
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI 

WESTERNDMSION 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA and 
JANET RENO, attorney ofthe United States 
ofAmerica, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

REGINA RENE DINWIDDIE, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Case No. 95-0010-CV-W-8 
) 
) 
) 
) 

AMENDED PERMANENT INJUNCTION 

Pursuant to the February 16, 1996 Court ofAppeals decision (95-1803WM) remanding this 

case to make certain modifications of the permanent injunction, and having considered proposed 

modifications submitted by both plaintiff sand defendant1, the Court makes the following 

modifications ofits March 21, 1995 order: 

(1) Line 2, Page 19, delete the following: 

"that could not be remotely construed to violate 18 U.S.C. § 248"; 

(2) Delete Lines 16-22, Page 19 and replace with the following: 

"Legitimate personal activity would not include, for example, activity that: (1) 

constitutes intimidation, physical obstruction, interference, force, or threats offorce; 

(2) involves any use whatsoever ofa bullhorn, megaphone, or other sound amplifying 

device; (3) brings defendant in violation of any local noise ordinance; or (4) brings 

defendant in violation of laws related, but not limited, to assault, battery, trespass, 

1Plaintiffs filed their proposed modifications on March 14; 1996. Defendant filed her 
proposed modifications on March 25, 1996. 



harassment, vandalism, disturbing the peace, destruction of property, or unlawful 

possession ofweapons, when such activity also has the effect of violating FACE. 

These activities are"; and 

(3) Lines 6-7, Page 24, delete the following: 

", that could not remotely be construed to violate 18 U.S.C. § 248". 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

CT JUDGE 
Dated: Marchd!h 1996. 
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