needs to be resolved in the first instance by
Kentucky courts.?

Accordingly, the judgment of the District
Court is reversed and the case remanded
with. instructions to dismiss the petition for
failure to exhaust state remedies.
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CIANS AND SURGEONS, INC.. N.M.
Camardese, M.D.; Harold Schultz, D.O.;
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Otis BOWEN, Secretary of Health and
Human Services; and Nationwide Mu-
tual Insurance Company, Defendants-
Appellees.

No. 89-3477.

United States Court of Appeals,
Sixth Circuit. '

Argued Jan. 23, 1990.
Decided July 23, 1990.

Physicians who were not participants
in the Medicare plan brought action against
Secretary of Health and Human Services
and an insurance company to enjoin those
defendants from sanctioning physicians for
billing Medicare patients directly for “clini-
cal diagnostic laboratory tests” performed

3. Yet another issue has come to light on appeal
which has been addressed neither by the Ken-
tucky state courts, nor the District Court below.
It concerns defendant’s parolee status. The
warden argues that even if defendant was sen-
tenced improperly under the persistent felony
offender statute, his sentence was not illegal
bepause he was on parole at the time he com-
mitted  his most recent crimes. KRS
§ 533.060(2) provides that when a person out
on parole commits a felony, “the period of con-
finement for that felony shall not run concur-
tently with any other sentence.”

The warden interprets KRS § 533.060(2) to
mean that if a person on parole commits one or
More felonies, those felonies may not run con-

ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN PHYSICIANS v. BOWEN
Cite as 909 F.2d 161 (6th Cir. 1990)

161

in the physicians’ offices. . The United
States Distriet Court for the Northern Dis-
trict of Ohio, Richard B. McQuade, Jr., J.,
dismissed the action, and physicians appeal-
ed. The Court of Appeals, Boggs, Circuit
Judge, held that physicians who choose not
to participate in the Medicare program and
who perform clinical diagnostic laboratory
tests on Medicare patients in their offices
may bill those patients directly as long as
there is no showing that the physicians’
offices constituted “laboratories.”

Reversed and remanded.

Social Security and Public Welfare

€=241.10

Physicians who chose not to participate
in Medicare program and who performed
clinical diagnostic laboratory tests on Medi-
care patients in their offices could bill those
patients directly as long as there was no
showing that physicians’ offices constituted
laboratories; diagnostie laboratory tests
provision of Medicare Act applied only to
tests performed in laboratory and term
“laboratory” did not necessarily include all
physicians’ offices. Social Security Act
§ 1833(h)(5)(C), as amended, 42 U.S.C.A.
§ 13957 (h)(5)(C).

Kent Masterson Brown (argued), Lexing-
ton, Ky., John B. Spitzer, Toledo, Ohio, for
plaintiffs-appellants.

Thomas A. Karol, Asst. U.S. Atty. (ar-
gued), Toledo, Ohio, for defendants-appel-
lees.

currently. Defendant claims that a logical read-
ing of the statute is that the sentence for the
offense committed while out on parole should
not run concurrently with the sentence for the
original offense for which the person was in
jail.

In light of Devore v. Commonwealth, 662
S.W.2d 829 (Ky.1984), which held that KRS
§ 533.060(2), (the statute governing parole of-
fenders) overrode KRS § 532.110(3), (the stat-
ute governing concurrent and consecutive sen-
tences), the warden's interpretation may be cor-
rect. However, this issue also should be decid-
ed in state court in the first instance under the
doctrine of exhaustion.
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Before KENNEDY and BOGGS,
Circuit Judges, and HULL, Chief District
Judge.*

BOGGS, Circuit Judge.

This case presents the question whether
physicians who choose not to participate in
the Medicare program and who perform
“clinical diagnostic laboratory tests” on
Medicare patients in their offices are for-
bidden to bill those patients directly. In
particular, the question is whether subsec-
tion (C) of 42 U.S.C. § 1395/ (h)(5) applies to
all “clinical diagnostic laboratory tests”
performed in a physician’s office. It is the
opinion of the court that the statute applies
only to tests performed in a laboratory and
that, absent a showing that appellants’ of-
fices constitute laboratories, appellants
may continue to bill their Medicare patients
directly for clinical diagnostic laboratory
tests performed in those offices.

I

The Association of American Physicians
and Surgeons (AAPS) and three of its Ohio
members, N.M. Camardese, Harold
Schultz, and Souheil Al-Jadda, appeal the
district court’s dismissal of their case chal-
lenging the Secretary’s interpretation of 42
U.S.C. § 13951 (h)(5)C).

Section 1895 (h) is part of the Medicare
Act. The Medicare Act consists of two
parts: Part A, Hospital Insurance Benefits
for the Aged and Disabled, 42 U.S.C.
§§ 1395¢-1395i; and Part B, Supplementa-
ry Medical Insurance Benefits for the Aged
and Disabled, 42 U.S.C. §§ 1395j-1395w.
Part A concerns institutional health provid-
ers (hospitals, nursing homes, rural health
clinics). Part B covers certain medical ser-
vices, including physicians’ services, under
a voluntary program of supplementary
medical insurance benefits. Payment by
Medicare for services rendered by a hospi-
tal or other institution may only be made to
the institution, and the institution may not
bill the patient directly, except for deduct-
ibles and coinsurance. Medicare payments

* The Honorable Thomas G. Hull, Chief United
States District Judge for the Eastern District of
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for services rendered by physicians may be
made either to the patient on the basis of
an itemized bill from the physician or to the
physician pursuant to an assignment agree-
ment. An assignment agreement is an
agreement between a physician and a Medi-
care patient which transfers to the physi-
cian the right to receive payment from
Medicare in return for the physician’s
agreement to accept a specified amount in
full payment. Each area of the country
has a Medicare insurance carrier that de-
termines the payment for each procedure.
In Ohio, the carrier is appellee Nationwide
Mutual Insurance Company (Nationwide).

Each year, physicians elect “participat-
ing” or “non-participating” status in Medi-
care. 42 U.S.C. § 1395u(b)(4). “Participat-
ing” physicians are those who enter into an
agreement with the Secretary of Health

- and Human Services to accept assignment

on all services provided to Medicare pa-
tients. ‘“Non-participating” physicians are
not required to accept assignments for ser-
vices rendered to Medicare patients, but
may do so on a case-by-case basis. They
have the option of billing Medicare patients
directly for medical services. The patients
then seek reimbursement from the Medi-
care insurance carrier, Nearly all the
members of AAPS, and the three individual
appellants in this action, are non-participat-
ing physicians. They bill their Medicare
patients directly for medical services by
means of an itemized bill. At issue in this
case is one such service—clinical diagnostic
laboratory testing.

Evolution of 42 US.C. § 13951(h)(5)(C)

Before 1984, there was no requirement
that payment for clinical diagnostic labo-
ratory tests be accepted only on an as-
signed basis. § 1395/ (h) originally autho-
rized the Secretary to establish a payment
rate for “diagnostic tests performed in a
laboratory for which payment is made un-
der this part to the laboratory.” It did not
include any subparagraphs.:

Tennessee, sitting by designation.
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In 1984, Congress enacted legislation af-
fecting Medicare reimbursement. Deficit
Reduction Act of 1984, Pub.L. No. 98-369
(DEFRA). DEFRA greatly expanded 42
U.S.C. § 1395/(h). Subpart (5) of § 1395/
(h) established the means of payment for
clinical diagnostic laboratory tests. Sub-
part (5) was subdivided into subsections A,
B, and C. Subsection (A) described the
method of payment for clinical diagnostic
laboratory tests for which payment would
be made on an assignment-related basis;
subsection (B) provided that payment for
clinical diagnostic laboratory tests that
were not described under subsection (A)
(i.e., not on an assignment-related basis)
should be made to the beneficiary only on
the basis of an itemized bill. Thus, subsec-
tion (A) contemplated payment for clinical
diagnostic laboratory tests by reimburse-
ment from Medicare according to the estab-
lished fee schedules and subsection (B) con-
templated direct billing of patients. Sub-
section (C) stated:

Payment for a clinical diagnostic labo-

ratory test performed by a laboratory

which is independent of a physician’s of-
fice or a rural health clinic may only be
made on the basis of an assignment. ...

This limitation on “independent” laborato-
ries represented the first restriction on the
method by which payment for clinical diag-
nostic laboratory tests could be made. Pri-
or to the 1984 amendments, there was no
statutory restriction on how such payment
could be made.

In the Consolidated Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act (COBRA) of 1985, enact-
ed in April 1986, Congress amended subsec-
tion (C) by striking out the phrase “which
is independent of a physician’s office or”
and inserting in its place the phrase “other
than,” so that the subsection stated:

Payment for a clinical diagnostic labo-

ratory test performed by a laboratory

other than a rural health clinic may only
be made on the basis of an assign-
ment. ...
After this further restriction, no laboratory
(except one affiliated with a rural health
clinic), whether “independent” of a physi-

1. They also filed a motion for a temporary re-

cian's office or not, could bill its Medicare
patients directly for clinical diagnostic labo-
ratory tests.

In the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1987 (OBRA), Congress added a
subsection (D), which authorized the Secre-
tary to apply sanctions to persons who
violate subsection (C). Subsequent techni-
cal emendations in 1988, which for our pur-
pose had no relevant substantive effect on
the meaning of the subsections, gave (C)
and (D) their present appearance:

(C) Payment for a clinical diagnostic lab-

oratory test performed by a laboratory

other than a rural health clinic may only
be made on an assignment-related ba-
sis.... _

(D) A person may not bill for a diagnos-
tic laboratory test performed by a labo-
ratory, other than a rural health clinic,

" other than on an assignment-related ba-
sis. If a person knowingly and willfully
and on a repeated basis bills for a clinical
diagnostic laboratory test in violation of
the previous sentence the Secretary may
apply sanctions against the person....

Appellants are ‘non-participating physi-
cians who perform clinical diagnostic labo-
ratory tests in their offices. They charge
their patients directly for these tests by
means of itemized bills and have continued
to do so after the change in the language
of subsection (C) in 1986. After receiving
an itemized bill, their patients then seek
reimbursement from Medicare.

In June 1988, appellants (and other
AAPS members in Ohio) began receiving
letters from Nationwide, on behalf of the
Secretary of Health and Human Services,
informing them that they were in violation
of the statute by billing Medicare patients
for clinical diagnostic laboratory tests on a
non-assignment basis and that they might
face sanctions including civil money penal-
ties and suspension from the Medicare pro-
gram for five years. On November 16,
1988, appellants brought an action in feder-
al district court seeking to enjoin the Secre-
tary and Nationwide from sanctioning
them.! Cross motions for summary judg-

straining order to restrain and enjoin appellees

w
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ment were filed. On May 16, 1989, the
district court issued an order dismissing
- the action. The court found that the lan-
guage of 42 US.C. § 1395 (h)(5)(C) was
unambiguous; that it required payment of
clinical diagnostic laboratory services per-
formed in a physician’s office to be made
on an assignment-related basis; and that
the legislative history of Medicare enact-
ments was in accord with that conclusion.
Plaintiffs appealed that order.

11

Subsection (C) clearly establishes a re-
striction on the method by which health
providers may bill for clinical diagnostic
testing. The Secretary and Nationwide in-
terpret the restriction to apply to physi-
cians who do testing in their offices, wheth-
er or not they have chosen to participate in
Medicare. The difficulty with that inter-
pretation is that subsection (C) uses the
qualifying language “performed by a labo-
ratory.” Were the statute to exclude the
qualifying phrase and state simply that
_ “payment for a clinical diagnostic labo-
ratory test (not performed by a rural
health clinic) must be made on an assign-
ment-related basis,” it would clearly in-
clude within its coverage tests performed
in a physician’s office.. The presence of the
qualifying phrase, “performed by a labo-
ratory,” however, creates an ambiguity.
Can testing performed in a physician’s of-
fice ever qualify as testing performed by a
laboratory? At the other extreme, does all
testing performed by physicians in their
offices qualify as testing performed by a
laboratory?

We conclude that subsection (C) refers
only to testing performed in a facility con-
stituting a “laboratory” and that, while a
physician’s office may under certain condi-
tions qualify as a laboratory, the term labo-
ratory does not necessarily include all phy-
sician’s offices. Thus, the subsection can-
not be used as an across-the-board rule to
prohibit non-participating physicians from

from threatening or recommending lo sanction

any of the appellants. This motion was with-
drawn on November 25, 1988 with a reservation
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billing Medicare patients directly for clini-
cal diagnostic laboratory tests.

A. 1986 revision of subsection (C)

The first clue to the meaning of the
phrase “performed by a laboratory” is the
removal of the phrase “independent of a
physician’s office” from subsection (C) in
1986 (pursuant to COBRA). The precise
nature of the independence intended by the
statute—physical separation, independent
ownership, ete.—was not clear. Inits brief
lifespan, the phrase was not interpreted by
the courts. In any event, it was clear that
a laboratory that was connected to, or coex-
tensive with, a physician’s office was not
covered by the subsection.

The Secretary and Nationwide argue that
the removal of the phrase in 1986 had the
effect of bringing all physicians’ offices
within coverage of the subsection. That is
a possible interpretation of the excision of
the phrase from the statute, but not a
convincing one. Also plausible is appel-
lants’ interpretation that the removal had
no substantive effect; it merely reflected
the fact that the phrase was superfluous
when appended to the limitation embodied
in the phrase “performed by a laboratory,”
because the terms “laboratory” and “physi-
cian’s office” are mutually exclusive. Ac-
cording to that view, Congress’s retention
of the phrase “performed by a laboratory”
is just as relevant as its removal of the
phrase “independent of a physician’s of-
fice,” because the statute would have made
perfect sense—and supported the Secre-
tary’s interpretation—had both phrases
been removed altogether.

Our reading of the statute does not com-
pel the all-or-nothing result attributed to
the 1986 excision by each of the two sides
to this litigation—neither appellees’ view
that “laboratory” now necessarily includes
all physicians’ offices, nor appellants’ posi-
tion that the terms are mutually exclusive.
It is possible to imagine, without specifying
exact criteria, a physician’s office that is
attached to a testing facility comprehensive

of the right to reactivate it should the Secretary
attempt to sanction appeliants.

:
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enough to constitute a “laboratory” within
the meaning of the statute. A non-partici-
pating physician who performed tests in
such a facility would not, under the former
subsection (C), be required to receive pay-
ment on an assignment-related basis only.
Under the 1986 revision of (C), however,
the same physician would be required to
receive payment on the basis of an assign-
ment. Thus, the removal of the phrase
“independent of a physician’s office” had a
significance beyond the merely semantic,
put did not go so far as to bring all physi-
cians’ offices within the coverage of the
subsection.

Contrary to the position urged by the
Secretary and Nationwide, Congress’s re-
moval of the phrase “independent of a phy-
sician’s office” does not imply that the
term “laboratory” now universally includes
physicians’ offices. Indeed, because the
phrase served to distinguish laboratories
from physicians’ offices, its prior use rein-
forces the idea that Congress considers “a
laboratory” to be something that can be
distinet from “a physician’s office.” Sim-
ply removing the phrase from the statute
does not prove the opposite assertion that
there is no distinction between the two
terms.

It is significant that the distinction be-
tween a laboratory and a physician’s office
still exists elsewhere in the statute. 42
U.S.C. § 13951 (h)(1)(B) begins: “In the
case of clinical diagnostic laboratory tests
performed by a physician or by a labo-
ratory....” The language suggests that
tests performed “by a laboratory” are dis-
tinct from tests performed “by a physi-
cian.” It follows that subsection (C)'s use
of the qualifying phrase, “performed by a
laboratory,” excludes testing performed in
a physician’s office, if the office is not
itself a laboratory within the meaning of
the statute.

That distinction comports with the appar-
ent meaning of the language. A physi-
cian's office does not, in common usage,
necessarily constitute a “laboratory.” Al
though a statute may define terms to signi-
fy something other than their meaning in
ordinary usage, in the absence of a clear

indication to the contrary, it would be inap-
propriate to interpret a statutory term con-
trary to its ordinary meaning.

The evidence of a change in the meaning
of subsection (C) to include all diagnostic
testing performed in physicians’ offices is
not sufficient to reverse the prior clear
understanding that some testing in physi-
cians’ offices was not covered. Such a
change in the meaning of the subsection
would represent a significant alteration in
the relationship between the Medicare sys-
tem and non-participating physicians. It
would eliminate the distinction between
participating and non-participating physi-
cians in the area of clinical diagnostic labo-
ratory testing. The relevant evidence -in
this case is the language of the statute
itself, and that evidence does not compel
such a resuit.

B. Significance of subsection (B)

Looking at subsection (C) in context with
subsection (B) of § 1395/ (h)(5) supports the
conclusion that (C) does not cover all test-
ing performed in physicians’ offices. The
Secretary’s reading of subsection (C)
makes it difficult to attach any meaning to
subsection (B), which refers to clinical diag-
nostic laboratory testing billed on a non-as-
signed . basis. If even non-participating
physicians who perform such tests in their
offices must receive payment on the basis
of an assignment rather than an’itemized
bill, then to what does subsection (B) ap-
ply? '

The district court faced this dilemma and
effectively found that subsection (B) still
had meaning because it referred to testing
performed by rural health clinics, which
are explicitly excluded from subsection (C).
That interpretation implies that rural
health clinics are free to charge Medicare
patients for clinical diagnostic laboratory
testing on the basis of an itemized bill.
But that is inconsistent with other provi-
sions of the Medicare statutory scheme.
First, § 1395x(aa) requires that a rural
health clinic must enter into an agreement
with the Secretary whereby it agrees to bill
Medicare patients on an assignment-related
basis (except for payment of a deductible
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or coinsurance amount).? Furthermore,
§ 1395 (b) prohibits providers who accept
assignments or who have a participating
agreement with the Secretary from billing
for deductibles for clinical diagnostic labo-
ratory tests. Thus, it appears that a rural
health clinic may not directly bill a Medi-
care patient for any payment for clinical
diagnostic laboratory tests.

Second, § 1395k(a) also appears to bar
direct billing of a Medicare patient for ru-
ral health clinic services. Subsection (a)(1)
states that benefits provided to an individu-
al by the Medicare program may be made
“to him” (i.e., directly to the patient) or “on
his behalf” (i.e., through Medicare reim-
bursement to the provider) for medical and
health services, except those services de-
scribed in subparagraphs (2)(B) and (2)(D),
for which, under paragraph (2), payment
may only be made “on his behalf.” Sub-
paragraph (2)(D) is “rural health clinic ser-
vices.” The implication is that Medicare
will not reimburse a patient of a rural
health clinic who was billed directly for a
medical service. If rural health clinies can-
not bill Medicare patients directly for clini-
‘cal diagnostic laboratory tests, then subsec-
‘tion (B) becomes a nullity under the district
court’s interpretation of subsection (C).

The Secretary and Nationwide argue that
there is another way to salvage meaning
for subsection (B), consistent with their
interpretation of (C). They distinguish be-
tween two categories of Medicare recipi-
ents who receive services at rural health
clinics—patients and non-patients.® Sub-
section (B), they argue, applies to services
performed by rural health clinics for non-
patients. The argument is as follows:
even if it is true that rural health clinies
must agree not to bill their Medicare pa-
tients directly for medical services, the pro-
vider agreement that such clinics enter into
with Medicare does not extend that require-

2. In defining “rural health clinic,” § 1395x(aa)
states:
[Such term includes only a facility which ...
has filed an agreement with the Secretary by
which it agrees not to charge any individual
or other person for items or services for
which such individual is entitled to have pay-
ment made under this subchapter, except for
the amount of any deductible or coinsurance
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ment to services performed for Medicare-
covered non-patients. Therefore, rural
health clinics that perform clinical diagnos-
tic laboratory tests for Medicare-covered
non-patients of the clinic (and that do not
perform enough of these non-patient tests
to qualify as independent laboratories,
which would cause them to fall under sub-
section (C)) are not required to bill those

. tests on an assignment-related basis.

Upon this thin thread, the Secretary ar-
gues, hangs the full import of subsection
(B).

That argument, too, is not convincing.
The distinction between patients and non-
patients is not a clear one. The statutory
provisions that refer to rural health clinics
—§§ 1395x(aa), 1395k(a)(1) and (2)—speak
only of services provided to a “person” or
an “individual” and do not distinguish be-
tween patients and non-patients. It is
therefore questionable whether a person
who receives services from a rural health
clinic could ever be classified as a non-pa-
tient, for purposes of the statute.

Sound statutory construction dictates
that subsection (B) should refer to some-
thing, and not be a nullity. Therefore, the
sensible meaning to attach to subsections
(A), (B), and (C) of § 1395((h)(5) is the
following: (1) Someone can bill Medicare
patients for clinical diagnostic tests by
means of an itemized bill; (2) that someone
is a non-laboratory; and (3) the category of
non-laboratories (as that term is under-
stood in the statute) is not an empty set,
and it includes some physicians’ offices.

Our reading of the statute leads us to
the conclusion that a physician’s office is
not in all cases a “laboratory” and that
§§ 13951 (h)(5XC) and (D) do not authorize
the Secretary to sanction a non-participat-
ing physician who bills Medicare patients
directly for clinical diagnostic laboratory

amount imposed with respect to such items or
services .., pursuant to subsections (a) ang
(b) of section 1395/....

3. The Secretary derives the distinction between
patients and non-patients, from a provision in
the Medicare Carriers Manual § 5114.6E, which
refers to non-patients of a rural health clinic.
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tests, absent a showing that the physician’s
testing facility constitutes a “laboratory.”
It is not necessary in this opinion to define
the term “laboratory” with precision; it
suffices . for this court to hold that the
interpretation of § 1395/ (h)5XC) under
which appellees proposed to impose sanc-
tions—that all testing performed in physi-
cians’ offices falls within subsection (C)—is
not a proper reading of the statute.

11

We therefore REVERSE the district
court’s dismissal of appellants’ action and
remand for further proceedings consistent
with this opinion.
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Government initiated in rem forfeiture
action against car and cash, alleging items
were used or intended to be used in viola-
tion of internal revenue laws regarding wa-
gering, and individual intervened to claim
ownership interest in property. On cross
motions for summary judgment, the United
States District Court for the Northern Dis-
trict of Ohio, Alvin I. Krenzler, J., granted
summary judgment for Government, and
intervenor appealed. The Court of Ap-
peals, Kennedy, Circuit Judge, held that:

(1) Fifth Amendment rights of intervenor
were not defense to forfeiture action; (2)
suppression of evidence obtained from
search of car and intervenor pursuant to
warrant based on lack of probable cause
for issuance of warrant did not preclude
forfeiture, which could proceed if probable
cause for forfeiture could be shown with
untainted evidence; and (3) affidavits writ-
ten after seizure could be used to demon-
strate that probable cause to maintain for-
feiture existed at time of seizure. '

Affirmed.

1. Criminal Law €=393(1)

Fifth Amendment rights of person
claiming interest in property were no de-
fense in action in which Government
sought forfeiture of car and cash on allega-
tions they were used or intended to be used
in violation of internal revenue laws re-
garding wagering. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend.
5.

2. Internal Revenue &=5178

Suppression of evidence obtained from
search of individual and car pursuant to
warrant on ground that warrant was is-
sued without probable cause did not pre-
clude Government from seeking forfeiture
of car and cash found during search as
items used or intended to be used in viola-
tion of internal revenue laws regarding wa-
gering; forfeiture could proceed if Govern-
ment could show probable cause with un-
tainted evidence, and only evidence derived
from illegal search was inadmissible in for-
feiture proceeding.

3. Forfeitures €5

Affidavits written after seizure of
property which Government sought forfei-
ture of were admissible to demonstrate
that probable cause to maintain forfeiture
existed at time of seizure.

4. Internal Revenue €=5155

Police surveillance and affidavits re-
garding wagering and driving of particular
type of car by individual who delivered
parlays and paid off bets provided probable
cause for forfeiture of car and cash seized
from the person as used or intended to be



