
IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS

FAIRHOLME FUNDS,INC.′ at al.

Plaintiffs′

VS.

THE UNITED STATES′
Defendant.

No.13‐465C

〔Judge sweeney3

REPLY TO DEFENDANT'S OPPOSITON TO
MOT10N FOR LEAVE TO FILE AMICUS BRIEF

Michael Sammons, pro se, would reply to the "Defendant's Opposition to

Motion for Leave to File Amicus Brief'as follows:

First, the Government argues that Sammons is prematurely raising an

issue "that the Court has not yet ordered the parties to address and the parties

have not raised." True, but beside the point: the Federal Court stated that this

Court "mtrst'consider the Article III jurisdictional issue.

Second, the Government suggests Sammons "attempts to circumvent the

Court's denial of his motion to intervene." Not true: had the Federal Circuit not

explicitly ordered this Court to consider the Article III jurisdictional issue

Sammons would not have had any reason to file this amicus brief.

Third, the Government argues that amicus briefing on the Article III issue

is unnecessary because "the parties are represented by competent counsel and

are fully capable of presenting their respective arguments." True enough, but

"capable" and "willing" are two different matters, not to mention that all parties,

in opposing the intervention appeal, simply parroted this Court's erroneous
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