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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DIVISION OF TEXAS 

HOUSTON DIVISION  
 
ADAM KEY,                                                          )( 
                                                                                            
                                                    Plaintiff,              )(     CIVIL ACTION NO.: ________________ 
                                                                                            
V.                                                                               )( 
                                                                                                         
MARION GORDON “PAT” ROBERTSON  )(      
and REGENT UNIVERSITY,                                                      
                                                                                   )(      
                                                    Defendants.                                            
  

PLAINTIFF’S ORIGINAL COMPLAINT 

             NOW COMES Plaintiff Adam Key and files this original complaint against Marion 

Gordon “Pat” Robertson and Regent University and will show the Court the following:  

STATEMENT OF CASE  

             1.          Adam Key is a Christian and was a second-year law student at Regent University 

School of Law which is accredited by the American Bar Association.  Pat Robertson is the 

president of Regent University and a highly visible religious and political figure and has called 

for the assassination of democratically-elected President Hugo Chavez of Venezuela, 

campaigned for President of the United States and in 2007 endorsed Rudy Guiliani for President 

of the United States. 

             2.          In September of 2007 Adam viewed on YouTube1 a humorous video which 

depicted Robertson scratching his face with his middle finger and ends with a still frame of the 

1 YouTube was created in February 2005 and is a video sharing website where users can upload, 
view and share video clips. Unregistered users can watch most videos on the site, while 
registered users are permitted to upload an unlimited number of videos. 
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“Robertson Finger.” See picture at Exhibit 1.  Noting the political and religious speech and 

expression aspects of the “Robertson Finger” Adam made his Facebook profile picture2 the 

“Robertson Finger.”     

             3.          Regent University officials bargained with Adam that if Adam would limit his 

speech by taking down the Robertson Finger from Facebook and put it in an academic context 

then there would be no discipline. 

             4.          Adam immediately took the picture down from Facebook and wrote an academic 

critique regarding Religious Freedom of Speech concerning the Robertson Finger and posted the 

critique to a Regent University e-mail discussion group.  Regent University then expelled Adam 

Key from law school violating the contract without providing notice or an opportunity to be 

heard.   

             5.          Adam complains that Defendants, in bad faith, conspired to, and did, violate his 

rights under contract to not expel Adam as well as the First, Fourth, and Fourteenth Amendments 

to the United States Constitution and the Higher Education Act and defamed him when they 

maliciously, unreasonably, and illegally ousted him from law school for exercising his right to 

Freedom of Religious an Political Speech and expression or other lawful behavior and did so 

without due process of law.  

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

             6.          This Court has jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s federal claims, under 28 U.S.C. §§ 

2Facebook is a social networking website that allows people to communicate with their friends 
and exchange information. It is available to users with any email address, if they are within a 
certain age range. Users can select to join one or more participating networks, such as a high 
school, place of employment, or geographic region. A profile picture will appear whenever the 
use posts to his Facebook networks. 
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1331 and, 2201, 42 U.S.C. §§ 1983 and 1988, and diversity jurisdiction as plaintiff was at all 

times relevant a resident of Harris County, Texas, and defendant Pat Robertson is a resident of 

Virginia and Regent University is in Virginia Beach, Virginia.  Supplemental jurisdiction exists, 

under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(a), to hear Plaintiff’s state law claims.  

             7.          Venue is proper in this Court, under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b), because events relating 

to the incident at issue took place in Harris County, Texas, within the United States Southern 

District of Texas. 

PARTIES 

             8.          Plaintiff Adam Key is an individual and a resident of Harris County, Texas. 

             9.          Defendant Pat Robertson is an individual and a resident of Virginia.  

             10.        Defendant Regent University is a private college in Virginia Beach, Virginia.   

FACTS  

             11.        Adam Key is 23 years old and was born in Spring, Harris County, Texas, where 

he has maintained his residence all his life.  Adam has never been arrested nor convicted of any 

crime.  Adam is a Christian having been baptized in the Lutheran faith and a member of Trinity 

Lutheran Church in Spring, Texas.  In high school Adam traveled to West Virginia and 

Oklahoma as a part of a Christian service group to repair homes for those who could not afford 

the repairs.      

             12.        Adam received a bachelor’s degree from Stephen F. Austin State University 

(SFA) with a GPA of 3.3.  While at SFA Adam was in the Honor Student Association, Chi 

Alpha--a Christian service organization, Dreambuilders--an SFA student group of Habitat for 

Humanity, and the Young Conservatives of Texas.  Adam participated in International Public 

Debate Association’s competitions and was ranked third in the nation by Phi Kappa Delta, a 
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national debate honorary society.  

             13.        In his last year at SFA Adam took the Law School Admission Test (LSAT) and 

applied at several law schools.  Adam was accepted at the University of Houston Law Center in 

Harris County, Texas.  Regent University School of Law (Regent) in Virginia Beach, Virginia 

sent several promotional fliers and an admission packet addressed to Adam in Spring, Texas.  

Regent phoned Adam in Spring, Texas, to encourage him to come to Regent.  Regent offered 

Adam a $60,000 scholarship such offer being sent to Adam in Spring, Texas.3   

             14.        In Spring, Texas Adam viewed Regent’s website recruiting law students 

throughout the United States and claiming that 20% of their students are from Virginia and 80% 

are not from Virginia.  Regent sent materials to Adam stating they are American Bar association 

accredited.4  A December 15, 2005 Regent letter sent to Adam in Spring, Texas boasted that 

former United States Attorney General John Ashcroft is a faculty member and that “Regent law 

3Tuition alone at Regent School of Law is around $ 75,000.00 so Adam expended a substantial 
sum to attend Regent even with the scholarship.   
4Most state bar associations require graduation from an ABA-accredited school to be eligible for 
a law license. ABA law school accreditation standards require that:  

Standard 211. NON-DISCRIMINATION AND EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY  
(c) This Standard does not prevent a law school from having a religious affiliation or purpose and 
adopting and applying policies of admission of students and employment of faculty and staff that 
directly relate to this affiliation or purpose so long as (i) notice of these policies has been given to 
applicants, students, faculty, and staff before their affiliation with the law school, and (ii) the 
religious affiliation, purpose, or policies do not contravene any other Standard, including 
Standard 405(b) concerning academic freedom. These policies may provide a preference for 
persons adhering to the religious affiliation or purpose of the law school, but shall not be applied 
to use admission policies or take other action to preclude admission of applicants or retention of 
students on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, gender, sexual orientation, age or 
disability. This Standard permits religious affiliation or purpose policies as to admission, retention, 
and employment only to the extent that these policies are protected by the United States 
Constitution. It is administered as though the First Amendment of the United States Constitution 
governs its application. (emph. added) 
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Students are engaged in actual religious and civil liberties cases taking place in our courts 

today.”  Regent sent Adam a letter in Spring, Texas that boasts about Regent’s constitutional law 

course including concerning “individual rights” and “the First Amendment.” See Exhibit 2.   

             15.        April 7, 2007, Jay Alan Sekulow, Chief Counsel for Regent University sent to 

Adam in Spring, Texas, that he was “pleased to hear about [Adam’s] interest in attending Regent 

Law School” and boasted that “you won’t find a school anywhere that offers more 

opportunities…in the defense of religious liberties.” See Exhibit 3.   

             16.        Adam entered Regent in the fall of 2006.  While at Regent University School of 

Law Adam was a member of the Federalist Society and the Christian Legal Society.  While 

attending Regent Adam would regularly evangelize by introducing people in Virginia Beach, 

Virginia to the teachings of Jesus Christ.  

             17.        Pat Robertson is the founder and president of Regent University and a highly 

visible political figure and has called for the assassination of democratically-elected President 

Hugo Chavez of Venezuela, campaigned for President of the United States and in 2007 endorsed 

Rudy Guiliani for President of the United States. 

             18.        Pat Robertson has made many statements--some completely ridiculous--including 

advocating murder and predicting widespread death and destruction, which are clearly not in line 

with the teachings of Jesus Christ, such as: 

“You know, I don't know about this doctrine of assassination, but if he thinks 
we’re trying to assassinate him [President Hugo Chavez], I think that we really 
ought to go ahead and do it. It's a whole lot cheaper than starting a war ... We 
have the ability to take him out, and I think the time has come that we exercise 
that ability. We don't need another $200 billion war to get rid of one, you know, 
strong-arm dictator. It's a whole lot easier to have some of the covert operatives 
do the job and then get it over with.” 
–Pat Robertson, The 700 Club, August 23, 2005 
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“The feminist agenda is not about equal rights for women. It is about a socialist, 
anti-family political movement that encourages women to leave their husbands, 
kill their children, practice witchcraft, destroy capitalism, and become lesbians.”  
--Pat Robertson, fundraising letter, 1992  
 
“When I said during my presidential bid that I would only bring Christians and 
Jews into the government, I hit a firestorm. `What do you mean?' the media 
challenged me. `You're not going to bring atheists into the government? How 
dare you maintain that those who believe in the Judeo Christian values are better 
qualified to govern America than Hindus and Muslims?' My simple answer is, 
“Yes, they are.’” 
--from Pat Robertson's “The New World Order,” page 218.  
 
“If anybody understood what Hindus really believe, there would be no doubt that 
they have no business administering government policies in a country that favors 
freedom and equality. ...Can you imagine having the Ayatollah Ruhollah 
Khomeini as defense minister, or Mahatma Gandhi as minister of health, 
education, and welfare? The Hindu and Buddhist idea of karma and the Muslim 
idea of kismet, or fate condemn the poor and the disabled to their suffering. ... It's 
the will of Allah. These beliefs are nothing but abject fatalism, and they would 
devastate the social gains this nation has made if they were ever put into 
practice.”  
--Pat Robertson’s The New World Order, page 219.  
 
“Supreme Court decisions are binding in the court systems ... but in terms of 
general law, which binds every citizen, why should you and I be bound because of 
the ineptitude, if you will, or the skill of one or more defense lawyers, or the 
plaintiffs in any particular lawsuit?” 
-- Pat Robertson, The 700 Club, October 23, 1987 
 
“I am absolutely persuaded one of the reasons so many lesbians are at the 
forefront of the pro-choice movement is because being a mother is the unique 
characteristic of womanhood, and these lesbians will never be mothers naturally, 
so they don't want anybody else to have that privilege either.” 
-- Pat Robertson, The 700 Club, May 28, 1993 
 
“To see Americans become followers of Islam is nothing short of insanity.... The 
Islamic people, the Arabs, were the ones who captured Africans, put them in 
slavery, and sent them to America as slaves. Why would the people in America 
want to embrace the religion of slavers. 
-- Pat Robertson, quoted from the American Muslim Council press release, 
“Statement regarding anti-Muslim comments made by Pat Robertson on October 
27,1997“ 
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“It's one thing to say, ‘We have rights to jobs ... we have rights to be left alone in 
out little corner of the world to do our thing." It's an entirely different thing to 
say, well, "We're not only going to go into the schools and we're going to take 
your children and your grandchildren and turn them into homosexuals.” Now 
that's wrong.’ 
-- Pat Robertson, The 700 Club television program, September 17, 1992 
 
“The widespread practice of homosexuality will bring about the destruction of 
your nation, it will bring about terrorist bombs, if it'll bring about earthquakes, 
tornadoes and possibly a meteor, it isn't necessarily something we ought to open 
our arms to.” 
-- Pat Robertson, The 700 Club, August 6, 1998 
 
“You say you're supposed to be nice to the Episcopalians and the Presbyterians 
and the Methodists and this, that, and the other thing. Nonsense. I don't have to 
be nice to the spirit of the Antichrist. I can love the people who hold false 
opinions but I don't have to be nice to them.” 
--Pat Robertson, The 700 Club, January 14, 1991 
 

             19.        None of the above religious and political views reflected in the above statements 

were told to Adam Key in the many communication sent to him by Regent University when 

Regent was inducing Adam to attend Regent Law School.   

             20.        In September of 2007 Adam viewed on YouTube5 a humorous video which 

depicted Robertson scratching his face with his middle finger and ends with a still frame of the 

“Robertson Finger.” See picture at Exhibit 1.  Noting the political speech and humorous aspects 

of the “Robertson Finger” Adam made his Facebook profile picture6 the “Robertson Finger.”  

5             YouTube was created in February 2005 and is a video sharing website where users can 
upload, view and share video clips. Unregistered users can watch most videos on the site, while 
registered users are permitted to upload an unlimited number of videos. 
6           Facebook is a social networking website that allows people to communicate with their 
friends and exchange information. It is available to users with any email address, if they are 
within a certain age range. Users can select to join one or more participating networks, such as a 
high school, place of employment, or geographic region. A profile picture will appear whenever 
the user posts to his Facebook networks. 
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Regent University officials threatened disciplinary action because they alleged the picture was 

obscene and not in an academic context.  Adam immediately took the picture down from 

Facebook and wrote an academic critique regarding Freedom of Speech concerning the 

Robertson Finger and posted the critique to a Regent University e-mail discussion group. See 

Exhibit 2.  Regent University then suspended Adam Key, effectively for at least two years, from 

law school without providing notice and an opportunity to be heard.   

             21.        Regent University President Marion Gordon “Pat” Robertson spoke out to the 

media concerning Adam: 

“In general, no action should be taken against anyone who exercises their 
freedom of speech and expression, and that includes criticism or satire of the 
chancellor. However, we do not feel that freedom of speech encompasses the 
practice of the deliberate manipulation of television images to transform an 
innocent gesture into something obscene.”  

 
VIOLATION OF FREEDOM OF RELIGIOUS FREE SPEECH 

             22.        The First Amendment prohibits “abridging the freedom of speech …or of the right 

of the people peaceably to assemble, and the petition the Government for a redress of 

grievances.” U.S. Const., amend. I.  

             22.        Defendants’ unlawful acts of expelling Adam from Regent violated Adam’s  

fundamental right to freedom of speech, assembly, and expression of his opinions guaranteed by 

the First Amendment.  

             23.        Defendants all acted in callous and total disregard of the United States 

Constitution, and violated well-established law and precedent. Defendants’ actions were 

objectively unreasonable and done in bad faith. 

 
FRAUDULENT INDUCEMENT 

 



PLAINTIFF’S ORIGINAL COMPLAINT                                                                                 Page 9 

 

             24.        Adam was fraudulently induced to contract with Regent University to attend their 

law school as is made obvious from the several communications sent to him in Spring, Texas.  

Adam relied on Regent’s many claims of religious liberty and that Regent was ABA-accredited--

which meant First Amendment freedoms as set forth in ABA law school standards.  

             25.        Claims of fraudulent inducement arise from general obligations imposed by law, 

not the underlying contract. Tony Gullo Motors I, L.P. v. Chapa, 212 S.W.3d 299, 304 (Tex. 

2006) (“The duty not to fraudulently procure a contract arises from the general obligations of law 

rather than the contract itself, and may be asserted in tort even if the only damages are 

economic.”); Formosa Plastics Corp. USA v. Presidio Eng’rs and Contractors, Inc., 960 S.W.2d 

41, 46 (Tex. 1998) (“[I]t is well established that the legal duty not to fraudulently procure a 

contract is separate and independent from the duties established by the contract itself.”).  

CONTRACT 

             26.        The many letters sent to Adam from Regent constitute parts of an offer that 

Regent would respect religious liberty and First Amendment rights including freedom of 

religious and political speech and Adam accepted such offer.  The contract was then breached 

when Regent suspended Adam for expressing his religious opinions.   

             27.        A second contract occurred when Regent agreed to not discipline Adam if he took 

down the Facebook profile picture of the Robertson Finger, which Adam did.  Regent then 

breached this contract when they discipline Adam by suspending him.   

PROCEDURAL AND SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS 

             28.        Procedural due process’ function is to provide “an opportunity to be heard...at a 

meaningful time and a meaningful place,” promoting fairness in dispute resolution.  Fuentes v. 

Shevin, 407 U.S. 67 (1972).  The 5th and 14th Amendments require that deprivations of life, 
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liberty, or property activates due process guarantees.  Liberty interests are “those privileges long 

recognized as essential to the orderly pursuit of happiness by free men”. Meyer v. State of 

Nebraska, 262 U.S. 390 (1923). 

             29.        Substantive due process places substantive limits on official power.  Procedural 

due process is concerned with the procedures in which the government acts. The difference is 

clear from the cases of Londoner v. Denver, 210 U.S. 373 (1908) and Metallic Investment Co. v. 

State Board of Equalization, 239 U.S. 441 (1915).  Read together, these precedents distinguish 

between the situation in which government singles out an individual for a deprivation based on 

the facts of a case, which triggers procedural due process requirements, and a broad rule affecting 

many people.  In the former situations the government must provide the procedural protections of 

notice and hearing; as the Supreme Court held in Grannis v. Ordean, 234 U.S. 385 (1914), “[t]he 

fundamental requisite of due process of law is the opportunity to be heard” (p. 394).  

             30.        Substantive due process requires at a minimum notice and an opportunity to be 

heard.  Defendants’ failure to notify Adam of the charges against him and give him notice of any 

hearing comprises a complete lack of any notice or any opportunity to be heard. 

             31.        The Regent materials sent to Adam including the Handbook promised such due 

process procedures and Adams claims such right under contract law and Constitutional law.   

VIOLATION OF FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT 

             32.        The Fourteenth Amendment guarantees everyone the right not to be deprived of 

liberty and property without due process of law. U.S. Const. amend. XIV.  Defendants violated 

Mr. Key’s Fourteenth Amendment rights when they violated the express conditions in the student 

handbook and when they agreed to not discipline Adam if he took down the Robertson Finger 

from Facebook, which he did immediately after “striking the deal.” 
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CONSPIRACY TO DEPRIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AND CONTRACT RIGHTS 

             33.        Upon information and belief, Defendants agreed to, and did, work in concert to 

prevent Mr. Key from speaking, violated his Religious Free Speech even though Defendants 

knew that Mr. Perez’s actions were lawful and were protected by the First Amendment, Due 

process protections and contract law.  

HIGHER EDUCATION ACT  

             34.        Adam brings a cause under the Higher Education Act  US CODE, TITLE 20. 

CHAPTER 28. SUBCHAPTER I, PART B, § 1011A. 

§ 1011a. Protection of student speech and association rights 
 

(a) Protection of rights  
It is the sense of Congress that no student attending an institution of higher 
education on a full- or part-time basis should, on the basis of participation in 
protected speech or protected association, be excluded from participation in, be 
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination or official sanction under 
any education program, activity, or division of the institution directly or indirectly 
receiving financial assistance under this chapter, whether or not such program, 
activity, or division is sponsored or officially sanctioned by the institution.  
(c) Definitions  
For the purposes of this section:  
(1) Official sanction  
The term “official sanction”—  
(A) means expulsion, suspension, probation, censure, condemnation, reprimand, 
or any other disciplinary, coercive, or adverse action taken by an institution of 
higher education or administrative unit of the institution; and  
(B) includes an oral or written warning made by an official of an institution of 
higher education acting in the official capacity of the official.  
(2) Protected association  
The term “protected association” means the joining, assembling, and residing 
with others that is protected under the first and 14th amendments to the 
Constitution, or would be protected if the institution of higher education involved 
were subject to those amendments.  
(3) Protected speech  
The term “protected speech” means speech that is protected under the first and 
14th amendments to the Constitution, or would be protected if the institution of 
higher education involved were subject to those amendments.  
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             35.        Adam’s freedom of speech rights and right to due process were clearly violated by 

defendants 

DEFAMATION 

             36         Marion Gordon “Pat” Robertson clearly defamed Adam when he spoke to the 

media that Adam had “manipulated” a television image. 

VIOLATION OF TEXAS BILL OF RIGHTS 

             37.        Defendants all also violated Mr. Key’s fundamental right to free speech as 

guaranteed by the Bill of Rights of the Texas Constitution. Tex. Const. art. I, §§ 8, 27. 

             38.        The Texas Constitution guarantees the rights of Texas residents to make their 

views on any subject known and to assemble together to do so.  

39.        The Bill of Rights of the Texas Constitution (Tex. Const. art. I, §§ 8, 27) states:  
 
Every person shall be at liberty to speak, write or publish his opinions on any        

                          subject, being responsible for the abuse of that privilege; and no law shall ever be 
                          passed curtailing the liberty of speech or of the press .... 

. . . . 
The citizens shall have the right, in a peaceable manner to assemble           

                          together ... and apply to those invested with the powers of government for   
                          redress of grievances or other purposes, by petition, address, or                   
                          remonstrance. 
              

             40.        Defendants caused Mr. Key substantial injury in their abridgement of his 

fundamental state constitutional rights. Defendants acted in total disregard of the Texas 

Constitution and long-standing precedent and therefore can claim no immunity or excuse. 

             41.        The Texas Constitution’s right to free speech is sometimes more expansive than 

the corresponding U.S. Constitution guarantee. See Ex Parte Tucci, 859 S.W.2d 1, 5 (Tex. 1993). 

The Texas Supreme Court has been particularly hostile to the prior restraint of speech.  

Davenport v. Garcia, 834 S.W.2d 4, 9 (Tex. 1992)(“Under our broader guarantee, it has been 
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and remains the preference of this court to sanction a speaker after, not before the speech 

occurs.”).  A prior restraint on speech or expression is therefore presumptively unconstitutional 

and will withstand scrutiny only under the most extraordinary circumstances. Id. at 10; Ex Parte 

Price, 741 S.W.2d 366, 369 (Tex. 1987) (González, J., concurring)(“prior restraints ... are 

subject to judicial scrutiny with a heavy presumption against their constitutional validity”).  

             42.        As the Texas Supreme Court ruled eighty-five years ago: “[I]t has never been the 

theory of free institutions that the citizen could say only what courts or legislatures might license 

him to say, or that his sentiments on any subject or concerning any person should be supervised 

before he could utter them.” Ex Parte Tucker, 220 SW. 75, 76 (Tex. 1920). Texas courts have 

vigorously protected the right to free speech, and do not condone the prior restraint of political 

expression. 

INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 

             43.        Mr. Key can recover for intentional infliction of emotional distress against 

Defendants because they acted willfully and recklessly, and their conduct was extreme and 

outrageous.  Defendants proximately caused Mr. Key severe emotional distress.  

DAMAGES 

             44.        Mr. Key is entitled to recover damages against Defendants, separately and jointly, 

for the violations of his federal constitutional rights, contract rights, detrimental reliance, and 

fraudulent inducement.  

             45.        Mr. Key is entitled to recover punitive damages against each Defendant because 

the actions of each were outrageous, reckless, willful, malicious, and grossly negligent. 
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DECLARATORY RELIEF 

             46.        Mr. Key seeks declaratory relief against Defendants, delineating his rights under, 

and Defendants’ violations of, the United States and Texas Constitutions and under contract.  

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

             47.        Because Mr. Key will continually express his religious views through 

evangelizing and otherwise and his constitutional rights are of great, but intangible, value, he 

seeks injunctive relief against Defendants, preventing them from again unlawfully interfering 

with the lawful exercise of his expressive rights under the United States and Texas Constitutions.  

ATTORNEYS’ FEES  

             48.        Mr. Key is entitled to recover attorneys’ fees and costs to enforce his 

Constitutional under 42 U.S.C. Section 1983 and contract from Defendants. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Adam Key requests that the Court:  

             A.         Enter declaratory judgment, specifying Plaintiff Adam Key’s First, and Fourteenth 

amendment rights and his rights under contract; 

             B.         Find that Plaintiff Mr. Key is the prevailing party in this case and award attorneys’ 

fees and costs; 

             C.         Award damages to Mr. Key against Defendants, separately and jointly; for the 

violations of his rights under the First, Fourth, and Fourteenth Amendments and his rights under 

Texas tort law and contract; 

             D.         Award punitive damages against each individual Defendant to Mr. Key for 

violations of his rights under the First, Fourth, and Fourteenth Amendments and his rights under  

tort law, fraud and contract law, as noted above; 
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             E.         Enter injunctive relief against Defendants, preventing them from again unlawfully 

interfering with the lawful exercise of his expressive rights under the United States and Texas 

Constitutions and under contract and to clear Adam‘s disciplinary record and to provide a letter 

of good standing; and 

             F.         Grant such other and further relief as appears reasonable and just, to which, Mr. 

Key shows himself entitled. 

 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 
LAW OFFICE OF RANDALL L. KALLINEN 
 
 

/S/  

_______________________________________ 
Randall L. Kallinen 
State Bar of Texas No. 00790995 
Southern District of Texas Bar No.: 19417 
Admitted, Fifth US Circuit Court of Appeals 
1406 Castle Court 
Houston, Texas 77006 
Telephone:       713/528-8586 
Cellular:           713/320-3785 
FAX:                713/528-8586 
E-mail:             AttorneyKallinen@aim.com 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
 


