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CERTIFICATE AS TO PARTIES, RULINGS, AND RELATED CASES

Parties and Amicus. The parties below in No. 86-1442
were Carl Eric Olsen and the Drug Enforcement Administration
(DEA). The parties below in No. 86-5455 were Olsen and John C.
Lawn, Administrator of DEA. 1In addition to those parties,
William A. Bradford, Jr. and Steven J. Routh appear before this
Court, pursuant to an Order dated February 1, 1988, appointing
‘them as amicus curiae "to address those issues raised by
appellant/petitioner and any other issues appropriate for the
court's consideration."”

Rulings Under Review. No. 86-1442 involves a petition

for review of a decision issued by DEA. That decision is
contained in a letter to Olsen from DEA Administrator Lawn,
dated April 22, 1986. See Appendix bound with this brief
("App.") 1. No. 86-5455 involves an appeal from an unpublished
Order of the United States District Court for the District of
Columbia, per Hon. Norma Holloway Johnson. That Order, entered
June 18, 1986, dismissed as moot Olsen's petition to the
district court for a writ of mandamus. See App. 3.

Related Cases. Amicus is not aware of any related

cases pending in this or in any other court.
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