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ARGUMENT 
 
I. The Statute Applies to Pending Cases  
 

A. Section 776.032(4) has all the hallmarks of a statute the Legislature 
intended to apply in pending cases 

 
Like all amendments that are procedural in nature, section 776.032(4) applies 

to cases pending at the time of its enactment.  That includes this one.  Below, we 

address the State’s contentions that this burden of proof provision is distinct from 

others considered by this Court because it does not merely set the quantum of proof 

but also allocates the burden; that the Legislature offered no clear indication of its 

intent that the amendment apply retroactively; and that our position is inconsistent 

or somehow calls the validity of the amendment into question.         

1. There is no meaningful difference between a statute setting 
the burden and one allocating the burden 

 
The State acknowledges, as it must, the multiple decisions from this Court 

holding that a statute adjusting the burden of proof is procedural and therefore 

applicable to pending cases.  Ans. Br. 16-17 (citing Summerlin v. Tramill, 290 So. 

2d 53 (Fla. 1973); Walker & LaBerge, Inc. v. Halligan, 344 So. 2d 239 (Fla. 1977)).  

With the law in this area already so well settled, the State looks to carve out an 

exception for those statutes which “shift” the burden of proof, as distinct from those 

which adjust the quantum of proof.  Ans. Br. 12-13.  For four reasons, the decision 

below cannot be upheld on that basis. 
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First, the logic that led this Court to characterize as procedural those statutes 

which set the burden applies with equal force to statutes which shift or allocate the 

burden.  In DeLisle v. Crane Co., the Court reaffirmed that “[s]ubstantive law has 

been described as that which defines, creates, or regulates rights—‘those existing for 

their own sake and constituting the normal legal order of society, i.e., the rights of 

life, liberty, property, and reputation.’”  43 Fla. L. Weekly S459, 2018 WL 5075302, 

at *3 (Fla. Oct. 15, 2018) (citation omitted).  “Procedural law, on the other hand, is 

the form, manner, or means by which substantive law is implemented.”  Id.  That is, 

procedural law “includes all rules governing the parties, their counsel and the Court 

throughout the progress of the case from the time of its initiation until final judgment 

and its execution.”  Id. 

Far from existing “for its own sake,” a burden of proof does nothing more 

than specify the methods for “implement[ing]” a substantive right via litigation.  Id.  

Whether adjusting the quantum of proof, allocating a burden of persuasion, or 

enshrining a burden shifting regime, a statute affecting the burden of proof does not 

alter the substantive elements of the offense, the elements of any affirmative defense, 

or the potential punishments for the crime.  A burden of proof simply provides the 

“measuring device” used to resolve disputes of fact at a judicial hearing.  In re A.W., 

184 So. 3d 1179, 1183 (Fla. 2d DCA 2015). 

Second, several district court opinions have already rejected any notion that 
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shifting the burden is a substantive undertaking.  In Brown v. L.P. Sanitation, the 

First District considered whether a statute eliminating a rebuttable presumption was 

substantive or procedural for retroactivity purposes.  689 So. 2d 332 (Fla. 1st DCA 

1997).  Prior to the passage of the amendment at issue, the common law included a 

presumption that an “unexplained overpayment of workers’ compensation benefits” 

constituted an “irrevocable gift to the employee who received the overpayment.”  Id. 

at 333.  When the Legislature later enacted a bill eliminating this presumption, the 

burden in a workers’ compensation action was effectively shifted to plaintiffs to 

prove that any overpayments were a gift, and therefore that those payments should 

not be applied as a “credit against compensation.”  Id. 

That reallocation of the burden to prove an aspect of the claim was not unlike 

what the State contends occurred with the Stand Your Ground amendment.  The First 

District nonetheless held that “[a]bolition of this rebuttable presumption changed 

only the procedural means and methods of establishing entitlement to benefits,” and 

thus was retroactive.  Id. 

The district court again reached that result in Seminole County Sheriff’s Office 

v. Johnson, where an amendment “expanded the class of people entitled to [a] 

statutory presumption” in workers’ compensation proceedings which compelled the 

fact finder to presume that a complained-of injury was incurred on the job.  901 So. 

2d 342, 343 (Fla. 1st DCA 2005).  Before the amendment, sheriff’s deputies were 
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required to establish that their injuries were work-related; afterwards, they could 

invoke the presumption and shift the burden to employers to disprove that element.  

See id.  Yet the First District held that the amendment “changed only the procedure 

of establishing entitlement to workers’ compensation benefits.”  Id. at 344.  “[A] 

[c]laimant’s substantive right to those benefits, or lack thereof,” the court observed, 

“remained unchanged since the date of his first stroke.”  Id.   

By contrast, the State has identified no case in which a law shifting or 

reallocating the burden was deemed substantive.   

Third, this Court itself has already characterized the question of “which party 

should bear the burden of proof” at the pretrial immunity hearing—exactly the issue 

the State alleges here should be a matter of substance—as one involving courtroom 

procedure.  Bretherick v. State, 170 So. 3d 766, 775, 778 (Fla. 2015) (referring to 

the “procedure in which the defendant bears the burden of proof” (emphasis 

added)).  Paying proper heed to that language, the Fifth District has since found the 

Stand Your Ground amendment retroactive in part because, “[i]f there was any 

lingering doubt about whether the burden and quantum of proof were substantive or 

procedural, one only has to consider the supreme court’s repeated pronouncements 

in Bretherick.”  Fuller v. State, 43 Fla. L. Weekly D2237, 2018 WL 4659067, at *12 

(Fla. 5th DCA Sept. 28, 2018). 

So too, this Court has “approved the procedure of a pretrial evidentiary 
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hearing.”  Id. at 769 (citing Dennis v. State, 51 So. 3d 456 (Fla. 2010)) (emphasis 

added).  If the broader question of whether to prescribe a pretrial immunity hearing 

to adjudicate immunity claims is ultimately procedural, the derivative question of 

which burden applies at that hearing is likewise procedural. 

Fourth, the State’s contention that section 776.032(4) “transforms what used 

to be a kind of affirmative defense into something much more akin to a new element 

of the offense,” Ans. Br. 13, ignores that defendants continue to bear an initial 

burden at the immunity hearing.  See Ch. 2012-72, Laws of Fla. (shifting the burden 

to prosecutors at an immunity hearing only “once a prima facie claim of self-defense 

immunity from criminal prosecution has been raised by the defendant”).  That is 

precisely how self-defense operates at trial, where the defendant “bears the initial 

burden of presenting a prima facie case of self-defense” and, “[o]nce she does so, 

the burden shifts to the State to prove that the defendant did not act in self-defense 

beyond a reasonable doubt.”  See Leasure v. State, 105 So. 3d 5, 13 (Fla. 2d DCA 

2012).  Self-defense is an affirmative defense, Bretherick, 170 So. 3d at 775, and 

remains so post-amendment.   

Along those same lines, the State greatly exaggerates the hardship resulting to 

prosecutors in the wake of the amended Stand Your Ground law.  Though it asserts 

that the amended statute “work[s] a significant transformation of the immunity 

defense” by forcing it to meet a “heightened burden of proof,” Ans. Br. 13, 
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prosecutors have always shouldered the ultimate burden of disproving a defendant’s 

claim of self-defense at trial.  Thus, the most that can be said about section 

776.032(4) is that, “for [] practical purposes,” it makes it more difficult for the State 

to “get to trial on the underlying offense.”  Ans. Br. 21, 32 (emphasis added).  But 

if prosecutors cannot convince a judicial fact finder by clear and convincing 

evidence, they certainly cannot hope to prove their case to a jury by the more 

exacting standard of beyond a reasonable doubt.   

Put differently, prosecutors have no business “get[ting] to trial” if they lack 

the evidence to prove a criminal case to the jury.   

2. A presumption of non-retroactivity applies only to 
substantive amendments 

 
Because the Stand Your Ground amendment is procedural, it was unnecessary 

for the Legislature to “show clearly” that it intended the new law to apply to pending 

cases.  Ans. Br. 24.  “In Florida, it is clear that in the absence of an explicit legislative 

expression to the contrary, a substantive law is to be construed as having prospective 

effect only,” while, “[o]n the other hand, statutes which relate only to the procedure 

or remedy are generally held applicable to all pending cases.”  Young v. Altenhaus, 

472 So. 2d 1152, 1154 (Fla. 1985). 

In this way, enacting a procedural provision is a bit like ordering a pizza.  

When you call in an order, the pizzamaker presumes you want the pizza delivered 

immediately.  There’s no need to expressly say so.  If by chance you want the pizza 
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at a later date or time, you can override the usual presumption by affirmatively 

declaring that intent.  Enacting a substantive statute, on the other hand, is more akin 

to buying a wedding cake: it is understood that the cake must be delivered on a later 

date specified by the bride and groom.  

In law, as in life, presumptions assist in making one’s intent known while 

dispensing with the need for express instructions.  

For precisely that reason, the State’s resort to this amendment’s effective date 

is unavailing.  Each case it cites for the proposition that the “inclusion of an effective 

date for an amendment is considered to be evidence rebutting intent for retroactive 

application of a law,” Ans. Br. 26, involved an amendment that was “clearly 

substantive.”  Fla. Ins. Guaranty Ass’n, Inc. v. Devon Neighborhood Ass’n, Inc., 67 

So. 3d 187, 194-95 (Fla. 2011); see also Ramcharitar v. Derosins, 35 So. 3d 94, 99-

100 (Fla. 3d DCA 2010) (“substantive”); Pondella Hall For Hire, Inc. v. Lamar, 866 

So. 2d 719, 722-23 (Fla. 5th DCA 2004) (“substantive”).  By contrast, every court 

to consider effective dates in the context of procedural amendments found the 

effective date to be no obstacle at all.  See Init. Br. 23. 

That is even more likely to be the case where, as here, the Legislature specified 

that the new statute “shall take effect upon becoming a law.”  Ch. 2017-72, Laws of 

Fla.  If anything, that language evinces the Legislature’s intent to accelerate the 

process of applying the statutory change to pending cases, since, without it, the law 
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would not take effect until sixty days after the end of the legislative session.  See 

Art. III, § 9, Fla. Const.  The inclusion of the particular effective date in this 

amendment therefore directly undercuts the State’s claims. 

3. Retroactive application would not call into question the 
Legislature’s authority to enact the new law  

 
Nor can Ms. Love’s position be rejected on the State’s theory that she “finds 

herself in the awkward position of arguing that the amendment is purely procedural 

for purposes of the statutory retroactivity analysis even though it is intertwined with 

substantive rights for purposes of the constitutional separation-of-powers analysis.”  

Ans. Br. 15-16.  That is hardly an “[in]consistency.”  Id. at 16.  As this Court has 

often noted, the same law may be substantive for some purposes and procedural for 

others.  See, e.g., Sch. Bd. of Broward Cnty. v. Price, 362 So. 2d 1337, 1339 (Fla. 

1978) (“The prohibition of the statute is surely procedural, just as it is substantive.”); 

see also In re Commitment of Cartwright, 870 So. 2d 152, 161 (Fla. 2d DCA 2004) 

(Canady, J.) (“[A] statute may be deemed procedural for purposes of Ex-Post-Facto-

Clause analysis, while the same statute is deemed substantive for purposes of 

analysis under article V, section 2.”). 

When it comes to the questions of retroactivity and constitutionality under the 

separation of powers, the legal tests are related but distinct.  By one token, statutory 

amendments are retroactive if they are procedural.  By another, the Legislature 

possesses the constitutional authority to enact procedural provisions that are 
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“intertwined with” substantive rights conveyed by the same statute.  Caple v. Tuttle’s 

Design-Build, Inc., 753 So. 2d 49, 54 (Fla. 2000) (“We have consistently rejected 

constitutional challenges where the procedural provisions were intertwined with 

substantive rights.”).  So long as the Stand Your Ground amendment is 

simultaneously (a) procedural and (b) “intertwined with” substantive protections 

conveyed by the law, it is both retroactive and constitutional.   

B. Article X, section 9 does not apply here 
 

As we have previously explained, the Article X, section 9 inquiry turns on the 

very same substance/procedure distinction that drives this Court’s legislative intent 

analysis.  Init. Br. 24-26.  Whether the amended Stand Your Ground law applies to 

pending cases therefore rises or falls on this Court’s characterization of the new 

law—either as procedural or substantive.  Nevertheless, several of the State’s 

arguments under the Savings Clause, as well as a recent change to the text of the 

clause itself, warrant discussion.   

Taking an expansive and unprecedented view of the phrase “new legal 

burdens,” the State suggests that even procedural amendments may be “treated as 

substantive” if they have a sufficiently grave impact on litigation.  Ans. Br. 12-14.  

But that has never been the law.  Rather, this Court has held that “a statute that 

achieves a ‘remedial purpose by creating substantive new rights or imposing new 

legal burdens’ is treated as a substantive change in the law.”  Smiley v. State, 966 
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So. 2d 330, 334 (Fla. 2007) (quoting Arrow Air, Inc. v. Walsh, 645 So. 2d 422, 424 

(Fla. 1994) (emphasis added).  Remedial statutes can take two forms: those that 

affect substance and those that affect procedure.  When this Court used the terms 

“new rights” and “new legal burdens” in Smiley, it meant only that substantive 

remedial statutes apply prospectively.   

Indeed, the most natural reading of those terms is that a new right or burden 

is one altering the substantive rights and duties of persons in daily life.  By way of 

example, Florida citizens have the “right” not to be injured by the negligent conduct 

of business entities, entailing a corresponding “burden” on those businesses not to 

maintain dangerous premises or offer defective products.  Likewise, citizens enjoy 

the right to travel Florida roads but must pay taxes towards their maintenance.  These 

rights and duties have nothing to do with the conduct of the parties within the 

confines of litigation; rules establishing the process of litigating substantive rights 

are not themselves “new rights” or “new legal burdens.” 

Moreover, the State’s conception of the term “new legal burdens” stands in 

stark contrast to the way this Court has actually applied it.  In Arrow Air, the Court 

identified a new legal burden where the amendment changed the substance of Florida 

employment law “by creating a new cause of action” allowing plaintiffs to sue their 

employers for “retaliatory discharge,” 645 So. 2d at 424; in American Optical 

Corporation v. Spiewak, the statutory amendment changed the elements of a “cause 
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of action” by requiring plaintiffs to prove “a minimum level of particular 

impairment” before recovering monetary damage for asbestos-related illnesses, 73 

So. 3d 120, 132 n.1 (Fla. 2011); and in Smiley, the amendment “created a new 

affirmative defense” by abolishing the pre-existing duty to retreat before using self-

defense, thereby “alter[ing] the circumstances in which it is considered a criminal 

act to use deadly force without first needing to retreat.”  966 So. 2d at 335.  None of 

those examples remotely resemble a change to the burden of proof. 

If there were any question as to the invalidity of the State’s broad reading of 

Article X, section 9, this Court has previously held that, “being in derogation of the 

rights of one accused of crime,” the scope of the Savings Clause must be “strictly 

construed.”  Robertson v. Circuit Court for Highlands Cnty., 164 So. 525, 526 (Fla. 

1937).  Interpreting the clause to prohibit retroactive application of any statutory 

amendment with a “practical” effect on criminal prosecutions would clearly offend 

that rule.  Ans. Br. 32 (emphasis added). 

Even to the extent this Court believes the Savings Clause would otherwise 

apply, the recent ballot amendments to the Florida Constitution remove Article X, 

section 9 from the field of play.  On November 6, 2018, Florida voters approved 

Amendment 11, which modifies the text of the Savings Clause in the following way: 

“SECTION 9. Repeal of criminal statutes.—Repeal or amendment of a criminal 

statute shall not affect prosecution or punishment for any crime previously 
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committed before such repeal.”1   

This Court has already found that the elimination of the phrase “or 

amendment” from the Savings Clause means that “there will no longer be any 

provision in the Florida Constitution that would prohibit the Legislature from 

applying an amended criminal statute to pending prosecutions or sentences.”  

Jimenez v. Jones, SC18-1999, Order at *2 (Fla. Dec. 12, 2018) (emphasis added).  

Amendment 11 takes effect January 8, 2019, see Art. XI, § 5(e), Fla. Const.,2  well 

in advance of any decision the Court will render in this case.  By that time, the 

Savings Clause will be irrelevant to the issues here because Ch. 2017-72 did not 

“repeal” a criminal statute; it merely “amend[ed] an existing Florida statute by 

adding a new subsection.   

 

                                                 
1  Initiatives / Amendments / Revisions Database, Florida Dep’t of State, 
Amendment 11 (last accessed December 19, 2018), available at 
https://dos.elections.myflorida.com/initiatives/ (strikethrough and underline in 
original). 
 
2  Constitutional amendments may themselves be subject to a retroactivity 
analysis.  See, e.g., State v. Lavazzoli, 434 So. 2d 321 (Fla. 1983).  Given that 
Amendment 11 addresses the very subject of retroactivity and acts to broaden the 
applicability of new laws, it manifests a clear intent to itself apply in pending cases.  
See Florida Hosp. Waterman, Inc. v. Buster, 984 So. 2d 478, 488 (Fla. 2008) 
(applying constitutional amendment to “existing records” because “the purpose of 
amendment 7 plainly contemplates that its application would provide access to 
existing records …” (emphasis added)); see also Circuit Court for Highlands Cnty., 
164 So. at 525-26 (constitutional amendment abolishing prohibition was 
retroactive). 
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II. The Constitutionality of the Statute Under the Separation of Powers Is 
Not Before the Court 

 
What is most apparent from reading the various submissions by amicus curiae 

in this case is that many advocacy groups harbor misgivings about the wisdom of 

enacting a Stand Your Ground law or of bolstering the procedures for its effective 

implementation.  But this Court is not the forum for airing those policy grievances, 

which are more properly directed at the Legislature.  Here, each of the actual parties 

to this proceeding agree that section 776.032(4) is a constitutional exercise of the 

Legislature’s Article III authority.   

In keeping with the basic postulate of appellate practice that amici are barred 

from “inject[ing] an issue that has not been raised by one of the parties,” Philip J. 

Padovano, Appellate Practice § 16.13 (ed. 2014), this Court has consistently 

declined to address issues not presented in the parties’ briefs.  See, e.g., Westphal v. 

City of St. Petersburg, 194 So. 3d 311, 315 n.2 (Fla. 2016) (“[W]e do not consider 

arguments raised by amici curiae that were not raised by the parties.”); Riechmann 

v. State, 966 So. 2d 298, 304 n.8 (Fla. 2007).  That amici might deem the issue 

important—or that the issue is constitutional in nature—does not change that rule.  

See Bretherick, 170 So. 3d at 779 n.7 (declining to reach amicus’ claim that placing 

burden of proof on defendant at a Stand Your Ground hearing would be 

“unconstitutional”).  This limitation ensures the judiciary’s resources are spent 

addressing only actual cases in controversy.   
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Assuming for the moment that it were otherwise the practice of this Court to 

consider issues not raised by the parties, this case would not be a good candidate for 

doing so.  To begin with, no amici has presented a serious challenge to the 

constitutionality of section 776.032(4).  The separation of powers question is 

governed by the straightforward rule that the Legislature may enact procedural 

provisions that are “intertwined with” substantive rights.  Caple, 753 So. 2d at 54.  

Application of that rule here is equally straightforward.  Ans. Br. 37-39. 

Nor is there any pressing need to address the separation of powers issue now.  

No appellate court besides the Third District has yet taken up that question, meaning 

there is no conflict amongst the districts that would warrant this Court’s review.  

Should another district eventually conclude that section 776.032(4) infringes upon 

this Court’s rulemaking authority—thereby invalidating it—this Court’s mandatory 

jurisdiction will be triggered.  See Art. V, § 3(b)(1), Fla. Const. (dictating that the 

supreme court “[s]hall hear appeals … from decisions of district courts of appeal 

declaring invalid a state statute”).  The issue can be considered then. 

Should the Court nonetheless wish to take up the separation of powers 

question now, Ms. Love joins in the State’s request (Ans. Br. 37 n.8) that 

supplemental briefing be ordered.   

CONCLUSION 
 

This Court should quash the Third District’s decision and approve the 
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decisions of the First, Second, and Fifth Districts, each of which hold that the 

amended Stand Your Ground law applies to pending cases. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

       Carlos J. Martinez 
       Public Defender 
       Eleventh Judicial Circuit 
       1320 N.W. 14th Street 
       Miami, Florida 33125 
 

/s/ Jeffrey Paul DeSousa 
 Maria E. Lauredo (FBN 59412)  
 Chief Assistant Public Defender 

 Jeffrey Paul DeSousa (FBN 110951) 
 Assistant Public Defender 

appellatedefender@pdmiami.com 
jdesousa@pdmiami.com 

       (305) 545-1960 
December 19, 2018   



 16  
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

Undersigned counsel certifies that a copy of the foregoing has been furnished 

by electronic mail this nineteenth day of December 2018 to the following:  

Amit Agarwal Glen P. Gifford   
Solicitor General Assistant Public Defender 
Edward Wenger 301 S. Monroe Street, Suite 401 
Chief Deputy Solicitor General Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Christopher Baum (850) 606-8500 
Deputy Solicitor General glen.gifford@flpd2.com 
Office of the Attorney General Michael Ufferman 
The Capitol, PL-01 Michael Ufferman Law Firm, P.A. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 2022-1 Raymond Diehl Road  
amit.agarwal@myfloridalegal.com Tallahassee, FL 32308 
edward.wenger@myfloridalegal.com (850) 386-2345 
christopher.baum@myfloridalegal.com ufferman@uffermanlaw.com 
Counsel for Respondent Counsel for Amicus Curiae  
 
Haley Proctor Jason Gonzalez 
Davis Cooper Shutts & Bowen LLP 
David H. Thompson 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 804 
Cooper & Kirk, PLLC Tallahassee, FL 32301 
1523 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W. jasongonzalez@shutts.com 
Washington, D.C. 20036 mpoppell@shutts.com 
hproctor@cooperkirk.com Counsel for Amicus Curiae 
pdcooper@cooperkirk.com Unified Sportsmen of Florida, Inc. 
Counsel for Amicus Curiae  
NRA Freedom Action Foundation  
 
Ricardo J. Bascuas Penny H. Brill  
Federal Appellate Clinic Theodore F. Brill, PA  
University of Miami School of Law 8201 Peters Road, Suite 1000  
1311 Miller Drive Plantation, FL 33324  
Coral Gables, FL 33146 penny.brillpa@gmail.com  
r.bascuas@miami.edu Counsel for Amicus Curiae  
Counsel for Amicus Curiae League of Prosecutors – Florida  
University of Miami School of Law  
Federal Appellate Clinic 



 17  
 

 
 
Darren A. LaVerne Sean R. Santini 
Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP Santini Law 
1177 Avenue of the Americas 1001 Brickell Bay Drive, Suite 2650 
New York, New York 10036 Miami, FL 33131 
dlaverne@kramerlevin.com ssantini@santinilawfirm.com 
Counsel for Amicus Curiae Counsel for Amicus Curiae 
Everytown for Gun Safety and Everytown for Gun Safety and 
Brady Center to Prevent Gun Violence Brady Center to Prevent Gun Violence 
 
Fareba Komeily Glenn Burhans 
Assistant State attorney Kelly A. O’Keefe 
State Attorney’s Office Stearns Weaver Miller Weissler 
1350 NW 12th Avenue Alhadeff & Sitterson, P.A.  
Miami, FL 33136 Highpoint Center 
faribakomeily@miamisao.com 106 East College Avenue, Suite 700 
Counsel for Amicus Curiae Tallahassee, FL 32301 
State Attorney’s Office  (850) 329-4850 
 gburhans@stearnsweaver.com 
 kokeefe@stearnweaver.com 
 Counsel for Amicus Curiae 
 Giffords Law Center to Prevent 
 Gun Violence 
  

/s/ Jeffrey Paul DeSousa 
 Jeffrey Paul DeSousa 
 Assistant Public Defender 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF FONT 
 

Undersigned counsel certifies that the type used in this brief is 14-point Times 

New Roman.  

/s/ Jeffrey Paul DeSousa 
 Jeffrey Paul DeSousa 
 Assistant Public Defender 


	TABLE OF AUTHORITIES
	ARGUMENT
	I. The Statute Applies to Pending Cases
	A. Section 776.032(4) has all the hallmarks of a statute the Legislature intended to apply in pending cases
	1. There is no meaningful difference between a statute setting the burden and one allocating the burden
	2. A presumption of non-retroactivity applies only to substantive amendments
	3. Retroactive application would not call into question the Legislature’s authority to enact the new law

	B. Article X, section 9 does not apply here

	II. The Constitutionality of the Statute Under the Separation of Powers Is Not Before the Court

	CONCLUSION
	CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
	CERTIFICATE OF FONT

