo TH=TL - Relledd v, Baied
Mo, Tan190 - Huncrwadel v._Baird

Everpone fies now vebed it this case.  Poller, bewewer, in
b role of Tune 9, suageesicd that my Tchareetecization of Dan et
al the top of page 17 of this apinion may tirn aul to e o o ratie.
T sippasa 3 sintilar commnment Coaon ki maight have Boen Mmutcie with
respest to the reflecences Lo Plapned Fesuothood en papes 15 and 19,

Ax T orow convies Lhe yotes i Planned Daventhood, wred as ]
emce rutimd [otter's sepacate apinien which Taeewis now hns joinual,
there §s o coert wWith respoct bo the wpholding af § 202] af the Mdissacrl
slatvlo [Ehe worrman®s consenl) and ooweakly streckneed court [or Eiaz
ol with pespect ta § 3H4) |parenti] consent], This Yeinp 2o, it
secms La e that the rederences to Marued Paventhood oe gages 15,
17 and 15 of 1he Rellots opinigr are rot incoreect, Tlherclore pro-
pase no chinges io these referencns. I Dam ingerrect 36 to this, e/

pirrhiaps Potter orf lapwis willl 5o adwise s

fartdd.

Jb f/ Py
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