
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT 

No. 16-4220 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

v. 

WILLIE TYLER, a/k/a Little Man 

     Willie Tyler, 
       Appellant 

(M.D. Pa. No. 1-96-cr-00106-001) 

SUR PETITION FOR REHEARING 

Present: SMITH, Chief Judge, McKEE, AMBRO, CHAGARES, JORDAN, 
HARDIMAN, GREENAWAY, JR., VANASKIE, SHWARTZ, KRAUSE, RESTREPO, 
*GREENBERG, and *FISHER, Circuit Judges

The petition for rehearing filed by appellant in the above-entitled case having been 

submitted to the judges who participated in the decision of this Court and to all the other 

available circuit judges of the circuit in regular active service, and no judge who 

concurred in the decision having asked for rehearing, and a majority of the judges of the 

circuit in regular service not having voted for rehearing, the petition for rehearing by the  

_____________________ 
*Hon. Morton I. Greenberg and Hon. D. Michael Fisher votes are limited to panel
rehearing only.
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panel and the Court en banc, is denied. 

BY THE COURT, 

 s/Patty Shwartz 
 Circuit Judge 

Dated: February 27, 2017 

kr/cc: Stephen R. Cerutti, II, Esq. 
Ronald A. Krauss, Esq. 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT 
January 3, 2017 
CCO-032-E 

No. 16-4220  

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

v. 

WILLIE TYLER, a/k/a Little Man 

     Willie Tyler, 
       Appellant 

(M.D. Pa. No. 1-96-cr-00106-001) 

Present:  FISHER, SHWARTZ and GREENBERG, Circuit Judges 

1. Motion by Appellant to Stay February 2017 Trial Based on Appeal
Concerning Non-Frivolous Double Jeopardy Arguments;

2. Motion by Appellee for Summary Affirmance;

3. Response by Appellee in Opposition to Motion to Stay;

4. Reply by Appellant to Response to Motion to Stay;

5. Response by Appellant to Motion for Summary Affirmance.

Respectfully, 
Clerk/kr 

_________________________________ORDER________________________________
The foregoing motion to stay is denied and motion for summary affirmance is granted. 

By the Court, 

s/Patty Shwartz 
Circuit Judge 

Dated:  January 6, 2017 
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kr/cc: Stephen R. Cerutti, II, Esq. 
           Ronald A. Krauss, Esq. 
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