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This report reviews the work of the Alan Morrison Supreme 
Court Assistance Project and its fellowship program for the 
Supreme Court’s 2012 Term. The Project provides a unique 
service, helping respondents to keep their cases out of the 
Court and assisting parties on either side to prepare their 
cases on the merits and present oral argument. Your support 
helps to ensure that the Project can continue to offer pro 
bono legal assistance to litigants at both the certiorari and 
merits stages of Supreme Court litigation. 

The Project fellow focuses on identifying cases in which 
we might offer assistance. The fellow spends a substantial 
amount of time reviewing all paid petitions for certiorari 
to make an initial judgment about whether the issue raised 
in a petition concerns the public interest. In cases that are 
potentially cert-worthy, the fellow prepares a memo ana-
lyzing the strength of the petition. Working under the su-

pervision of Public Citizen Litigation Group’s director, the 
fellow then offers assistance to counsel in appropriate cases. 
When a lawyer accepts the fellow’s offer, a Public Citizen 
attorney assumes principal responsibility, while the fellow 
assists with brief-writing and research, participates in moot 
courts, and attends oral argument. We also consider offer-
ing assistance or a moot court for all petitions granted by 
the Court for full review.

Andrew Kaufman served as the 2012-2013 Supreme Court 
Assistance Project fellow. Andrew will complete his fellow-
ship in August and then begin a clerkship on the District 
of Columbia Court of Appeals. Last year, donations signifi-
cantly defrayed the cost of his fellowship. Andrew Selbst, a 
Michigan Law School graduate now clerking on the District 
Court for the Central District of California, will succeed 
Andrew Kaufman as our fellow. 

www.citizen.org/supremecourt
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In 1990, Public Citizen Litigation Group founder Alan 
Morrison had an inspiration. He envisioned a public-inter-
est group that could serve as an equalizer in Supreme Court 
cases, a counterweight to the expertise of private and gov-
ernment lawyers who specialize in Supreme Court practice 
and often represent clients opposing consumer interests and 
public interests before the Court. Alan’s idea was to mobi-
lize the Litigation Group’s Supreme Court experience and 
expertise in a systematic way to assist lawyers in preventing 
the Court from taking cases that it should not take and in 
winning cases that the Court does take.

The Alan Morrison Supreme Court Assistance Project is the 
result of that inspiration. Since 1990, with the growth of a 
specialized Supreme Court bar, the imbalance that inspired 
Alan has become even more significant. Accordingly, the 
value of the Project is greater than ever. Public Citizen at-
torneys have argued sixty-two cases before the Court, have 
participated as co-counsel in scores of others, and have filed 
briefs as amicus curiae in many others. Lending our Su-
preme Court expertise, we help attorneys representing indi-
vidual clients and nonprofit organizations to preserve or win 
public-interest victories.

Our Project focuses on the petition stage, helping consumer 
and public-interest litigants to maintain their lower-court 
victories by keeping their cases out of the Supreme Court. 
We often provide assistance in cases that raise issues con-
cerning access to the civil justice system or claims of govern-

ment misconduct, and in cases where employees, civil rights 
claimants, or tort plaintiffs have won significant awards or 
established important precedents. 

Over its twenty-three years, our Project has assisted hun-
dreds of lawyers in opposing (or, in some cases, filing) peti-
tions for certiorari, in briefing the merits in cases where the 
Supreme Court grants review, and in preparing for Supreme 
Court arguments. Without our Project, some of those law-
yers might have been significantly outgunned. Instead, 
they had the pro bono support and counsel of lawyers with 
knowledge of Supreme Court practice equal to that of the 
high-priced experts arrayed against them.

At the certiorari stage, the Project offers pro bono legal as-
sistance to parties opposing petitions for certiorari in order 
to preserve public-interest victories in the lower courts. Our 
assistance can range from drafting the opposition to the pe-
tition, to editing the lawyer’s draft, to providing strategic 
advice, to simply answering questions about Supreme Court 
procedure. In addition, we sometimes assist counsel in pre-
paring petitions for certiorari.

If the Supreme Court agrees to hear a case, the Project may 
offer to help with brief-writing and preparing for oral ar-
gument, including by conducting a moot court. While our 
lawyers are happy to handle oral argument, we do not insist 
on arguing as a condition of assistance. Each Supreme Court 
Term, the Project assists at the merits stage in approximately 
one third of the cases in which the Court grants certiorari.

THE projEcT and THE fEllowsHip

“the entire Public Citizen experience was invaluable to me in preparing 
for my first U.S. Supreme Court argument after 21 years of trial and class 
action private practice. …  everyone associated with Public Citizen provided 
me important suggestions about dealing with the nuances advocates 
confront when arguing before the Court. in sum, Public Citizen removed 
the mystery and unknown when appearing before the Court, especially 
for the first time, and there is no doubt that Public Citizen’s involvement 
in my preparation allowed me to present the very best argument possible 
when the argument day arrived.”

— Email from Eric Katz, counsel for respondent in Oxford Health Plans v. Sutter, thanking us for assistance.
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our dockET:  THE 20i2 TErm
In the 2012 Supreme Court Term, which ran from Oc-
tober 2012 through June 2013, Public Citizen Litigation 
Group provided substantial petition-stage assistance in 
thirty cases, serving as the principal drafter of the brief 
in opposition in fifteen cases. Litigation Group attorneys 
also drafted a petition for certiorari in one case and filed 
four amicus briefs in support of petitions. At the merits 
stage, Litigation Group attorneys argued two cases before 
the Court, served as co-counsel for the respondent in four, 
filed amicus briefs in five, and provided moot courts in 
twenty-three. For a list of cases on which we are currently 
working, visit www.citizen.org/supremecourt.

The cases on which we assisted spanned a broad array of 
issues. At the petition stage this Term, we successfully de-
fended lower-court decisions addressing the ability of con-

sumers to resist forced arbitration, consumer rights under 
a variety of federal statutes, and the ability of students with 
disabilities to obtain a free and appropriate public educa-
tion. We also helped to preserve public-interest victories 
concerning environmental law, class action procedures, 
and criminal procedure. 

At the merits stage, we addressed employees’ access to a 
class action remedy, employees’ ability to bring claims al-
leging retaliation for complaints of racial discrimination, 
and vehicle owners’ right to sue tow truck companies for il-
legal disposal of towed vehicles. We also represented a con-
sumer in a case under the Fair Debt Collection Practices 
Act and an incompetent prisoner seeking to stay his habeas 
corpus proceedings. Below are some examples of our work 
during the 2012 Term.

BriEfs in opposiTion
California Physicians’ Service v. Harlick

Jeanene Harlick brought this suit under the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974, arguing that Blue 
Shield’s exclusion for residential care in her ERISA plan 
violated California’s Mental Health Parity Act.  After oral 
argument in the court of appeals, Blue Shield asked the 
court to remand the matter for further administrative re-
view so that it could consider whether denial of the pay-
ment for the treatment at issue was appropriate under the 
plan’s medical necessity requirements. Blue Shield had not 
raised medical necessity as a defense before the district 
court or in briefing or argument on appeal. The court held 
that the issue had been waived, and Blue Shield petitioned 
for Supreme Court review.

Allison Zieve of Public Citizen assisted Ms. Harlick’s coun-
sel Lisa Kantor of Kantor & Kantor LLP in opposing 
the petition. The opposition argued that Blue Shield had 
waived the defense and that the courts of appeals were not 
in disagreement on the legal issue presented. The Supreme 
Court denied the petition.

Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Anglin

Plaintiffs seeking damages against Bristol-Myers for injuries 
they suffered from using the drug Plavix filed three separate 
actions in state court, each with fewer than 100 plaintiffs. 
Bristol-Myers removed the cases to federal court under a 
provision of the Class Action Fairness Act (CAFA) that al-
lows defendants to remove to federal court “mass actions” 
brought by 100 or more individual plaintiffs. Because none 
of the cases met the 100-plaintiff threshold, the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit held that the cases could 
not be removed. Bristol-Myers sought review in the Su-
preme Court. 

Scott Nelson of Public Citizen, together with attorneys 
Christopher Cueto of Belleville, Illinois, and Robert Salim 
of Natchitoches, Louisiana, filed a brief in opposition to the 
petition for certiorari, explaining that there is no conflict 
among the lower courts that would justify review, and that 
the decision is correct under the plain language of CAFA. 
The Supreme Court denied the petition.

“i just saw the order. [my clients] will be ecstatic. thank you again to … 
Public Citizen Litigation Group for your invaluable work in this case.”

— Email from Don Bruckner, thanking us for assistance at the certiorari stage in D.R. Horton v. Lyndoe.
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Solana Beach School District v. Ka. D.

The Solana Beach School District filed a petition seeking 
review of a Ninth Circuit decision finding that the District 
violated the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA) by denying a disabled student a free appropriate 
public education. The District had proposed a classroom 
placement split between a special education classroom and 
a general education classroom, but the special education 
class was not the least restrictive environment, and the gen-
eral education class was an inappropriate setting for the 
student because of its large class size and frequent transi-
tions. The District argued that, although each part of the 
plan would violate the IDEA, the plan satisfies the IDEA’s 
requirements if viewed as a whole. The Ninth Circuit dis-
agreed, and the school district petitioned for certiorari.

Michael Kirkpatrick of Public Citizen, working with Mau-
reen Graves of Fountain Valley, California, prepared the 
brief in opposition, arguing that the court of appeals prop-
erly applied the correct standards to the record in the case 
and that the District’s novel theory was based on errors of 
both fact and law. The Court denied review.

SSC Odin Operating Co. v. Carter

After her mother died in the care of a nursing home in Illi-
nois, Sue Carter sued the nursing home for wrongful death. 
The nursing home sought to compel arbitration on the ba-
sis of an arbitration agreement signed when her mother was 
admitted to the home. The Illinois Supreme Court held 
that the arbitration agreement could not be enforced with 
respect to the wrongful death claim because, under Illinois 
law, that claim belongs to the heirs, not the decedent, and 
Ms. Carter had not contracted with the nursing home to 
arbitrate her own claims. The nursing home sought Su-
preme Court review, arguing that Illinois law violates the 
Federal Arbitration Act (FAA) by making it harder for a 
surviving heir to be bound by a deceased person’s contracts 
and therefore harder for companies to compel arbitration. 

Scott Michelman of Public Citizen worked with Staci Yan-
dle of The Law Offices of Staci M. Yandle to oppose the 
petition to the Supreme Court. The opposition argued that 
Illinois law does not violate the FAA because it does not sin-
gle out arbitration for disfavored treatment. The Supreme 
Court denied the petition.

Dan’s City Used Cars v. Pelkey

Dan’s City towed Robert Pelkey’s car from the handicapped 
parking space in his apartment complex’s parking lot. He 
then spent two months in the hospital and only learned 
his car was towed upon his return. Although his lawyer in-
formed Dan’s City that his car was not abandoned and that 
he wanted to arrange for its return, Dan’s City eventually 
traded Mr. Pelkey’s car away without reimbursing him for 
his loss. Mr. Pelkey brought state consumer protection act 
and negligence claims against Dan’s City. 

Dan’s City argued that Mr. Pelkey’s state-law claims were 
preempted by a provision of the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration Authorization Act (FAAAA), which preempts state 
laws related to prices, routes, or services of motor carriers 
with respect to the transportation of property. 

The superior court held that the claims were preempted, 
but the New Hampshire Supreme Court reversed. 

Adina Rosenbaum of Public Citizen, working with Brian 
Shaughnessy of Kazan, Shaughnessy, Kasten & McDonald, 
PLLC, represented Mr. Pelkey at the certiorari and merits 

stages. Our merits brief argued that disposal of a vehicle to 
collect a debt secured by a lien is neither itself a service of a 
towing company nor related to the company’s other services 
within the meaning of the FAAAA. The Court agreed with 
us in a unanimous decision holding that state-law claims 
stemming from the storage and disposal of a car, once tow-
ing has ended, are not sufficiently connected to a motor car-
rier’s service with respect to the transportation of property 
to warrant preemption.

Genesis HealthCare Corp. v. Symczyk

Laura Symczyk filed a putative collective action under the 
Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) alleging that her employer 
implemented a policy of deducting time for meal breaks 
from employees’ compensable hours, regardless of whether 
the employees took the breaks. The defendant made a Rule 
68 offer of judgment on Ms. Symczyk’s individual claims, 
which she did not accept. The defendant then successfully 
moved to dismiss the suit, arguing that the unaccepted offer 
of judgment mooted the case. On appeal, the Third Cir-
cuit reversed, explaining that a defendant cannot pick off 
the named plaintiff in a collective action to frustrate other 

BriEfs in opposiTion (conTinuEd)

mEriTs BriEfs
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mEriTs BriEfs (conTinuEd)

individuals’ opportunity to recover. The defendant filed a 
petition for certiorari, and the Court granted review. 

Adina Rosenbaum of Public Citizen, working with Gary 
Lynch of Carlson Lynch Ltd. and others, served as Supreme 
Court co-counsel for Ms. Symczyk at the certiorari and 
merits stages of the case. The merits brief argued, first, that 
the case should be dismissed because an unaccepted Rule 68 
offer did not moot an individual plaintiff ’s claim and, sec-
ond, that even if the individual claim was moot, the collec-
tive action would not be. In a 5 to 4 decision, the Supreme 
Court assumed without deciding that the individual claim 
was moot and held that, therefore, the collective action was 
moot. The dissenters would have held that a Rule 68 offer 
cannot moot an individual claim.

Marx v. General Revenue Corp.

Plaintiff Olivea Marx unsuccessfully sued General Revenue 
Corp., a debt collector, under the Fair Debt Collection 
Practices Act (FDCPA). The district court awarded costs 
against Ms. Marx, and the Tenth Circuit affirmed. Allison 
Zieve of Public Citizen, serving as lead counsel before the 
Supreme Court, prepared a petition for certiorari, seeking 
review of both a merits issue and the issue of whether the 
costs provision of the FDCPA precludes an award of costs 
to defendants in cases brought by the plaintiff in good faith. 

The Court granted review of the costs question, and Allison 
briefed and argued the case before the Court. In a 7 to 2 
decision, the Court held that the FDCPA does not preclude 
an award of costs to defendants under Federal Rule of Civil 
Procedure 54(d), even in cases brought in good faith.

Tibbals v. Carter

Sean Carter was convicted of capital murder despite con-
flicting expert opinions regarding his competence to stand 
trial. He was later diagnosed with schizophrenia, a condi-
tion that causes him to experience hallucinations and ren-
ders him unable to communicate effectively with his law-
yers about his trial. On post-conviction review, the district 
court found him incompetent to understand the nature of 
the proceedings or assist his attorneys in seeking relief from 

his conviction and sentence. The court of appeals stayed 
certain claims until he regains competence. 

Scott Michelman of Public Citizen, working with the Office 
of the Ohio Public Defender, represented Mr. Carter before 
the Supreme Court. On behalf of Carter, Scott argued that 
courts have discretion to stay post-conviction proceedings 
to prevent the forfeiture of potentially valid claims due to 
an individual’s mental illness. In an unanimous decision, 
the Court agreed that lower courts have discretion to stay 
cases in these circumstances, but held that three of the four 
stayed claims should not have been stayed because Mr. 
Carter’s assistance was not necessary to pursue the claims. 
As to the fourth claim, the Court remanded for consider-
ation of whether that claim should be stayed.

University of Texas Southwestern Medical Center v. 
Nassar

Dr. Naiel Nassar sued his former employer, the University of 
Texas Southwestern Medical Center (UTSW), alleging that 
UTSW retaliated against him in violation of Title VII for 
his complaints of racial discrimination. A jury found that 
retaliation was a motivating factor for UTSW’s actions and 
rejected its defense that it would have taken the same action 
even without a retaliatory purpose. UTSW petitioned for 
certiorari, arguing that the mixed-motive framework does 
not apply in Title VII retaliation cases and, therefore, that 
the jury should have been instructed that Dr. Nassar needed 
to prove that retaliation was the but-for cause of UTSW’s 
actions. 

Michael Kirkpatrick and Andrew Kaufman of Public Citi-
zen, working with Brian Lauten of Sawicki & Lauten LLP, 
represented Dr. Nassar before the Supreme Court. Our 
brief argued that 1991 amendments to Title VII that ap-
plied the mixed-motive framework to Title VII discrimina-
tion claims also applied to retaliation claims. In the alter-
native, we argued that the Supreme Court’s 1989 decision 
in Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins, which applied the mixed-
motive framework to discrimination claims before the 
1991 amendments, remained controlling law for retaliation 
claims. In a 5-4 decision, the Court ruled in favor of UTSW.

“thanks for everything. We have definitely put our best foot forward.”

— Email from Brian Lauten, counsel for respondent in University of Texas Southwestern Medical Center v. Nassar, 
thanking us for serving as co-counsel at the merits stage.



6

mooT courTs
Moot courts offer a valuable opportunity for lawyers to 
hone their arguments and to identify potential vulnerabili-
ties so that they can effectively address the concerns of the 
Justices. This Term, we provided moot courts for attor-
neys with oral arguments before the Court in twenty-three 
cases—almost one-third of the seventy-five cases argued. 
The attorneys whom we mooted included both individu-
als preparing for their first Supreme Court arguments and 
experienced Supreme Court litigators. The cases for which 
we provided moot courts involved a wide range of public- 
interest issues. The cases were:

•	Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co. (whether the Alien 
Tort Statute applies to claims based on conduct occur-
ring outside the United States)

•	United States v. Bormes (whether the Little Tucker Act 
waives the U.S.’s sovereign immunity for claims under 
the Fair Credit Reporting Act)

•	Tibbals v. Carter (whether district courts have discre-
tion to stay habeas proceedings when the petitioner is 
incompetent)

•	Kirtsaeng v. Wiley (whether the first sale doctrine applies 
to copies of a copyrighted work lawfully made abroad)

•	Comcast Corp. v. Behrend (whether a class of cable-televi-
sion subscribers satisfied the predominance requirement 
of Rule 23(b)(3))

•	Marx v. General Revenue Corp. (whether a prevailing de-
fendant in a Fair Debt Collection Practices Act suit may 
be awarded costs where the suit was brought in good 
faith)

•	Vance v. Ball State University (whether Title VII super-
visor liability applies to an employee who directs and 
oversees the plaintiff ’s work)

•	U.S. Airways, Inc. v. McCutchen (whether an ERISA 
plan’s suit to recover medical expenses paid to a ben-
eficiary who later recovered part of his damages from a 
tortfeasor is subject to equitable defenses)

•	Genesis Health Care v. Symczyk (whether an unaccepted 
Rule 68 offer of judgment moots a Fair Labor Standards 
Act collective action)

•	Decker v. Northwest Environmental Defense Center / 
Georgia-Pacific West, Inc. v. Northwest Environmental 

Defense Center (whether discharging diluted stormwater 
from pipes, ditches, and channels along active logging 
roads without permits violates the Clean Water Act)

•	Standard Fire Insurance Co. v. Knowles (whether a named 
plaintiff can avoid federal court jurisdiction by stipulat-
ing that the class will seek damages less than the Class 
Action Fairness Act jurisdictional threshold)

•	Maracich v. Spears (whether lawyers who use DMV 
information to find clients violate the Driver’s Privacy 
Protection Act)

•	Levin v. United States (whether the U.S. waived sover-
eign immunity from suit alleging medical battery by a 
Navy doctor acting within the scope of his employment)

•	City of Arlington v. FCC / Cable Telecommunications & 
Technology v. FCC (whether an agency’s determination 
of its own jurisdiction merits Chevron deference)

•	McBurney v. Young (whether a state may limit access to 
public records to state residents)

•	Mutual Pharmaceutical Co. v. Bartlett (whether federal 
law preempts state-law design-defect claims targeting 
generic pharmaceutical products)

•	Dan’s City Used Cars v. Pelkey (whether the Federal Avia-
tion Administration Authorization Act preempts state-
law claims arising from the sale of a towed vehicle)

•	Oxford Health Plans LLC v. Sutter (whether an arbitra-
tor exceeds his powers by determining that the parties 
agreed to authorize class arbitration)

• United States v. Windsor  (whether the Defense of Mar-
riage Act violates the Equal Protection Clause)

•	American Trucking Ass’ns v. City of Los Angeles (whether 
federal law preempts a city’s conditioning of port access 
on trucking companies’ compliance with environmental 
and labor regulations)

•	Hillman v. Maretta (whether the Federal Employees’ 
Group Life Insurance Act preempts a state-law claim 
against a recipient of federal life insurance proceeds)

•	Metrish v. Lancaster (whether a state court’s holding that 
a state statute abolished the diminished-capacity defense 
was impermissibly retroactive)

•	University of Texas Southwestern Medical Center v. Nassar 
(whether the mixed-motive framework applies to Title 
VII retaliation claims)

“Your crew’s questions were more challenging than the ones i received 
from the bench.”

— Email from Ken Mogill, counsel for respondent in Metrish v. Lancaster, thanking us for his moot court.
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oral argumEnTs — looking Back, looking aHEad
In the 2012 Term, Public Citizen Litigation Group argued 
its 61st and 62nd cases before the United States Supreme 
Court. Next Term, we will argue our 63rd case, Northwest, 
Inc. v. Ginsberg. That case continues our more than two 
decades of work on issues concerning federal preemption 
of state law—an issue of crucial importance to consum-
ers, patients, businesses, and states. The Supreme Court’s 
preemption decisions determine whether individuals have 
access to the civil justice system to pursue remedies for in-
jury caused by federally regulated products and the scope of 
state authority to address issues ranging from product safety 
to immigration.

Our work on Supreme Court cases involving preemption 
last Term focused on two cases. First, in Dan’s City Used 
Cars v. Pelkey, as co-counsel for the plaintiff-respondent, 
Public Citizen Litigation Group took the lead in drafting 
the respondent’s brief and organized two moot courts for 
Brian Shaughnessy, Mr. Pelkey’s trial counsel, who argued 
before the Supreme Court. As discussed earlier in this re-
port, the Supreme Court unanimously ruled for our client. 

Second, in Mutual Pharmaceutical Co. v. Bartlett, Public 
Citizen lawyers Allison Zieve and Scott Nelson authored 
an amicus brief on behalf of Senator Tom Harkin and 
Representative Henry Waxman in support of the plaintiff-
respondent. We also held a moot court for respondent’s 
counsel. The case raised the question whether federal regu-
lation impliedly preempts a patient’s state-law design-de-
fect claim, in a case seeking damages for horrific injuries 
caused by the generic version of a prescription pain re-
liever. In a 5-4 decision, the Court held that the design-
defect claim was preempted. The Court held that it would 
be impossible for the manufacturers to comply with both 
the state common-law duty and federal requirements. 

In Northwest, Inc. v. Ginsberg, Public Citizen Litigation 
Group lawyer Adina Rosenbaum will serve as lead counsel 
and brief and argue the case for the respondent, Rabbi S. 
Binyomin Ginsberg. In 2005, Rabbi Ginsberg, a longtime 
customer of Northwest Airlines, earned the highest level of 
membership benefits in Northwest’s customer loyalty pro-
gram. In 2008, Northwest abruptly terminated his mem-
bership in the program. Rabbi Ginsberg filed suit, alleging, 
among other things, that termination of his membership 
status was a breach of the implied covenant of good faith 
and fair dealing. The district court held that his claim was 
preempted by a provision of the Airline Deregulation Act 
(ADA) that preempts state laws relating to air carrier prices, 
routes, or services. The Ninth Circuit reversed and North-
west petitioned for certiorari. 

Serving as principal counsel before the Supreme Court, 
Adina prepared a brief in opposition arguing that claims 
for breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair 
dealing are not preempted by the ADA because they seek to 
enforce the contract between the airline and its customers, 
because a frequent flier program is not a “service” within 
the meaning of the ADA, and because the ADA does not 
preempt common-law claims. After holding the petition for 
several months—presumably to give the Court a chance to 
evaluate whether the outcome might be affected by its deci-
sion in Dan’s City Used Cars v. Pelkey—the Court granted 
the petition in late May. Merits briefing is underway, and 
we expect that the Court will hear oral argument in the case 
in November.

As Dan’s City, Bartlett, and Northwest illustrate, access to 
courts issues such as preemption make up a significant part 
of our Supreme Court docket. These cases also illustrate 
the range of ways in which the Supreme Court Assistance 
Project assists lawyers before the Court—with oppositions 
to petitions for certiorari, merits briefing, and moot courts.

“the assistance provided by Public Citizen … was critical and very, very 
appreciated. … this was a once in a lifetime opportunity for me and both 
of you made that possible for me, for which i am very grateful.”

— Email from Brian Shaughnessy, counsel for respondent in Dan’s City v. Pelkey, thanking us for serving as co-
counsel at the merits stage.
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Your contribution is vital to 
our continued success.
In its twenty-three years, the Supreme Court Assistance Project has assisted hundreds of lawyers in opposing (and in some 
cases filing) petitions for certiorari, in briefing the merits of cases after the Supreme Court grants review, and in preparing 
for Supreme Court arguments. The Project provides pro bono support and counsel from lawyers who have knowledge of 
Supreme Court practice equal to that of the high-priced experts often aligned against attorneys in public-interest cases.

We look forward to continuing our efforts for many years, but we need your help. Although we operate on a shoestring, 
providing the assistance that we offer requires financial support.

We would be grateful for your contribution. You may donate by sending a check in the enclosed envelope or via credit card 
at https://secure.citizen.org/scap.

Thank you for supporting the Alan Morrison Supreme Court Assistance Project.
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