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RESOURCES

LINKS FOR MORE INFORMATION

T Supreme Court’s Website:
http://www.supremecourtus.gov. For info or status updates on a particular petition,
click on the Docket Number included on this list for that petition. View the Orders
List which comes out after each conference for news on all petitions here:
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/orders/08ordersofthecourt.html 

 

T Alan Morrison Supreme Court Assistance Project of Public Citizen:
http://www.citizen.org/litigation/SupremeCourt. SCAP Information.

T SCOTUS Blog:
http://www.scotusblog.com. Frequent Supreme Court Updates.

T Office of Solicitor General:
http://www.usdoj.gov/osg. Briefs Filed by the United States. 

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://www.supremecourtus.gov
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/orders/06ordersofthecourt.html
	http://www.supremecourtus.gov/orders/06ordersofthecourt.html
	http://www.citizen.org/Supremecourt
http://www.scotusblog.com
http://www.usdoj.gov/osg
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KEY TERMS & ABBREVIATIONS

Petition for
Certiorari
“Cert” Petition

The brief filed at the Supreme Court by a party who lost in a lower federal or state court,

asking the Supreme Court to grant certiorari and review the decision of the lower court. If

cert is granted, the Court will hear the case. If cert is denied, the decision below stands. 

Petitioner The party petitioning the Supreme Court for a grant of certiorari—who lost in the lower

court and is asking the Supreme Court to overturn the lower court decision.

Respondent Any party other than the petitioner, but generally the party opposing a grant of certiorari.

These parties usually want the Court to deny cert.

BIO 
Brief in Opposition

The brief in opposition to certiorari is the brief filed by a respondent in response to the

petitioner’s petition for certiorari (“cert petition”).  This is the brief in which the respondent

may explain why the Court should not hear the case.

CFR
Call For a
Response

Where the respondent has initially waived filing a response, after reading the petition for

certiorari but before deciding whether to hear the case, the Court sometimes issues a CFR,

or asks the respondent to file a brief in opposition.

Conf.
Conference

This is the term for the meeting the Justices regularly hold regarding pending cert petitions

and cases. Conference dates are listed on the current Supreme Court calendar.

CVSG
Call for the Views
of the Solicitor
General

Before deciding whether to hear a case, the Court sometimes chooses to CVSG the petition.

This means the Court is inviting the Solicitor General to file a brief providing the views of

the United States regarding the question presented by the petition. The brief eventually filed

is called an “invitation brief.” Briefs filed this term are available here:

http://www.usdoj.gov/osg/briefs/2008/2008brieftypes.html.

Dist.
Distributed

This provides the date of the Conference for which this petition and related filings were

distributed to the Justices, and the date when the Court may take action on the petition.

GVR
Granted, Vacated,
and Remanded

The Supreme Court granted, vacated, and remanded the petition, usually in light of an

intervening case. Essentially, this means the Supreme Court has cancelled out the lower

court’s decision and sent the case back to that court for reconsideration.

Held The Court frequently holds petitions for later consideration if they raise the same or similar

questions as those presented by other petitions or granted cases. The Court will consider

these petitions again later, usually after announcing a decision in another case.

QP
Question/s
Presented

The question or questions presented in a petition for the Supreme Court to decide. The Court

usually does not address issues not included in the QP.

Vide Occasionally, more than one party will ask the Supreme Court to hear the same case.

Marking a petition “Vide” recognizes that it comes from the same lower court opinion as

another pending petition.

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://supremecourtus.gov/oral_arguments/oral_arguments.html
http://www.usdoj.gov/osg/
http://www.usdoj.gov/osg/briefs/2007/2007brieftypes.html
http://www.usdoj.gov/osg/briefs/2008/2008brieftypes.html
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FEBRUARY 20TH CONFERENCE 

Federal Jurisdiction: Copyright Infringement

08-103 Reed Elsevier, Inc. v. Munchnick (2d Cir.)
BIO of Pogrebin 8/8.  CFR 9/18.  BIO of Munchnick 10/16, reply 10/28.  Dist. for 11/14.  Re-listed for 11/25.
Re-listed for 12/5.  Re-listed for 12/12.  Re-listed for 1/9.  Re-listed for 1/16.  Re-listed for 1/23.  Re-listed
for 2/20.

1. Whether the usual power of lower courts to approve a comprehensive settlement releasing claims that
would be outside the courts’ subject matter jurisdiction to adjudicate, confirmed in Matsushita Elec. Indus.
Co. v. Epstein, 516 U.S. 367 (1996), was eliminated in copyright infringement actions by 17 U.S.C. § 411(a).
2. Whether the Second Circuit erred by ignoring the assurance in New York Times Co. v. Tasini, 533 U.S.
483, 505 (2001), that the problem of compromised electronic news archives could be remedied by “[t]he
Parties (Authors and Publishers) [entering] into an agreement allowing continued electronic reproduction
of the Authors’ works . . . and remunerating the authors for their distribution.”

Due Process: Termination of Employment

08-159 Lee v. New Orleans Police Dep’t (La. Ct. App.)
CFR 9/30.  BIO 1/8.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. Whether the failure to provide a pre-termination hearing pursuant to Cleveland Board of Education v.
Loudermill, 470 U.S. 532 (1985), is no longer a violation of the Due Process Clause if the denial of the pre-
termination/deprivation hearing is during a unique circumstance or extraordinary event such as a hurricane
or flood.
2. Under what unique circumstance, extraordinary event, or emergency situation can the government suspend
the Due Process Clause of the United States Constitution?
3. Can the government take a citizen’s property during an emergency or extraordinary event other than war?

Employee Benefits: Status of Contributions

08-263 Jackson v. United States (4th Cir.)
CFR 9/16.  BIO 1/16, reply 2/2.  Dist. for 2/20.

Whether an unpaid employer contribution to a company’s employee benefit plan, such as a pension or
retirement plan, becomes an asset of the plan before it is paid into the plan such that an officer of such
company can be convicted of embezzling from the plan when the company fails to timely fund the plan.

Prisoners’ Rights: Disclosure Statements

08-327 Arizona v. Tuzon (9th Cir.)
CFR 10/21, due 11/20.  Dist. for 1/9.  Re-listed for 1/16.  Re-listed for 1/23.  Re-listed for 2/20.

In suits filed pro se by inmates against prison employees and officials, judges of the United States
District Court for the District of Arizona habitually issue orders requiring the Defendants, their attorneys,
and unnamed prison officials to investigate the inmates’ allegations and to file with the court and serve on
the plaintiffs a verified report informing them of the facts learned from the investigation and identifying what

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-103.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-159.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-263.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-327.htm
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responses the Department of Corrections would make to the allegations.  The questions presented are:
1. A rule of civil procedure promulgated by this Court requires the parties in suits to exchange disclosure
statements, but it specifically exempts suits filed by pro se prison inmates.  Do the district judges have the
power to enact their own rule requiring defendants in pro-se inmate suits to provide disclosure statements?
2. The Prison Litigation Reform Act requires inmates to exhaust administrative remedies before filing suit.
The district judges’ orders require prison officials to respond to inmates’ allegations, even when their claims
would be barred because they failed to exhaust administrative remedies available under prison grievance
procedures.  Does the district court have the power to abrogate the PLRA?
3. Under separation-of-powers principles, the judicial branch cannot co-opt the executive branch
involuntarily into performing tasks.  Similarly, under federalism principles, a federal court cannot co-opt a
state government agency.  Do district judges exceed powers by ordering state prison officials to investigate
and report to the court on inmates’ unproven allegations?
4. Due process requires courts to act neutrally and fairly toward the parties. The district court in these cases
requires only the defendants—and related officials of the Arizona Department of Corrections, who are not
parties to the suit—to conduct an investigation and disclose facts, with no similar requirement made of the
inmates-Plaintiffs.  Do these unilateral orders violate the due-process rights of the Defendants? 

Due Process: Forfeiture

08-351 Alvarez v. Smith (7th Cir.)
CFR 11/12.  BIO 1/9.  Dist. for 2/20.

Brian Wolfman of Public Citizen is assisting the respondents.

1. In determining whether the Due Process Clause requires a state or local government to provide a post-
seizure probable cause hearing prior to a statutory judicial forfeiture proceeding and, if so, when such a
hearing must take place, should district courts apply the “speedy trial” test employed in United States v.
$8,850, 461 U.S. 555 (1983), and Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514 (1972), or the three-part due process test
set forth in Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976)?
2. In light of this Court’s holding in Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 560–61 (1992), may a
court of appeals order a district court to enter permanent injunctive relief enjoining the application of a State
statute based simply upon Plaintiffs’ allegations in a complaint, where the parties are not at issue as no
answer was filed in the district court and no evidence was ever heard in that court?

Environmental Law: Clean Air Act

08-352/08-512 Util. Air Regulatory Group v. New Jersey/Envtl. Prot. Agency v. New Jersey (D.C. Cir.)
BIO 1/21, reply 2/6.  Dist. for 2/20.

Whether the Environmental Protection Agency may remove power plants from a list of source categories to
be regulated under 42 U.S.C. § 7412 when it determines that regulation under that provision is not
appropriate or necessary.

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-351.htm
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-352.htm
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-512.htm
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Sixth Amendment: Confrontation Clause

08-357 Hogsett v. United States (7th Cir.)
CFR 10/7.  BIO 1/7, reply 1/16.  Dist. for 2/20.

Whether the district court violated Petitioner’s Sixth Amendment right to confront key witness against him
when voir dire revealed the foundation for such questioning and where the district court, based on its in
camera assessment that the witness’s actual answers would not be favorable to Petitioner, prevented
completely Petitioner’s trial counsel from cross-examining a key witness in front of the jury regarding a
particular source of the witness’s potential pro-prosecution bias.

Fourth Amendment: Civil Forfeiture

08-403 Bruno v. United States (9th Cir.)
BIO 12/29.  Dist. for 2/20.

In determining whether property is subject to civil forfeiture, can the court properly consider the character
of the illegally seized property, that it is currency, when that fact is known only as a result of the illegal
seizure?  In short, what is the scope of the application of the Fourth Amendment’s exclusionary rule to civil
forfeiture proceedings?

Criminal Law: Mail Fraud

08-410 Sorich v. United States (7th Cir.)
BIO 12/24, reply 1/2.  Dist. for 1/23.  Re-listed for 2/20.

1. To establish honest services mail fraud under 18 U.S.C. §§ 1341 and 1346 by a state or local public
official, must the government prove that the official breached a fiduciary duty rooted in state law?
2. To establish honest services mail fraud under 18 U.S.C. §§ 1341 and 1346 by a state or local public
official, must the government prove that the official intended private gain to himself or a co-schemer?
3. If 18 U.S.C. § 1346 cannot be interpreted to include either a state law or a private gain limiting principle,
should the statute be held unconstitutionally vague?

Sovereign Immunity: State-Created Entity

08-457 Int’l Shipping Agency, Inc. v. P.R. Ports Auth. (D.C. Cir.)
BIO of United States 1/7, reply 1/15.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. Whether a state-created entity can be an arm of the state entitled to sovereign immunity under the Eleventh
Amendment for some purposes but not for others.
2. Is the Puerto Rico Ports Authority, a public corporation created by the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, an
arm of the Commonwealth for Eleventh Amendment purposes where the indicia of immunity point in
different directions and the Commonwealth has no liability with respect to the claims being litigated?

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-357.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-403.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-410.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-457.htm
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Sixth Amendment: Confrontation Clause

08-464 Ali v. United States (4th Cir.)
BIO 1/7, reply 1/20.  Dist. for 2/20.

Can a Sixth Amendment violation involving the presentation of evidence to the jury in a criminal
prosecution, which evidence the defendant is denied the right to see, ever constitute harmless error?

First Amendment: Standing

08-472 Salazar v. Buono (9th Cir.)
Amicus Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States 11/10.  BIO 1/8, reply 1/16.  Dist. for 2/20.

More than 70 years ago, the Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) erected a cross as a memorial to fallen
service members in a remote area within what is now a federal preserve.  After the district court held that the
presence of the cross on federal land violated the Establishment Clause and the court permanently enjoined
the government from permitting the display of the cross, Congress enacted legislation directing the
Department of the Interior to transfer an acre of land including the cross to the VFW in exchange for a parcel
of equal value.  The district court then permanently enjoined the government from implementing that Act
of Congress, and the court of appeals affirmed.  The questions presented are:

1. Whether the respondent has standing to maintain this action where he has no objection to the public
display of a cross, but instead is offended that the public land on which the cross is located is not also an
open forum on which other persons might display other symbols.
2. Whether, even assuming respondent has standing, the court of appeals erred in refusing to give effect to
the Act of Congress providing for the transfer of the land to private hands.

Tort Claims Act: Discretionary Function Exception

08-477 LeRose v. United States (4th Cir.)
BIO 1/14.  Dist. for 2/20.

Do plaintiffs seeking relief pursuant to the Federal Tort Claims Act for torts committed by the United States
bear the burden to prove, by a preponderance of the evidence, facts which defeat the discretionary function
exception in order to survive a motion to dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction?

First Amendment: Student Prayer

08-482 Borden v. Sch. Dist. of the Twp. of E. Brunswick (3d Cir.)
Amici Am. Football Coaches Ass’n 10/15, Se. Legal Found. 11/14.  BIO 12/29, reply 1/13.  Dist. for 2/20.

Do public school administrators, faculty, coaches, and staff violate the Establishment Clause if they make
secular gestures of silent respect in response to constitutionally protected student-initiated religious acts?
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Fifth Amendment: Takings Clause 

08-505 CCA Assocs. v. United States (Fed. Cir.)
Amicus Pac. Legal Found. 11/13.  BIO 1/16, reply 1/26.  Dist. for 2/20.

Pursuant to a regulatory agreement with the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD),
Petitioner agreed to maintain and operate an apartment complex as low-income housing for as long as a
government-insured, 40-year mortgage on the property remained outstanding.  HUD regulations, as well as
contracts entered into among Petitioner, the Federal Government, and the lender, provided Petitioner with
the right to prepay this government-insured mortgage after 20 years and thereafter regain complete control
of the property.  In response to concerns that owners participating in these HUD programs would prepay their
government-insured mortgages and cease providing low-income housing, Congress outlawed prepayment
of government-insured mortgages, including Petitioner’s government-insured mortgage, but enacting the
Emergency Low Income Housing Preservation Act of 1987 and later the Low-Income Housing Preservation
and Resident Homeownership Act of 1990, thereby requiring Petitioner to house low-income tenants for an
additional 20-year period.  The question presented is:

Whether the Emergency Low Income Housing Preservation Act of 1987 and the Low-Income Housing
Preservation and Resident Homeownership Act of 1990 effected a taking of Petitioner’s property without
just compensation, in violation of the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution.

Section 1983: Malicious Prosecution

08-516 City of Saraland v. Pardue (11th Cir.)
BIO 1/21, reply 1/30.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. Whether there exists a claim for “malicious prosecution” under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 based on an alleged
violation of the Fourth Amendment, and, if so, is the accrual of such a claim controlled by the state law
elements of malicious prosecution or by federal law as defined by the holding in Heck v. Humphrey, 512 U.S.
477 (1994).
2. Whether Respondent’s remaining claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for alleged violations of the Fifth and
Fourteenth Amendments are subject to the same state law accrual analysis applied by the Eleventh Circuit
to the § 1983 malicious prosecution claim in conflict with this Court’s holding in Heck v. Humphrey.

Immigration Law: Chevron Deference

08-552 Ali v. Holder (7th Cir.)
BIO 12/29.  Dist. for 2/20.  Application for stay of removal denied 2/6.

1. Given the agency deference discussed in Chevron v. Natural Resources Defense Council, 467 U.S. 278
(1984), what level of deference must be granted to the Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA) when defining
a crime involving moral turpitude when it deviates from its own well-settled analysis?
2. What documents or evidence can the BIA turn to when determining a crime involving moral turpitude,
whether it can look to the elements and nature of the office of conviction or rather must it be the particular
facts relating to the crime?
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First Amendment: Libel

08-595 Mann v. Abel (N.Y.)
BIO 1/5.  Dist. for 2/20.

Paul Levy of Public Citizen is assisting the respondent.

1. Under what set of facts and conditions will the First Amendment freedom of press and free speech not be
protected by the courts due to malicious publication of lies and false conclusions reaching the tort of libel
without any basis whatsoever in fact?
2. One has a right to his own opinion, but not to his own facts; should a newspaper be permitted to wantonly
and brazenly make libelous statements about an upstanding citizen and professional without punishment or
reprimand?

Civil Procedure: Summary Judgment

08-599 Browning v. Sw. Research Inst. (5th Cir.)
BIO 1/5, reply 1/16.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. Whether, in constructive discharge cases, specifically enumerated “relevant” or “aggravating” factors
relied upon by the Third, Fifth, and Sixth Circuits may be the exclusive considerations in determining
whether to grant judgment as a matter of law under Fed. R. Civ. Pro. 56 or whether, as in other circuits,
district courts must review the evidence as a whole.
2. Does Reeves v. Sanderson Plumbing Products, 530 U.S. 133 (2000), holding that district courts must draw
all reasonable inferences in favor of the nonmoving party, and may not make credibility determinations or
weigh the evidence, apply to employment discrimination claims other than termination claims?

Fifth Amendment: Takings Clause

08-600 Atamirzayeva v. United States (Fed. Cir.)
BIO 1/5.  Dist. for 2/20.

Did the Federal Circuit err in adopting a categorical rule that bars foreign nationals from seeking
compensation under the Takings Clause for property taken by the United States overseas unless that have
some preexisting substantial connection with the United States?

Preemption: Medicaid

08-603 Vos v. Barg (Minn.)
BIO 1/5, reply 1/22.  Dist. for 2/20.

Does 42 U.S.C. § 1396p(b)(4)(B) preempt a state law that requires recovery of Medicaid benefits from the
value of the assets in a surviving spouse’s probate estate regardless of which spouse formally owned those
assets when the recipient spouse died?
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Arbitration: Railway Labor Act

08-604 Union Pac. R.R. Co. v. Brotherhood of Locomotive Eng’rs & Trainmen Gen. Comm. of
Adjustment (7th Cir.)
BIO 1/5, reply 1/16.  Dist. for 2/20.

The Railway Labor Act (RLA), 45 U.S.C. §§ 151 et seq., sets forth a comprehensive framework to resolve
labor disputes in the railroad industry through binding arbitration before the National Railroad Adjustment
Board.  The statute provides that the Board’s judgment “shall be conclusive . . . except . . . for”: (1) “failure
. . . to comply” with the Act, (2) “failure . . . to conform or confine” its order “to matters within . . . the
[Board’s] jurisdiction,” and (3) “fraud or corruption” by a Board member.  45 U.S.C. § 153 First (q).  This
case involves the Board’s denial of employee grievance claims for failure to comply with its rules governing
proof that the dispute had been submitted to “conference” between the parties.  45 U.S.C. § 152 Second.  The
Seventh Circuit held that an award must be set aside because the Board violated due process though
retroactive recognition of a supposedly “new rule.”  The questions presented are:

1. Whether the Seventh Circuit erroneously held, in square conflict with decisions of the Third, Sixth, Tenth,
and Eleventh Circuits, that the RLA includes a fourth, implied exception that authorizes courts to set aside
final arbitration awards for alleged violations of due process.
2. Whether the Seventh Circuit erroneously held that the Board adopted a “new,” retroactive interpretation
of the standards governing its proceedings in violation of due process.

First Amendment: Employee Speech

08-608 Flipping v. Reilly (3d Cir.)
CFR 12/2.  BIO 1/22.  Dist. for 2/20.  Suppl. brief of pet. 2/9.

Michael Kirkpatrick and Leah Nicholls of Public Citizen are co-counsel for the respondent.

1. Whether the Third Circuit erred in holding that a public employee’s in-court testimony, made pursuant to
his official duties, is cloaked with First Amendment protection notwithstanding this Court’s holding in
Garcetti v. Ceballos, 547 U.S. 410 (2006).
2. Whether the Third Circuit ignored established principles of qualified immunity in holding that government
employees are subject to suit under section 1983 when they discipline employees for speech that is made
pursuant to their official duties, and in so doing, improperly affirmed the District Court’s denial of qualified
immunity.
3. Assuming the respondent’s testimony was protected, whether the Third Circuit so far departed from the
accepted and usual course of judicial proceedings involving claims of qualified immunity when it failed to
abide by this Court’s decision in Mt. Healthy City School District Board of Education v. Doyle, 429 U.S. 274
(1977), which stands for the proposition that upon an employee’s demonstration that his conduct is
constitutionally protected and was a motivating factor in the employer’s adverse employment decision, a
reviewing court must go on to determine whether the employer would have reached the same decision even
in the absence of the protected conduct?
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Federal Jurisdiction: Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act

08-640 Fed. Ins. Co. v. Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (2d Cir.)
BIOs 12/30, reply 1/13.  Suppl. brief of individual respondents 1/12.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. Whether, for purposes of the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act (FSIA), a claim against an “agency or
instrumentality” of a foreign state encompasses a claim against an individual foreign official.
2. Whether tort claims brought against foreign states and officials based on acts of terrorism committed in
the United States must meet the conditions of the FSIA’s “state sponsor of terrorism” exception, 28 U.S.C.
§ 1695A, and cannot be brought under the FSIA’s exception for non-commercial tort claims, 28 U.S.C.
§ 1605(a)(5).
3. Whether the Due Process Clause precludes U.S. courts from exercising personal jurisdiction over
individuals who provide material support to terrorists outside the Unites States, knowing those terrorists
intend to commit terrorist attacks in the United States.

Sixth Amendment: Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

08-651 Padilla v. Kentucky (Ky.)
CFR 12/18.  BIO 1/21, reply 2/3.  Amicus Criminal & Immigration Law Professors 1/21.  Dist. for 2/20.  

Petitioner, a legal resident of the United States but not a citizen, was indicted for trafficking in
marijuana—an offense designated as an “aggravated felony” under the Immigration and Naturalization Act
(INA).  Prior to entering a plea of guilty to that offense, Petitioner was incorrectly advised by counsel that
the plea would not affect his immigration status.  Because the offense was an aggravated felony, Petitioner’s
deportation is mandatory.  Petitioner then sought state post-conviction relief arguing that his attorney had
improperly advised him.  The Supreme Court of Kentucky denied post-conviction relief, holding the
Petitioner was not entitled to accurate advice from his attorney on immigration consequences because he had
no Sixth Amendment right to counsel in that proceeding.  The questions presented are:

1. Whether the mandatory deportation consequences that stem from a plea to trafficking in marijuana, an
“aggravated felony” under the INA, is a “collateral consequence” of a criminal conviction which relieves
counsel from any affirmative duty to investigate and advise.
2. Assuming immigration consequences are “collateral,” whether counsel’s gross misadvice as to the
collateral consequence of deportation can constitute a ground for setting aside a guilty plea which was
induced by that faulty advice.

Communications Regulation: Broadcast Indecency

08-653 Fed. Commc’ns Comm’n v. CBS Corp. (3d Cir.)
BIO 1/8, reply 1/16.  Dist. for 2/20.

Whether the court of appeals erred in holding that the Federal Communications Commission acted arbitrarily
and capriciously under the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 551 et seq., in determining that the most
widely viewed broadcast of public nudity in television history fell within the federal prohibitions on
broadcasting indecency.
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Antitrust: Sports Leagues

08-661 Am. Needle, Inc. v. Nat’l Football League (7th Cir.)
BIO 1/21.  Amici NBA, NHL 1/21.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. Are the National Football League (NFL) and its member teams a single entity that is exempt from rule of
reason claims under section 1 of the Sherman Act simply because they cooperate in the joint production of
NFL football games, without regard to their competing economic interests, their ability to control their own
economic decisions, or their ability to compete with each other and the league?
2. Is the agreement of the NFL teams among themselves and with Reebok International, pursuant to which
the teams agreed not to compete with each other in the licensing and sale of consumer headwear and clothing
decorated with the teams’ respective logos and trademarks, and not to permit any licenses to be granted to
Reebok’s competitors for a period of ten years, subject to a rule of reason claim under section 1 of the
Sherman Act, where the teams own and control the use of their separate logos and trademarks and, but for
their agreement not to, could compete with each other in the licencing and sale of Team Products?

Fifth Amendment: Takings Clause

08-668 Charles A. Pratt Constr. Co., Inc. v. Cal. Coastal Comm’n (Cal. Ct. App.)
BIO 1/15, reply 1/23.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. Consistent with the Takings Clause, can the California courts hold, as a matter law, that regulations cannot
be a taking even though they allow no more than twenty percent of a parcel to be put to viable private use?
2. When (a) a property owner undergoes an eight-year administrative process, including an environmental
evaluation of ten different ways to use the property, but (b) the regulatory agency rejects all alternatives, then
(c) has there been sufficient basis for an evidentiary showing that no reasonable use will be allowed, in order
to demonstrate “finality” for Fifth Amendment ripeness purposes?

Civil Procedure: Personal Jurisdiction

08-686 Boschetto v. Hansing
BIO 12/24.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. Whether the sale of an item through an internet auction site such as eBay provides the requisite “minimum
contacts” to support personal jurisdiction over a non-resident defendant in the buyer’s forum state.
2. Whether “purposeful availment” can be found utilizing the “effects test” enuciated in Calder v. Jones, 465
U.S. 783 (1984), to confer jurisdiction over the seller of merchandise through an internet auction site where
it is alleged that the seller committed a tortious act in the forum state arising from the transaction.

First Amendment: Standing

08-701 Morrison v. Bd. of Educ. of Boyd County (6th Cir.)
BIO 12/29.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. The Defendant School’s Speech Policies specifically restricted speech under threat of suspension and
being turned over to the local or state police.  Consequently, Plaintiff refrained from speaking rather than
risk punishment.  Did the Sixth Circuit err by holding, in conflict with this Court and the First, Second, and
Eleventh Circuits, that the Plaintiff did not duffer an injury-in-fact when he refrained from speaking and this
cannot seek relief from a federal court?
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2. Did the Sixth Circuit err by holding, in conflict with every other circuit to have addressed the issue, that
a request for nominal damages for past harm does not defeat a claim of mootness where the challenged
restriction on free speech has been repealed?

Habeas Corpus: Deference

08-724 Smith v. Spisak (6th Cir.)
BIO 12/29, reply 1/12.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. Did the Sixth Circuit contravene the directives of the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act
(AEDPA) and Carey v. Musladin, 127 S. Ct. 649 (2006), when it applied Mills v. Maryland, 486 U.S. 367
(1988), to resolve in a habeas petitioner’s favor questions that were not decided or addressed in Mills?
2. Did the Sixth Circuit exceed its authority under AEDPA when it applied United States v. Cronic, 466 U.S.
648 (1984), to presume that a habeas petitioner suffered prejudice from several allegedly deficient statements
made by his trial counsel during closing argument instead of deferring to the Ohio Supreme Court’s
reasonable rejection of the claim under Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984)?

Statute of Limitations: Section 1981

08-736 Fonteneaux v. Shell Oil Co. (5th Cir.)
BIO 1/8.  Dist. for 2/20.

Whether a Plaintiff’s cause of action for denial of promotion which alleges violations of 42 U.S.C. § 1981,
as amended by the Civil Rights Act of 1991, 105 Stat. 1071, should be governed exclusively by the four-year
statute of limitations under 28 U.S.C. § 1658(a).

Preemption: Price-Anderson Act

08-745 Dumontier v. Schlumberger Tech. Corp. (9th Cir.)
BIO 1/9.  Dist. for 2/20.

1. Is the determination whether a member of the public sustained a “bodily injury” under 42 U.S.C. § 2014(q)
of the Price-Anderson Act a “substantive rule of decision” under 42 U.S.C. § 2014(hh) that must be decided
under the law of the state where the illegal radiation dose occurred when the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission’s public dose limit for members of the public was admittedly violated?
2. Whether the Price-Anderson Act preempts Plaintiffs’ state law causes of action if their causes of action
do not arise from a “nuclear incident” as defined under 42 U.S.C. § 2014(q) of the Price-Anderson Act.

Civil Procedure: Interlocutory Review

08-754 Singleton v. Volkswagon of Am., Inc. (5th Cir.)
BIO 1/12, reply 1/23.  Amicus Civil Procedures Law Professors 1/12.  Dist. for 2/20.

Does the All Writs Act authorize a court of appeals to (i) conduct interlocutory review of a district court’s
venue ruling under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a) for abuse of discretion, (ii) reconsider the district court’s weighing
and balancing of the factors at issue, and (iii) reverse the transfer decision and determine the venue, all in
the undisputed absence of any action by the district court beyond its power or jurisdiction?
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Class Actions: Settlement

08-780 Rubin v. Assicurazioni Generali S.p.A. (2d Cir.)
BIO 1/16.  Dist. for 2/20.

Settling Plaintiffs agreed to release all insurance claims of Holocaust survivors and their family members
against Assicurazioni Generali S.p.A.  Under a generous assumption of the settlement’s benefit’s, Gererali
will end up paying fewer than 6,000 of the 110,000-150,000 policies it sold to European Jews before WWII.
The settlement is based, and adopts as legally final, the results of the International Commission for Holocaust
Era Insurance Claims (ICHEIC), created to be a voluntary, informal process only binding if the claimant
accepted an offer.  Petitioners contend the settlement is unfair because it makes ICHEIC retroactively binding
on all Generali insureds, beneficiaries, and heirs, the vast majority of whom will have their claims released
for no consideration, and ICHEIC was no more than a private administrative settlement mechanism of the
kind this Court rejected in Amchem Products, Inc. v. Windsor, 521 U.S. 591 (1997), and Ortiz v. Fireboard
Corp., 527 U.S. 815 (1999).  The questions presented are:

1. Whether the settlement violates Rule 23 and due process by releasing the claims of tens of thousands of
Generali policyholders, beneficiaries, and heirs who have no opportunity to receive a benefit under the
settlement.
2. Whether the settlement fails to satisfy Rule 23 (a) and (b) certification requirements of typicality,
adequacy of representation, predominance, commonality, and superiority, under the standards of Amchem
and Ortiz.
3. Whether the class notice was adequate under Rule 23 and due process.
4. Whether the settling plaintiffs and class counsel adequately represented the interests of the class as a
whole.

Disability Rights: Accessibility

08-782 Cal. Speedway Corp. v. Miller (9th Cir.)
BIO 1/14.  Amicus Speedway Sonoma, LLC 1/20.  Dist. for 2/20.

Must a court afford deference to a government agency’s interpretation of ambiguous regulatory language,
where the proffered interpretation covers a subject matter that the agency had previously intentionally
excluded from the scope of its notice and comment rulemaking?

First Amendment: Standing

08-791 H/N Planning & Control, Inc. v. City of St. Peters (8th Cir.)
BIO 1/21.  Dist. for 2/20.

Whether the Eighth Circuit’s reversal of a judgment in Petitioner’s favor based upon standing to sue was an
incorrect application of the “prudential standard” of “hindrance” from this Court’s decision in Powers v.
Ohio as an absolute rule, and in conflict with this Court’s decision in Warth v. Seldin, which allows multi-
party plaintiff claims, where Petitioner was the direct target of First Amendment retaliation and the one
exercising his free speech participated in the suit.
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PENDING FOR UPCOMING CONFERENCES

Criminal Law: Taft-Hartley Act

08-409 Mabry v. United States (6th Cir.)
BIO 1/29, reply 2/9.  Dist. for 2/27.

1. Whether the settlement of a bona fide commercial dispute, in the absence of fraud or duress, between a
labor official and a union employer must contain “some level of structure or formality . . . to evidence the
legitimacy of the ensuing payment” in order to qualify for the exception tot he Taft-Hartley Act’s prohibition
against seeking or receiving anything of value.
2. Whether the Court of Appeals can deem a statute to be ambiguous in violation of Watson v. United States,
ignore the rule of lenity in contravention of United States v. Santos, and then step into the shoes of the jury
and make a factual determination that a criminal defendant’s conduct is not exempted by the newly
interpreted statutory language.

Civil Procedural: Removal

08-460 Isaacson v. Dow Chem. Co. (2d Cir.)
BIO 1/26, reply 2/10.  Dist. for 2/27.

Whether a private corporation that was performing under a federal government contract but is sued for
actions neither addressed in the contract nor otherwise directed or controlled by the government may
nevertheless remove a state court civil action to federal court under 28 U.S.C. § 1442(a)(1) based on the mere
fact that it is a government contractor.

Government Contractor Defense

08-461 Stephenson v. Dow Chem. Co. (2d Cir.)
BIO 1/26, reply 2/10.  Amicus Veterans’ Groups 11/7.  Dist for 2/27.

Whether the federal government contractor defense is available to manufacturers whose defective products
injured U.S. servicemen and women when: 1) the claimed defect resulted solely from manufacturing
processes of the contractors’ own choosing and exclusive control; 2) neither the defect nor the health
consequences of the defect were disclosed tot he government; and 3) the contractors could have complied
with both their federal contracts and their state-law duties to the plaintiffs.

International Law: Customary Law

08-470 Vietnam Ass’n for Victims of Agent Orange v. Dow Chem. Co. (2d Cir.)
BIO 1/26.  Dist. for 2/27.

1. Whether, at the time of the Vietnam War, the use of herbicide that contained an excessive, avoidable, and
unnecessary poison violated customary international law?
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2. Whether the decision by the Court of Appeals in affirming the grant of a motion to dismiss under Rule
12(b)(6) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure was such a departure from the accepted and usual course
of judicial proceedings as to call for the exercise of this Court’s supervisory powers to reverse the granting
of the motion to dismiss in this case?
3. Whether the Court of Appeals’ unwarranted expansion of Boyle involves a question of exceptional
importance and should be reviewed by this Court?

Civil Procedure: FRCP 60(b)

08-514 Mitchell v. Rees (6th Cir.)
CFR 11/26.  BIO 1/26.  Dist. for 2/27.

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure (FRCP) 60(b)(1) allows a party to seek relief from a final judgment for
“mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect” and requires that parties move for relief within one
year, while FRCP 60(b)(6) allows a party to seek such relief for “any other reason justifying relief from the
operation of judgment” and requires parties to move for relief “within a reasonable time.” Here, the district
court granted petitioner’s 60(b)(6) motion because the court of appeals had explicitly abrogated the legal rule
on which the petitioner’s conviction had been sustained and this Court had abrogated the legal rule that had
prevented the petitioner from seeking relief earlier.  The court of appeals reversed, holding that because
petitioner alleged legal error as part of the basis for his 60(b)(6) motion, he was required to move pursuant
to FRCP 60(b)(1), under which his motion was untimely.  May a federal court ever grant a motion under
FRCP 60(b)(6) in a case involving legal error?

Preemption: Commerce Clause Powers

08-530/08-545 City of New York v. Beretta U.S.A. Corp./Lawson v. Beretta U.S.A. Corp. (2d Cir.)
08-530: BIOs 2/4.
08-545: BIO of Colt Mfg. Co., LLC 12/23, BIO of Fed. respondents 2/6.

08-530:
1. Section 4(5)(A)(iii) of the Protection of Lawful Commerce in Arms Act, 15 U.S.C. § 7903(5)(A)(iii), bars
certain lawsuits against the firearms industry when based on state common law, but allows the same claims
if they allege the defendant violated a state statute “applicable to the sale or marketing” of firearms.  Does
the Tenth Amendment prohibit Congress from telling the states which branch of their governments may
impose legal duties on the firearms industry?
2. The Court of Appeals determined that § 7903(5)(A)(iii) was ambiguous and amenable to various
reasonable constructions when considering whether a given statute is “applicable” to firearms within the
meaning of that subparagraph.  Did the Court of Appeals misapply the “plain statement rule” of statutory
construction when it interpreted § 7903(5)(A)(iii) in a way that broadens federal intrusion into state
lawmaking well beyond the alternative, concededly reasonable construction proffered by petitioners?

08-545:
May Congress, relying solely on its Commerce Clause power, retroactively eliminate a claim for money
damages that has already accrued under applicable local law without providing any remedy or offsetting
benefits for the harms suffered by the plaintiffs? 
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Sixth Amendment: Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

08-551 Branker v. Gray (4th Cir)
CFR 1/6.  BIO 2/5.

1. Has the Fourth Circuit’s expansive interpretation of the Court’s opinions in Wiggins v. Smith, Rompilla
v. Beard, and Williams v. Taylor denied the North Carolina state courts the deference their decisions are due
under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d) and (e) and supplanted the deference due counsel’s decisions under Strickland
with an ABA Guidelines no-stone-unturned standard for investigations in every capital case?
2. Are a state court’s findings than an expert was not credible because of an insufficient factual basis and that
trial counsel’s judgments that mental health defenses and a defense of accident might seem inconsistent to
a jury the kind of reasonable decisions based upon the evidence before the state court that are entitled to
deference under Strickland and 28 U.S.C. § 3354(d) and (e)?
3. Can a defendant who is able to and does retain counsel and who refuses to pay for mental health expert
assistance subsequently claim ineffective assistance of counsel for failure to retain and employ such an
expert?

Statutory Interpretation: Clarifying Amendments

08-564 Cookeville Reg’l Med. Ctr. v. Leavitt (D.C. Cir.)
BIO 1/28, reply 2/9.  Dist. for 2/27.

1. Whether a court may avoid the presumption against retroactivity and the due process analysis set forth in
Landgraf v. USI Film Products, 511 U.S. 244 (1994), based on its own view that a statutory amendment is
a “clarification” of an existing law.
2. Whether reliance on a pre-amendment statute is a necessary element of a challenge to the retroactive
application of the amended statute under Landgraf?

Criminal Law: Venue

08-569 Knox v. United States (7th Cir.)
BIO 1/30.  Dist. for 2/27.

Petitioner faced a four-count indictment and trial in the Northern District of Illinois.  One of the counts pled
that the offense occurred in Abidjan, Ivory Coast, and no where else, and a second alleged that the offense
occurred both in the Eastern District of Missouri and the Northern District of Illinois because Petitioner
allegedly made false statements by telephone to a government agent in the Northern District of Illinois.
Petitioner’s trial lawyer never objected to venue, and the Seventh Circuit considered venue objections waived
on appeal.  The questions presented are:

1. By mere failure to object to venue, may a party enlarge the jurisdiction that the United States Constitution
gives federal courts under Article III, § 2, and permit a prosecution otherwise outside the territorial and
statutory jurisdiction of a United States court?
2. Where the accused is silent and uninformed, does a lawyer’s mere failure to object to improper venue
effect an adequate waiver of a criminal defendant’s Sixth Amendment constitutional right to face prosecution
in the correct venue, under this Court’s waiver decisions dating back at least to Johnson v. Zerbst, 304 U.S.
458, 464 (1938)? 
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Due Process: Prison Conditions

08-596 Wilson v. Hogsten (3d Cir.)
BIO 2/3.

Whether a federal inmate’s confinement in highly restrictive conditions of administrative segregation for
almost ten months creates a liberty interest requiring appropriate procedural protections, not afforded here,
under the Due Process Clause of the United States Constitution?

First Amendment: Campaign Reform

08-648 Brewer v. Nader (9th Cir.)
CFR 1/6.  BIO 2/5.

1. Did the Ninth Circuit err in holding—in conflict with the Eighth Circuit—that Arizona’s requirement that
candidate nomination petition circulators be residents of the State was subject to strict scrutiny and failed
to meet that standard under Buckley v. American Constitutional Law Foundation, Inc., 525 U.S. 182 (1999),
in which the Court expressly left open the question?
2. Did the Ninth Circuit err in holding—in conflict with the Arizona Supreme Court—that Arizona’s
nomination petition filing deadline for independent presidential candidates in subject to strict scrutiny review
under Anderson v. Celebrezze, 460 U.S. 780 (1983), in absence of a showing that the filing deadline imposes
any burden—severe or otherwise—on the candidate?

Section 1983: Gender Discrimination

08-672 Equity in Athletics, Inc. v. Dep’t of Educ. (4th Cir.)
BIO 2/4.

1. Whether the implied private right of action under Title IX preempts or otherwise displaces the rights of
action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Ex parte Young?
2. Whether Title IX, § 844 of the Education Amendments of 1974, and the Department of Education
Organization Act delegated interpretive authority to the Department of Health, Education & Welfare and
transferred that authority to respondent Department of Education?
3. Whether the Fourth Circuit’s Blackwelder and Quince Orchard tests apply the proper standard for
entitlement to preliminary injunctive relief?
4. Whether petitioner Equity in Athletics, Inc. has demonstrated entitlement to preliminary injunctive relief?
(This petition may be granted, vacated, and remanded in light of 07-1125 Fitzgerald v. Barnstable School
Committee, which was decided 1/21).

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-596.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-648.htm
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-672.htm


PUBLIC CITIZEN LITIGATION GROUP CERT. PETITIONS OF PUBLIC INTEREST

Alan M orrison Supreme Court Assistance Project February 20, 2009 Conference

http://www.citizen.org/litigation/supremecourt/ 22

Immigration Law: Stay of Removal

08-693 Tesfagaber v. Holder (4th Cir.)
BIO 1/28.  Dist. for 2/27.

Whether a circuit court’s decision to stay an alien’s removal pending consideration of the alien’s petition for
review is governed by section 242(f)(2) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1252(f)—which
provides that no court shall “enjoin” the removal of an alien unless the alien shows by clear and convincing
evidence that the entry or execution of such order is prohibited as a matter of law—as the court below and
one other court of appeals have held, or whether theat determination is instead governed by the traditional
(and substantially less demanding) multifactor balancing test for stays and preliminary injunctive relief, as
eight other courts of appeal have held.  (This petition will most likely be held for 08-681 Nken v. Holder,
which was granted 11/25 and argued 1/21.)

First Amendment: Student Dress

08-716 Watson Chapel Sch. Dist. v. Lowry (8th Cir.)
BIO 1/29.  Dist. for 2/27.

1. Did the Eighth Circuit improperly apply Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District,
393 U.S. 503 (1969), to a case involving a school dress code that was sufficiently specific to prescribe a
uniform?
2. Is there a split among the Eighth, Fifth, and Ninth Circuit Courts of Appeals concerning the application
of Tinker to school dress codes?

Criminal Law: Speedy Trial Act

08-728 Bloate v. United States (8th Cir.)
BIO 2/4.

The Speedy Trial Act, 18 U.S.C. § 3161 et seq., requires that a criminal defendant be tried within 70 days
of indictment or the defendant’s first appearance in court, whichever is later.  In calculating the 70-day
period, 18 U.S.C. § 3161(h)(1) automatically excludes “delay resulting from other proceedings concerning
the defendant, including but not limited to * * * (D) delay resulting from any pretrial motion, from the filing
of the motion through the conclusion of the hearing on, or other prompt disposition of, such motion”
(emphasis added).  The question presented, on which the courts of appeals are divided, is whether time
granted to prepare pretrial motions is excludable under § 3161(h)(1).
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Preemption: Fair Credit Reporting Act

08-730 Am. Bankers Ass’n v. Brown (9th Cir.)
BIO 2/4.

In 1996, Congress established a uniform federal regime for the sharing of customer information among
affiliated financial institutions by amending the Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA) to remove the statute’s
barriers to such sharing and to bar states from imposing any “requirement or prohibition” with respect to the
“exchange of information” by such institutions.  15 U.S.C. § 1681t(b)(2).  The California Financial
Information Privacy Act (SB1) imposes requirements and prohibitions on the sharing among affiliated
financial institutions of a customer’s “nonpublic personal information.”  Cal. Fin. Code § 4053(b)(1).  The
question presented is whether the requirements and prohibitions in SB1 imposed on the sharing of customer
information among affiliated financial institutions are expressly preempted by the FCRA.

Civil Procedure: Removal

08-742 Jesensky v. Duquesne Light Co. (3d Cir.)
BIO 2/9.

1. Whether a private contractor whose contract performance is closely supervised by an officer or agency
of the United States may invoke the federal officer removal statute with respect to a state law action based
upon conduct not specifically directed by the government.
2. Whether a Court of Appeals may affirm a grant of summary judgment in a case removed from state court
without addressing a substantial question as to the existence of federal subject matter jurisdiction.

Title VII: Race Discrimination

08-744 Oakley v. City of Memphis (6th Cir.)
Amicus Pac. Legal Found. 1/6.  BIO 2/5.

1. When a content-valid civil-service examination and race-neutral selection process yields unintended
disproportionate results as to race and gender, do a municipality and its officials illegally discriminate in
violation of Title VII when they reject the results and the successful candidates to achieve racial
proportionality in candidates selected?
2. Does a government employer, faced with evidence of adverse impact but not evidence of illegal
discrimination, violate Title VII by rejecting the results of a competitive, content-valid, job-related
promotional examination in an attempt to avoid Title VII litigation by unsuccessful participants who belong
to protected classes?  (This petition will likely be held for 07-1428/08-328 Ricco v. DeStefano, granted 1/9.)

American Indian Law: Indian Gaming Regulatory Act

08-746 Seminole Tribe of Fla. v. Fla. House of Representatives (Fla.)
BIO 1/26.  Dist. for 2/27.

Whether the Florida Supreme Court violated the Indian Commerce Clause and the Supremacy Clause by
ruling, based on Florida “policy” and contrary to the express language of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act
and the decisions of a number of United States Circuit Court of Appeal, that the Governor of Florida lacked
authority to agree to tribal operation of banked card games in a tribal-state compact.
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Criminal Law: Batson Challenges

08-750 Flores v. United States (5th Cir.)
BIO 2/11.

Petitioner is indigent and Hispanic.  At his trial, the Government used its peremptory challenges to strike all
three Hispanic panel members who mathematically could have been empaneled, though they said nothing
that could provide a race-neutral basis for doing so.  Appointed counsel did not object to this obvious Batson
violation.  Did appointed counsel’s failure to object waive petitioner’s Batson claim, or was it a forfeiture
so that the Batson issue is reviewable under the plain error standard?

Criminal Law: Firearm Discharge

08-755/08-756 Compean v. United States/Ramos v. United States (5th Cir.)
BIO 2/11.

1. Whether 18 U.S.C. § 924(c)(1)(A)(iii), establishing a ten-year mandatory minimum sentence for a
defendant who “discharge[s]” a firearm during a crime of violence, provides fair notice and thus applies to
a law enforcement agent who discharges his weapon while on duty and in the course of the of attempting to
stop and apprehend a fleeing felon who had attempted to avoid arrest by flight and who actively resisted
arrest?
2. Whether the balancing test mandated by the Court in Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386 (1989) for
determining the “reasonableness” of the use of force must integrate the fact that this was an illegal border
entry by an illegal alien who entered the country strictly to smuggle drugs and was therefore not entitled to
any Fourth Amendment protections and who also had attempted to avoid arrest by high speed vehicular flight
and by actively resisting arrest?  (These petitions may be held for 08-5274 Dean v. United States, which was
granted 11/14 and set for oral argument 3/4.)

Section 1983: Malicious Prosecution

08-762 DeReyes v. Wilkins (10th Cir.)
BIO 1/26, reply 2/4.  Dist. for 2/27.

1. Is a section 1983 Fourth Amendment unlawful detention claim governed by the tort of malicious
prosecution?
2. Where a section 1983 Fourth Amendment “malicious prosecution” claim is based on unlawful detention
pursuant to an arrest warrant, is there a favorable termination requirement?
3. Does this Court’s accrual decision in Wallace v. Kato, 127 S.Ct. 1091 (2007), apply to a section 1983
Fourth Amendment “malicious prosecution” claim based on unlawful detention pursuant to an arrest warrant?
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ERISA: Administrator Deference

08-803/08-810/08-826 Frommert v. Conkright/Conkright v. Frommert/Pietrowski v. Conkright (2d
Cir.)
BIOs 1/29, reply of Frommert 2/10.  Dist. for 2/27.

08-803:
1. Whether reversal by the United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit of the trial court’s holding
that Xerox Corporation’s general release form, the execution of which is required for an employee to obtain
severence pay, was unenforceable to bar the petitioners’ claims under the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act (ERISA) contravenes principles of contract interpretation under federal common law.
2. Should legal standards which apply pursuant to the Older Workers Benefit Protection Act to determine
whether a release form constitutes a “knowing and voluntary” waiver of claims under the Age Discrimination
in Employment Act also apply to determine whether a release form executed as a condition to the receipt of
severance pay constitutes a “knowing and voluntary: waiver of ERISA claims?

08-810:
1. Whether the Second Circuit erred in holding, in conflict with decisions of this Court and other Circuits,
that a district court has no obligation to defer to an ERISA plan administrator’s reasonable interpretation of
the terms of the plan if the plan administrator arrived at its interpretation outside the context of an
administrative claim for benefits.
2. Whether the Second Circuit erred in holding, in conflict with decisions of other Circuits, that a district
court has “allowable discretion” to adopt any “reasonable” interpretation of the terms of an ERISA plan when
the plan interpretation issue arises in the course of calculating additional benefits due under the plan as a
result of an ERISA violation.

08-826:
In determining whether an individual has “knowingly and voluntarily” waived a claim to pension benefits
by signing a boilerplate release, does ERISA require consideration of the specific circumstances under which
the individual signed the release? 

Sixth Amendment: Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

08-808 Texas v. Haley (Tex. Ct. App.)
BIO 1/30.  Dist. for 2/27.

1. May counsel be deemed ineffective for acting in accord with the truth and an applicable ethical canon?
2. Does the Constitution of the United States countenance that a guilty plea may be rendered involuntary by
counsel’s performance that is in accord with the truth and an applicable ethical canon?
3. When counsel acts based on what his client has admitted to him is the truth and in harmony with an ethical
canon applicable to attorneys as officers of the court/members of the bar, may an appellate court properly
conclude that counsel rendered ineffective assistance under the United States Constitution despite the express
language from this Court’s opinions in Nix v. Whiteside, 475 U.S. 157 (1986); Strickland v. Washington, 466
U.S. 668 (1984); and United States v. Cronic, 466 U.S. 648 (1984)?
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4. When counsel has acted based on his client’s admission of the truth and in accord with an applicable
ethical canon, may a state appellate court considering a claim of ineffective assistance under the United
States Constitution properly conclude that counsel rendered ineffective assistance while completely ignoring
the expressly cited language of this Court’s aforementioned binding precedent that would at least support
a conclusion to the contrary?
5. May counsel’s having acted based on his client’s admission of the truth and in accord with an applicable
ethical canon properly constitute grounds for a successful claim that the client’s guilty plea was rendered
involuntary by the allegedly ineffective assistance provided by counsel?

Employee Benefits: Workers’ Compensation

08-815 Deupree v. Workers’ Comp. App. Bd. (Cal. Ct. App.) 
BIO of Doe 1/27, reply 2/6.  Dist. for 2/27.

After an adult film star was diagnosed with HIV, she filed a workers’ compensation claim.  At trial, she
testified that she subjectively believed her injury was industrial in nature because her friend told her that one
of her co-stars tested HIV positive.  Despite a lack of any substantial evidence whatsoever, the administrative
law judge found the injury industrial in nature.  Does an administrative adjudicatory system that allows large
awards of money to be made based solely on unsubstantiated double and triple hearsay, unsupported by any
other evidence, comport with the fundamental constitutional requirements of due process and equal
protection?

Special Education: Standard of Review

08-841 M.H. v. Monroe-Woodbury Cent. Sch. Dist. (2d Cir.)
BIO 2/4.

1. Whether the standard employed by the Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit is inconsistent with the
IDEA and accords too much deference to a state system which inherently favors state interests over those
of classified children and their families.
2. Whether the highly deferential standard of review employed by the Court of Appeals for the Second
Circuit is inconsistent with the standard employed by other Circuits, creating a significant conflict which this
Court should resolve.

RLUIPA: Strict Scrutiny

08-855 Fowler v. Crawford (8th Cir.)
BIO 2/6.

1. Whether the strict-scrutiny standard embodied in the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act
(RLUIPA), 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-1, requires the government to demonstrate that it seriously considered less-
restrictive alternatives to the challenged policy.
2. Whether, particularly at summary judgment, RLUIPA’s text—requiring that it “be construed in favor of
a broad protection of religious exercise, to maximum extent permitted by the terms of [the] Act and the
Constitution”—can be reconciled with this Court’s instruction that “due deference” be given to prison
officials.
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First Amendment: Standing

08-858 Caldwell v. Caldwell (9th Cir.)
BIO 2/9.

Jeanne Caldwell, a California resident, is the mother of three children who study science in public school,
and is herself an active participant in public debates on science education.  California authors a website
whose ostensible purpose is to educate the public on science.  Caldwell uses the website for that purpose.
The website proclaims California’s religious position on a theological debate within Christianity, and
describes Caldwell’s religious position as “divisive” and “incorrect.”  California’s website is endorsed by
the United States.  Does Caldwell have standing to bring an Establishment Clause claim, or are government
websites immune from Establishment Clause claims?

DPPA: Permitted Uses

08-862 Union of Needletrades, Indus. & Textile Employees, AFL-CIO v. Pichler (3d Cir.)
BIO 2/9.

The Driver’s Privacy Protection Act (DPPA), 18 U.S.C. §§ 2721–2725, allows a person to use motor vehicle
records (MVR) information for any of fourteen permitted purposes but imposes both civil and criminal
liability on a person who “knowingly” uses MVR information “for a purpose not permitted.”  The questions
presented are:

1. Does a party who obtains MVR information for two purposes—a DPPA permitted purpose and a purpose
not permitted by the DPPA but otherwise legal—violate the DPPA?
2. Does the permitted use in connection with litigation set forth at 18 U.S.C. § 2721(b)(4), which includes
an “investigation in anticipation of litigation,” require that the MVR information be of use to the decision-
maker in the litigation or is the permitted use satisfied by a person’s use of the information to investigate
contemplated or pending litigation?
3. Is a defendant civilly liable for “knowingly” violating the DPPA when it obtained MVR information
without an appreciation that such conduct was wrongful?
4. Is a plaintiff who neither pled nor suffered any harm or injury as a result of the alleged statutory violation
entitled to an award of $2,500 under the DPPA’s remedies provision that allows for an award of “actual
damages, but not less that liquidated damages in the amount of $2,500”?
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Preemption: Medicare

08-869 Wogan v. Kunze (S.C.)
BIO 2/9.

A Medicare beneficiary brought state law claims of negligence and breach of fiduciary duty against a private
physician claiming, in part, that the physician breached the standard of care by refusing to submit Medicare
claims for Medicare covered injections the physician prescribed and administered to the beneficiary.
Medicare regulations required the Respondents to submit claims for the beneficiary and prohibited the
beneficiary from submitting his own claims to Medicare for the cost of the medication.  Because the
physician refused to submit claims, the beneficiary could not obtain his Medicare benefits and personally
incurred substantial medical expenses.  The questions presented are:

1. Does 42 U.S.C. § 405(h) preempt the Medicare beneficiary’s state law claims?
2. Has the ruling of the South Carolina Supreme Court, which found that § 405(h) preempts the Medicare
beneficiary’s state law claims, caused the Medicare beneficiary to suffer a denial of Medicare benefits with
due process of law by denying access to the courts?
3.If it is argued that the ruling of the South Carolina Supreme Court is based on independent state law
grounds, which is denied, does the ruling of the court deny the Medicare beneficiary and those similarly
situated Medicare beneficiaries equal protection of the law by denying access to the courts?
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CALLS FOR RESPONSE

NEW CFR

First Amendment: Employee Speech

08-720 Callahan v. Fermon (7th Cir.)
CFR 1/21, due 5/1 (ext.).

In Garcetti v. Cellabos, 547 U.S. 410 (2006), this Court concluded that the First Amendment does not protect
a government employee from discipline when speech is made pursuant to his “official duties,” but did not
outline how the scope of the duties was to ascertained.  The questions presented are:

1. In reasonably disputed cases, is the question of whether the speech of an employee is made pursuant to
his employment duties a pure question of law or is it a mixed question of law and fact that should be
considered by a finder of fact?
2. What are the proper criteria to consider when analyzing whether speech is made pursuant to an employee’s
“official duties”?
3. When a governmental employer has a standard policy suggesting that an employee should report
wrongdoing, is an employee necessarily acting pursuant to his job duties when he reports the criminal
wrongdoing of a supervisor to an independent entity?

Criminal Law: Mootness

08-773 Swindle v. Arkansas (Ark.)
CFR 1/21, due 2/20.

Do Fourteenth Amendment guarantees of Due Process and Equal Protection forbid a state to deny a criminal
defendant’s right to direct appeal on the ground of mootness because he had already served his sentence?

International Law: Child Abduction

08-775 Duran v. Beaumont (2d Cir.)
CFR 2/11, due 3/13.

1. Should the Supreme Court resolve the cirucit split between the Second Circuit, on one hand, and the
Fourth and Tenth Circuits, on the other hand, regarding whether a foreign sovereign’s statement of its own
law, provided pursuant to a duly-ratified treaty, is entitled to deference?
2. Is Supreme Court review warranted to correct the Second Circuit’s disregard of this Court’s precedents
requiring deference to a foreign sovereign’s authoritative interpretation of its own domestic law?
3. Is Supreme Court review warranted because the uncertainty caused by the circuit split could hamper
international efforts to combat inter-county child abduction?  (This petition may be held for 08-645 Abbott
v. Abbott, in which the Court requested the views of the Solicitor General on 1/21.)
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RFRA: Religious Marijuana

08-777 Olsen v. Holder (8th Cir.)
CFR 1/29, due 3/2.

Petitioner Olsen brought this action after this Court’s decision in Gonzales v. O Centro Espirita Beneficente
Uniao Do Vegetal, 546 U.S. 418 (2006), seeking a declaration that he is allowed, under the Religious
Freedom Restoration Act (RFRA) and the United States Constitution, to use marijuana in the course of his
religious worship and for appropriate injunctive relief against law enforcement officials of the United States
and Iowa.  The courts below dismissed Petitioner’s claims on the basis of collateral estoppel.  The questions
presented are:

1. Did the lower courts err in applying collateral estoppel to Petitioner’s claims under RFRA and the Equal
Protection Clause where the prior decisions relied upon for the estoppel were decided before the enactment
of RFRA and applied legal principles that conflict with this Court’s decision in O Centro Espirita?
2. Did the lower courts err in ruling that the state and federal Controlled Substances Acts are “generally
applicable” laws for purposes of the First Amendment’s Free Exercise Clause, even though those laws
provide exemptions for particular religious and non-religious uses?

Immigration Law: Due Process

08-785 Agasino v. Holder (9th Cir.)
CFR 2/11, due 3/13.

1. Whether the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals violated Due Process of Law under the Fifth Amendment in
failing to consider arguments respecting Equal Protection in rehearing Petitioner’s case when those
arguments had been the basis for its original decision.
2. Whether it violates Equal Protection of law guaranteed through the Fifth Amendment’s due process clause
to preclude an individual from seeking relief under Immigration and Nationality Act § 212(c) [8 U.S.C.
§ 1182(c)] because that individual was not deportable when she plead guilty, even if she later became
deportable and similarly situated individuals were permitted to obtain that relief.

Fourth Amendment: Wiretapping

08-792 Gray v. United States (6th Cir.)
CFR 1/15, due 3/19 (ext.).

1. Whether an application and order for a Title III wiretap that completely fails to notify the issuing judge
that the application had been approved by any specifically designated Department of Justice official requires
a court to comply with the statutorily authorized suppression remedy or whether it can refuse to comply on
the basis of vague, extra-record assurances years after the wiretap order was issued and does such a refusal
to suppress affect the fulfillment of the reviewing or approval functions required by Congress?
2. Does the Hobbs Act prohibition on “extortion under color of official right,” 18 U.S.C. § 1951, permit the
prosecution of private persons, under a conspiracy or aider or abettor theory, as extortion perpetrators,
acquiescors, or victims, or does it punish none of them and is the conflict in the circuits caused by the
expansion of the Hobbs Act to include conduct not covered by the statute?
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Arbitration: Public Policy Defense

08-805 SSC Odin Operating Co. LLC v. Carter (Ill. Ct. App.)
CFR 2/9, due 3/11.

Section 2 of the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA) provides that arbitration agreements “shall be valid,
irrevocable, and enforceable, save upon such grounds as exist at law or in equity for the revocation of any
contract.”  9 U.S.C. § 2.  The Illinois Nursing Home Care Act (INHCA) renders “null and void” any “waiver
by a resident [of a nursing facility] or his legal representative of the right to commence an action” to enforce
INHCA and any “waiver of the right to a trial by jury” executed prior to the commencement of any such
action.  210 Ill. Comp. State 45/3-606, -607.  The court below held that section 2 of the FAA does not
preempt INHCA’s anti-waiver provisions because (1) a violation of public policy is a generally applicable
contract defense in Illinois and (2) the “emphatically stated public policy” expressed in INHCA’s anti-waiver
provisions “concerns the validity, revocability, and enforceability of contracts generally and does not
specifically target arbitration agreements.”  The questions presented are:

1. Whether the emphatically stated public policy of a State precluding the enforcement of arbitration
agreements related to a single category of disputes may supercede Congress’s declared policy requiring
enforcement of arbitration agreements.
2. Whether a state statute must specifically target arbitration agreements in order to be preempted by section
2 of the FAA or whether it is sufficient if the state statute as applied precludes any and all arbitration of
disputes between private parties.

Due Process: Civil Commitment

08-807 Lieberman v. Illinois (Ill. Ct. App.)
CFR 1/21, due 2/20.

Does the post-incarceration civil commitment of a convicted sex offender under a state civil commitment
statute violate the former offender’s rights under the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment,
when he presented undisputed evidence that at the time of his civil commitment, he possessed full volitional
control over his behavior?

Arbitration: Appellate Jurisdiction

08-816 Renasant Bank v. Kimberlin (6th Cir.)
CFR 2/5, due 3/9.

Section 4 of the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA), 9 U.S.C. § 4, provides that “[a] party aggrieved by the
alleged failure, neglect, or refusal of another to arbitrate under a written agreement may petition any United
States district court . . . for an order directing that such arbitration proceed . . . in accordance with the terms
of the agreement.”  Section 16(a)(1)(B) of the FAA, 9 U.S.C. § 16(a)(1)(B), provides that “an appeal may
be taken from an order” of a district court “denying a petition under section 4 of this title to order arbitration
to proceed.”  The questions presented are:
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1. Whether section 16(a)(1)(B) of the FAA provides appellate jurisdiction over an appeal from an order
denying a petition under section 4 to compel arbitration of claims involving non-signatories to an arbitration
agreement.
2. Whether section 4 of the FAA allows a district court to issue an order compelling arbitration of claims
against a non-signatory to an arbitration agreement where the non-signatory can otherwise enforce the
arbitration agreement under principles of contract or agency law, including equitable estoppel.  (This petition
will likely be held for 08-146 Arthur Andersen LLP v. Carlisle, which was granted on 11/7 and set for
argument on 3/3.)

Criminal Law: Sentencing

08-820 Bain v. United States (8th Cir.)
CFR 2/2, due 3/4.

1. Whether the Eighth Circuit is circumventing the rule of Rita by presuming the sentencing judge correctly
understood and applied the law, when the record plainly shows the judge misstated and misunderstood the
rule.
2. Whether the Eighth Circuit is circumventing the rule of Gall by creating its own preservation of error
requirement that disavows the force of Rule 51(b) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.

Preemption: Medical Marijuana

08-887/08-897 County of San Diego v. San Diego NORML/County of San Bernardino v. California
(Cal. Ct. App.)
CFR 2/12, due 3/16.

1. Whether California’s Compassionate Use Act and Medical Marijuana Program, which authorize
individuals to use, possess, and cultivate marijuana for medical purposes, are preempted under the
Supremacy Clause by the federal Controlled Substances Act (CSA), which prohibits the same conduct.
2. Whether the CSA’s express preemption clause precludes a court from considering whether California’s
Compassionate Use Act and Medical Marijuana Program are obstacles to the accomplishment of the purposes
and objectives of the federal law in deciding whether the California law is preempted.

Preemption: FDCA/State Consumer Remedy

08-889 Tri-Union Seafoods, LLC v. Fellner (3d Cir.)
CFR 2/2, due 3/4.

Adina Rosenbaum and Brian Wolfman of Public Citizen are counsel for the respondent.

1. Whether state-law tort claims based upon failure to warn of the risks of methylmercury in tuna fish
products are preempted by the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act and regulatory actions of the Food
and Drug Administration, including a written determination that state-law warning requirements concerning
methylmercury in tuna products are preempted by federal law and denial of a petition to require such
warnings.
2. Whether a “presumption against preemption” applies in conflict preemption cases.
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PENDING CFR

Criminal Law: Aggravated Identity Theft

08-622 United States v. Villanueva-Sotelo (D.C. Cir.)
CFR 12/31, due 3/2 (ext.).

The federal aggravated identity theft statute prescribes a mandatory two-year term of imprisonment for any
person who,”during and in relation to” certain other specified crimes, “knowingly transfers, possesses, or
uses, without lawful authority, a means of identification of another person.”  18 U.S.C. § 1028A(a)(1).  The
question presented is whether, in order to obtain a conviction under section 1028A(a)(1), the government
must establish that the defendant knew that the “means of identification” in question belonged to another
person.  (This petition will likely be held for 08-108 Flores-Figueroa v. United States, which was granted
on 10/20 and set for argument on 2/25.)

First Amendment: Prior Restraint

08-636 Gen. Auto Serv. Station v. City of Chicago (7th Cir.)
CFR 12/9, due 3/11 (ext.).

By ordinance, the City of Chicago grandfathers some, but not all, lawfully established but now
nonconforming outdoor signs.  The benefit of the grandfather status is predicated upon prior compliance with
Chicago’s former sign permitting requirement that, when it was in force, violated the First Amendment as
an invalid prior restraint on speech.  The questions presented are:
1. Whether a municipality violates the First Amendment when, by reason of an individual’s past exercise of
his First Amendment right to ignore an unconstitutional sign permitting requirement, it prohibits the
continued display of a lawfully established but now non-conforming outdoor sign.
2. Whether a municipality’s prohibition of future speech for some but not all speakers, in the form of non-
conforming signs and billboards, otherwise violates the First Amendment, when such prohibition is imposed
on the sign owner or operator for having in the past engaged in a certain kind of lawful speech, an issue upon
which there is a direct conflict between federal circuit courts of appeal.
3. Whether an outdoor sign ordinance and a separate grandfathering provision modifying that sign ordinance
are to be treated as a combined single regulation of speech for purposes of determining content-neutrality
and constitutionality under the First Amendment, an issue upon which there is a circuit split.

Section 1983: Municipal Liability

08-704 Bolton v. City of Dallas (5th Cir.)
CFR 12/23, due 2/23 (ext.).  Amicus Nat’l Employment Lawyers Ass’n 1/22.

1. In an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, may a city or other local government body be held liable for a
constitutional violation because the official who committed that violation exercised the final authority to
make the decision in question?
2. In an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, does the existence of a written government standard forbidding a
constitutional violation preclude the imposition of liability or a city or other local government body for such
a violation by its officials?
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Criminal Law: Sentencing

08-712 McElroy v. Texas (Tex. Ct. Crim. App.)
CFR 1/21, due 2/20.

1. Whether United States v. Ruiz, 536 U.S. 622 (2002), authorizes the prosecution to suppress favorable
evidence material to punishment where the defendant pleads guilty without an agreed recommendation on
punishment.
2. Whether undisclosed evidence that would have impeached the complainant’s statements contained in the
pre-sentence report is material to punishment.

Habeas Corpus: Plea Agreements

08-763 Mabry v. United States (3d Cir.)
CFR 1/9, due 3/11 (ext.).

In this case, the Third Circuit concluded that the holding of Roe v. Flores-Ortega, 528 U.S. 470 (2000)—that
a criminal defense lawyer is constitutionally ineffective if he does not file a notice of appeal when his client
instructs him to do so—does not apply when the client has entered into a plea agreement with a waiver of
the right to appeal and to collaterally attack the sentence.  The Third Circuit expressly rejected the contrary
holdings of the Second, Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, Ninth, Tenth, and Eleventh Circuits and announced that it “will
part ways with the approach taken by the majority of the courts of appeals.”  The Seventh Circuit has now
agreed with the Third Circuit.  The question presented is whether the holding in Roe v. Flores-Ortega is
applicable in a habeas case where the defendant has entered into a plea agreement that includes a waiver of
the right to take an appeal or to collaterally attack the sentence.

Criminal Law: Sentencing

08-779 Wittig v. United States (10th Cir.)
CFR 1/14, due 3/16 (ext.).

1. Whether, as the Court left unresolved in Kimbrough v. United States, appellate courts should engage in
“closer review . . . when the sentencing judge varies from the Guidelines based solely on the judge’s view
that the Guidelines range fails properly to reflect § 3553(a) considerations even in a mine-run case.” ___ U.S.
___, 128, S.Ct. 558, 575 (2007) (internal quotation marks omitted).
2. Whether the directive in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(6) for district courts to avoid unwarranted sentencing
disparities is applicable to codefendants within the same case or confined to disparities between similarly
situated defendants nationwide.  (This case may be granted, vacated, and remanded in light of 08-5721
Spears v. United States, in which a per curiam opinion was issued 1/21.)
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CALLS FOR THE VIEWS OF THE SOLICITOR GENERAL

PENDING CVSG

Statute of Limitations: Inquiry Notice

07-1489 Trainer Wortham & Co., Inc. v. Betz (9th Cir.)
BIO 6/30, reply 7/10.  Dist. for 9/29.  CVSG 10/6.

1. Did the Court of Appeals err in concluding that the statute of limitations begins to run not from the
moment the plaintiff is on inquiry notice that there may have been a misrepresentation (as some circuits have
held), and not from the subsequent point at which a reasonable investigation would have revealed that she
had a possible fraud claim (as other circuits have held), but only from the point at which she receives
evidence that the investment advisor intended to defraud her?
2. Did the Court of Appeals err in holding that an investor who is on inquiry notice that she has a basis for
a fraud claim, and is, therefore, obliged to make a reasonable inquiry, may reasonably end her investigation
just because the suspected defrauders have made assurances that contradict known facts.

Petroleum Marketing Practices Act: Constructive Termination

08-240/08-372 Mac’s Shell Serv. v. Shell Oil Prods. Co./Shell Oil Prods. Co. v. Mac’s Shell Serv. (1st
Cir.)
08-240: BIO 10/31.  Dist. for 11/25.  CVSG 12/1.
08-372: BIO 10/24, reply 11/7.  Amicus Am. Petroleum Inst. 10/24.  Dist. for 11/25.  CVSG 12/1.

08-240:
Whether the Petroleum Marketing Practices Act encompasses a claim for “constructive” nonrenewal of the
franchise relationship where: (1) the petitioner-franchisees filed suit prior to receiving new lease agreements
that violated the Act; (2) the lease agreements were presented on a take-it-or-leave-it basis; (3) the
respondent-franchisor stated it would terminate the franchises unless petitioners signed the lease agreements;
and (4) the franchisees signed the lease agreements, under protest, and pursued their legal claims against the
franchisor.

08-372:
Whether a service station operator that continues to operate its franchise—using the same trademark, selling
the same fuel, and occupying the same premises—can bring an action claiming that it was “constructively
terminated” in violation of the Act.

False Claims Act: State Audits

08-304 Graham County Soil & Water Conservation Dist. v. United States ex rel. Wilson (4th Cir.)
BIO 11/7, reply 11/18.  Amici Nat’l League of Cities, Pharm. Research & Mfrs. of Am., Chamber of
Commerce of the U.S., Wash. Legal Found., Pennsylvania 10/8.  Dist. for 12/5.  CVSG 12/8.

Whether an audit and investigation performed by a State or its political subdivision constitutes an
“administrative . . . report . . . audit, or investigation” within the meaning of the public disclosure
jurisdictional bar of the False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C. § 3730(e)(4)(A).
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International Law: Child Abduction

08-645 Abbott v. Abbott (5th Cir.)
BIO 12/29, reply 12/31.  Dist. for 1/16.  CVSG 1/21.

The Hague Convention on International Child Abduction requires a country to return a child who has been
“wrongfully removed” from his country of habitual residence.  Hague Convention art. 12.  A “wrongful
removal” is one that occurs “in breach of rights of custody.”  Id. art. 3.  The question presented is: Whether
a ne exeat clause (that is, a clause that prohibits one parent from removing a child from the country without
the other parent’s consent) confers a “right of custody” within the meaning of the Hague Convention on
International Child Abduction.
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Held/Awaiting Action

Preemption: FDCA / State Consumer Remedy

07-822 Pa. Employees Benefit Trust Fund v. Zeneca (3d Cir.)
BIO 2/21, reply 3/4.  Dist. for 3/21.  Held for 06-1249 Wyeth v. Levine (granted 1/18/08, arg. 11/3/08).

Whether 21 U.S.C. § 352(n) and the regulations promulgated thereunder by the Food and Drug
Administration preempt all state-law claims for unfair and deceptive marketing of a prescription drug even
though Congress stated in the legislation that created § 502(n), P.L. 87-781 § 202, 76 Stat. 793 (Oct. 10,
1962), that “[n]othing in the amendments made by this Act to the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act shall
be construed as invalidating any provision of State law which would be valid in the absence of such
amendments unless there is a direct and positive conflict between such amendments and such provision of
State law.”

Pleading Requirements

07-827 Hasty v. Iqbal (2d Cir.)
CFR 3/17.  BIO 4/16, reply 4/19.  Dist. for 5/15.  Re-listed for 6/12.  Held for 07-1015 Ashcroft v. Iqbal
(granted 6/16, arg. 12/10).

Whether a supervisory official sued as an individual defendant in a Bivens action is entitled to qualified
immunity when the plaintiff pleads only generalized and conclusory allegations in his complaint and asserts
no specific facts as to that supervisory official.

Pleading Requirements

07-958 Hunter v. Hydrick (9th Cir.)
BIO 4/11, reply 4/18.   Dist. for 5/8.  Re-listed for 6/12.  Held for 07-1015 Ashcroft v. Iqbal (granted 6/16,
arg. 12/10).

Does a civil rights complaint against government actors sued in their individual capacities state a claim under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) if it alleges only that “defendants’ policies, practices and customs”
resulted in plaintiff’s constitutional deprivations, without pleading any facts regarding the form, manner, or
content of the “policies, practices and customs,” or regarding the roles of the individual defendants in
creating, promulgating or executing those “polices, practices, and customs?”

Pleading Requirements

07-1150 Sawyer v. Iqbal (2d Cir.)
BIO 5/12, reply 5/22.  Dist. for 6/12.  Held for 07-1015, Ashcroft v. Iqbal (granted 6/16, arg. 12/10).

Whether conclusory allegations of tortious conduct by supervisory government officials can be maintained
under 42 U.S.C. § 1985(3) where the same allegations, arising from the same underlying conduct, have been
found insufficient to survive dismissal when pled directly under the relevant constitutional provisions.
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Habeas Corpus: Sufficient Evidence

07-1483 Patrick v. Smith (9th Cir.)
CFR 8/5.  BIO 8/29, reply 9/11.  Dist. for 9/29.

In a state trial of respondent for causing the death of an infant, prosecution and defense experts
disagreed on whether there was sufficient evidence that the baby died from shaking.  The jury convicted
respondent.  In federal habeas corpus proceedings, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals held that there was
insufficient evidence to support the state criminal conviction, and that state appellate court had unreasonably
applied Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319 (1979), in upholding it.

This Court vacated the Ninth Circuit decision and remanded the case for further consideration in
light of Carey v. Musladin, 127 S. Ct. 649 (2006).  On remand, the Ninth Circuit reinstated its earlier
opinion, concluding that its analysis was “unaffected by Musladin.”  The question presented is:

Did the Ninth Circuit exceed its authority under the deferential standard for habeas review  in 28 U.S.C.
§ 2254(d) by reinstating its opinion granting relief on an insufficient-evidence claim based on accepting the
testimony of defense experts on cause of death over the contrary opinions of prosecution experts?

Antitrust: Competitor Fraud

07-1501 IKON Office Solutions, Inc. v. NewCal Indus., Inc. (9th Cir.)
BIO 8/1, reply 8/8.  Dist. for 9/29.  Likely held for 07-1309 Boyle v. United States (granted 10/1, arg. 1/14).

1.Whether a plaintiff can define a valid antitrust market or submarket as the class of customers who have
term contracts with the plaintiff’s business rival.
2. Whether a plaintiff can satisfy RICO’s proximate-cause requirement by alleging that a business rival
defrauded its own customers when those customers, who are not parties, are the ostensible victims of the
alleged fraud.
3. Whether, to satisfy RICO’s “enterprise” requirement, a plaintiff can allege an “association in fact” without
alleging that this “association” had any discrete organizational structure.
4. Whether a plaintiff may invoke the Declaratory Judgment Act to void contracts between the plaintiff’s
business rival and the rival’s customers when those customers are not parties to the suit.

Sixth Amendment: Confrontation Clause

07-1602 de la Cruz v. United States (1st Cir.)
CFR 7/18.  BIO 9/17, reply 9/24.  Dist. for 10/17.  Held for 07-591 Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts (granted
3/17, arg. 11/10).

Whether expert testimony which is based on and describes the contents and conclusions of case-specific
forensic analyses such as autopsy reports which have been prepared by other non-testifying medical
examiners and forensic analysts violates a defendant’s Sixth Amendment right to confrontation under
Crawford v. Washington, 541 U.S. 36 (2004). 
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Fourth Amendment: Probable Cause

08-17 Mercier v. Ohio (Ohio)
BIO 8/12, reply 8/13.  Dist. for 9/29.  Likely held for 07-1122 Arizona v. Johnson (granted 6/23, arg. 12/9,
decided 9-0 in favor of state 1/26).

Whether the Fourth Amendment requires probable cause for the search of a purse being worn or held by an
automobile passenger.

Criminal Law: Double Jeopardy

08-40 Hirko v. United States (5th Cir.)
BIO 10/15, reply 10/24.  Amicus NACDL 8/5.  Dist. for 11/14.  Held for 08-67 Yeager v. United States
(granted 11/14, arg. 3/23).

1. Whether the Fifth Circuit, in conflict with the Sixth, Seventh, Ninth, and Eleventh Circuits, but consistent
with the First and D.C. Circuits, correctly refused to give collateral estoppel effect to an acquittal under Ashe
v. Swenson, 397 U.S. 436 (1970), solely because the jury also hung on one or more factually related counts.
2. Alternatively, whether the court of appeals’ holding that an acquittal may have rested on the jury’s failure
to agree unanimously on the sole disputed element of the offence should be summarily reversed or certiorari
granted to resolve the conflict between that decision and those by the Second and Ninth Circuits.

Sixth Amendment: Confrontation Clause

08-381 Sweet v. New Jersey (N.J.)
CFR 10/27.  BIO 11/24.  Dist. for 1/9.  Held for 07-591 Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts (granted 3/17, arg.
11/10).

Is an individual’s Sixth Amendment right to confront witnesses against him violated when the State
establishes the accuracy of a machine’s analysis of the accused’s breath sample through a certification when
the declarant who signed the certification is not subjected to cross-examination and when the results of the
machine’s analysis serve as the basis for the enhanced penalty? 

Voting Rights Act: Vote Dilution

08-432 Thompson v. Glades County, Fla. Bd. of County Comm’rs (11th Cir.)
CFR 11/3.  BIO 12/2, reply 12/12.  Dist. for 1/9.  Held for 07-689 Bartlett v. Strickland (granted 3/17, arg.
10/14).

1. Whether a racial minority group that constitutes less than 50% of a propsed district’s population can state
a vote dilution claim under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1973 and the Fourteenth
Amendment of the Constitution of the United States.
2. Are crossover votes properly considered in assessing a potential vote dilution remedy under Section 2 or
the Fourteenth Amendment?
3. Whether the lower court erred in holding that petitioners’ proposed district—with an African-American
voting age population of 50.23%, or at least 47.58%, if adjusted to achieve absolute population equality
across districts, a Hispanic voting age population of 15.23%, and a white voting age voting population of
approximately 33%—failed to satisfy the first prong of Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30 (1986).  
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Preemption: FDCA/State Consumer Remedy

08-437 Colacicco v. Apotex, Inc. (3d Cir.)
BIOs 12/3, reply 12/17.  Dist. for 1/9.  Held for 06-1249 Wyeth v. Levine (granted 1/18, arg. 11/3).

Whether prior approval of a pharmaceutical label by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) preempts
state-law failure-to-warn claims where FDA made no authoritative determination requiring or prohibiting
a warning prior to the injury, but subsequently allowed warnings that parallel the state-law duty.  (This case
will likely be held for
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LAST CONFERENCE

View the January 26th order list from the January 23rd Conference.

CERTIORARI GRANTED

Criminal Law: Evidence of Intent

07-1376 City of San Francisco v. Rodis (9th Cir.)
BIO 7/1, reply 7/28.  Dist. for 9/29.  Held for 07-751 Pearson v. Callahan (granted 5/24, arg. 10/14, decided
9-0 in favor of pet. 1/21).  Dist. for 1/23.  GVR 1/26.

1.  18 U.S.C. § 472 makes it illegal to pass a counterfeit bill “with intent to defraud.”  Is probable cause to
arrest an individual for a suspected violation of this statute established once the individual attempts to pass
a counterfeit bill, as the Eleventh and Fifth Circuits have concluded, or must the arresting officer develop
additional, independent evidence of “intent to defraud,” above and beyond the intent inferred from the
passing of the counterfeit bill, before arresting the suspect, as the Ninth Circuit held below in this case?
2.  Did the Ninth Circuit err in denying qualified immunity to officers who arrested a suspect for violation
of 18 U.S.C. § 472, based on their reasonable belief that he had attempted to pass a counterfeit bill – even
without additional evidence of intent – was sufficient to establish probable cause and where no court had ever
held that additional evidence of intent was required?  (A similar question relating to qualified immunity is
pending before the Court in Pearson v. Callahan, 07-751).
3.  Should Saucier v. Katz, 533 U.S. 194 (2001) be overruled?  

Prisoners’ Rights: Access to the Courts

07-897 Hust v. Phillips (9th Cir.)
CFR 2/29.  BIO 5/30, reply 7/7.  Dist. for 9/29.  Held for 07-751 Pearson v. Callahan (granted 5/24, arg.
10/14, decided 9-0 in favor of pet. 1/21).  Re-listed for 1/23.  GVR 1/26.

1. Did a prison librarian violate a prisoner’s right of access to courts when she declined to let the prisoner
use the library’s comb-binding machine to bind a petition for writ of certiorari, even though comb-binding
is not required by this Court’s rules and is, in at least some circumstances, affirmatively discouraged?
2. Was the law imposing liability in this specific context so clearly established that a reasonable librarian
would know that denying a prisoner’s request to comb-bind his petition was unlawful?

Habeas Corpus: Sufficient Evidence

08-559 McDaniel v. Brown (9th Cir.)
BIO 11/28.  Record req. 12/16, rec’d 12/22, 12/23.  Dist. for 1/16.  Re-listed for 1/23.  Cert. granted 1/26.

1. What is the standard of review for a federal habeas court for analyzing a sufficiency-of-the-evidence claim
under the Anti-Terrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996?
2. Does analysis of a sufficiency-of-the-evidence claim pursuant to Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307,
318–19 (1979), under U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1) permit a federal habeas court to expand the record or consider
non-record evidence to determine the reliability of testimony and evidence given at trial?

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/orders/courtorders/012609zor.pdf
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-470.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-1376.htm
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-897.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-559.htm
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Civil Procedure: Collateral Order Doctrine

08-678 Mohawk Indus., Inc. v. Carpenter (11th Cir.)
BIO 12/23, reply 1/6.  Dist. for 1/23.  Cert. granted 1/26.

Whether a party has an immediate appeal under the collateral order doctrine, as set forth in Cohen v.
Beneficial Industrial Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541 (1949), of a district court’s order finding waiver of the
attorney-client privilege and compelling production of privileged materials.

Fifth Amendment: Miranda Rights

08-680 Maryland v. Shatzer (Md.)
BIO 12/23.  Dist. for 1/23.  Cert. granted 1/26.

Is the Edwards v. Arizona prohibition against interrogation of a suspect who has invoked the Fifth
Amendment right to counsel inapplicable if, after the suspect asks for counsel, there is a break in custody
or a substantial lapse in time (more than two years and six months) before commencing reinterrogation
pursuant to Miranda?

CERTIORARI DENIED

Fourth Amendment: Pat-Down Search

08-473 New Jersey v. Matthews (N.J.)
CFR 12/1.  BIO 12/23, reply 1/7.  Dist. for 1/23.  Cert. denied 1/26.

Florida v. J.L., 529 U.S. 266 (2000), held that an anonymous tip that a person is carrying a gun, without
more, does not justify a stop and frisk of that person.  Here, during a lawful detention of an automobile, the
police conducted a protective search and secured a handgun they suspected of being in the vehicle due to the
totality of threatening circumstances, which included an anonymous report that someone in the vehicle was
flashing a gun.  Does J.L. require suppression of the handgun? 

American Indian Law: “Indian Lands”

08-655 Harrah’s Operating Co., Inc. v. NGV Gaming, Ltd. (9th Cir.)
BIO 12/24, reply 1/7.  Dist. for 1/23.  Cert. denied 1/26.

Does the term “Indian lands” as used in 25 U.S.C. §§ 2701–2721 include both land that “is held by the
United States in trust for an Indian tribe” and land that “will be held in trust by the United States for an
Indian tribe”?

RICO: Enterprise

08-677 Dahlgren v. First Nat’l Bank of Holdrege (8th Cir.)
BIO 12/24.  Dist. for 1/23.  Cert. denied 1/26.

Does a bank that for its own benefit actively assists in carrying out a fraudulent scheme involving its
customer, a RICO enterprise, “conduct or participate, directly or indirectly, the conduct of such enterprise’s
affairs”?

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-678.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-680.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-473.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-655.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-677.htm


PUBLIC CITIZEN LITIGATION GROUP CERT. PETITIONS OF PUBLIC INTEREST

Alan M orrison Supreme Court Assistance Project February 20, 2009 Conference

http://www.citizen.org/litigation/supremecourt/ 43

ERISA: Dispute Resolution

08-699 E.I. DuPont de Nemours & Co. v. Ampthill Rayon Workers, Inc. (4th Cir.)
BIO 12/24.  Dist. for 1/23.  Cert. denied 1/26.

Whether the parties’ agreement to provide benefits to employees covered by a collective bargaining
agreement “subject to” the terms of separate ERISA benefit plans that contain dispute resolution procedures
for benefit eligibility constitutes forceful evidence that the parties intended to exclude from labor arbitration
disputes involving eligibility for plan benefits?

Civil Procedure: Standard of Review

08-768 Bashas’, Inc. v. Parra (9th Cir.)
BIO 12/22.  Dist. for 1/23.  Cert. denied 1/26.

In reversing the denial of a class action certification, did the Ninth Circuit fail to comply with this Court’s
mandate in Sprint/United Management Co. v. Mendelsohn, 128 S. Ct. 1140 (2008), instructing the circuit
courts to remand for clarification instead of presuming that the district court intended an obviously incorrect
legal result when its order is susceptible of a legally correct reading?

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-699.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-768.htm
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GRANTED CASES INVOLVING PUBLIC CITIZEN 2008 TERM 

Preemption: FDCA/State Consumer Remedy

06-1249 Wyeth v. Levine (Vt.)
BIO filed 4/20, reply 4/30.  Amici Pharm. Research and Mfrs. of Am., Prod. Liability Advisory Council, Inc.,
filed 4/20.  CVSG 5/21, filed 12/21 (urging that the case be held for resolution of 06-179 Riegel v. Medtronic
(arg. 12/4) and 06-1498 Warner-Lambert v. Kent (arg. 2/25)).  Dist. for 1/18.  Cert. granted 1/18.  Arg. 11/3.
 
Brian Wolfman and Allison Zieve of Public Citizen assisted the respondent at the cert. stage.
Brief in Opposition

Whether the prescription drug labeling judgments imposed on manufacturers by the Food and Drug
Administration (“FDA”) pursuant to FDA’s comprehensive safety and efficacy authority under the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, 21 U.S.C. § 301 et seq., preempt state law product liability claims premised
on the theory that different labeling judgments were necessary to make drugs reasonably safe for use.

Environmental Law: Standing/Nationwide Injunction

07-463 Summers v. Earth Island Inst. (9th Cir.)
BIO filed 12/5, reply 12/21.  Dist. for 1/11.  Re-listed for 1/18.  Cert. granted 1/18.  Arg. 10/8.

Scott Nelson of Public Citizen is co-counsel for the respondents.
Brief in Opposition
Respondent’s Brief on the Merits

1. Did the Court of Appeals err in allowing a facial challenge to one set of regulatory provisions and
dismissing challenges to seven others on ripeness grounds, where there is no dispute that the one set of rules
allowed to be reviewed had been applied countless times by the Forest Service, including an application of
the rules to a site-specific action challenged in the district court?
2. Did the respondents have standing, where it is undisputed that the challenged regulations had been applied
to them countless times, including an application of the rules to a site-specific action challenged in the
district court for which standing was not challenged?
3. Did the facial rule challenge become moot, where the site-specific action was preliminarily enjoined and
then the challenges to it were settled, but there is no dispute that the agency continued to apply the
regulations to countless other site-specific actions that adversely affected respondents?
4. Did the Ninth Circuit err in finding that the district court did not abuse its discretion in completely setting
aside the challenged regulations instead of limiting relief to the Eastern District of California, where
respondents are organizations affected by the challenged
regulations throughout the country?

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://supremecourtus.gov/docket/06-1249.htm
http://www.citizen.org/documents/levinecertopp.pdf
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-463.htm
http://www.citizen.org/documents/summerscertopp.pdf
http://www.citizen.org/documents/EarthIslandMeritsBrief.pdf
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Preemption: Cigarette Labeling

07-562 Altria Group, Inc. v. Good (1st Cir.)
BIO filed 12/28, reply 1/2.  Amici R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. and U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 11/28.  Dist.
for 1/18.  Cert. granted 1/18.  Arg. 10/6.  Decided 5-4 in favor of Respondents 12/15.

Brian Wolfman and Allison Zieve of Public Citizen assisted the respondents.

1. Does the Federal Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act (“FCLAA”) expressly preempt state law claims
that a cigarette company violated the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act by falsely representing its product
to the public when: (a) the predicate state-law duty of such claims is the duty not to deceive; and (b) the
Federal Trade Commission (“FTC”) has not only refused to approve or authorize the alleged
misrepresentations, but has prohibited their use in a consent decree with a third party? 
2. Are such claims impliedly preempted even though: (a) no court has ever held such claims impliedly
preempted; (b) this Court has held that there is no implied preemption under FCLAA; (c) the FTC has never
exercised its rule making power to address the conduct at issue; and (d) the FTC prohibited the challenged
conduct in a consent decree with a third party?

Environmental Law: Clean Water Act

07-588/07-589/07-597 Entergy Corp.  v. EPA/PSEG Fossil LLC v. Riverkeeper/Util. Water Act Group
v. Riverkeeper (2d Cir.)
Riverkeeper BIO filed 2/29, Federal respondents, State of Rhode Island BIOs filed 3/3.  Dist. for 4/11.  Cert.
granted 4/14.  Arg. 12/2.
  
Scott Nelson of Public Citizen is assisting respondents Riverkeeper, et al. 

Whether Section 316(b) of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1326(b), authorizes the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) to compare costs with benefits in determining the “best technology available for minimizing
adverse environmental impact” at cooling water intake structures.

Environmental Law: Clean Water Act

07-984/07-990 Coeur Alaska v. Se. Alaska Conservation Council/Alaska v. Se. Alaska Conservation
Council (9th Cir.)
BIOs 5/14, reply 5/27.  Amici Nat’l Mining Ass’n, Mountain States Legal Found. 2/28.  Brief of respondent
Goldbelt, Inc. in support, 2/11.  Dist. for 6/12.  Re-listed for 6/19.  Re-listed for 6/26.  Cert. granted 6/27.
Arg. 1/12.

Scott Nelson of Public Citizen is co-counsel for the respondents.
Brief in Opposition

Did the Army Corps of Engineers have authority under section 404 of the Clean Water Act to grant a “fill
material” permit for an industrial process waste-water discharge that is prohibited by the Environmental
Protection Agency’s effluent limitations.

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-562.htm
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-588.htm
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-589.htm
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-597.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-984.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-990.htm
http://www.citizen.org/documents/SEACC'sOppositionBrief.pdf
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Fourth Amendment: Pat-Down Search of Passenger

07-1122 Arizona v. Johnson (Ariz.)
CFR 5/13.  BIO 5/22, reply 6/3.  Dist. for 6/19.  Cert. granted 6/23.  Arg. 12/9.  Decided 9-0 in favor of the
state 1/26.

Bonnie Robin-Vergeer of Public Citizen assisted the respondent at the cert. stage.

In the context of a vehicular stop for a minor traffic infraction, may an officer conduct a pat-down search of
a passenger when the officer has an articulable basis to believe the passenger might be armed and presently
dangerous, but has no reasonable grounds to believe that the passenger is committing, or has committed, an
offense?

Due Process: Recusal

08-22 Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., Inc. (W. Va.)
BIO 9/3, reply 9/16.  Amici Public Citizen, Brennan Ctr., ABA 8/1, 8/4.  Dist. for 10/10.  Re-listed for 10/17.
Re-listed for 10/31.  Re-listed for 11/7.  Re-listed for 11/14.  Cert. granted 11/14.  Arg. 3/3.

Allison Zieve and Brian Wolfman filed an amicus brief on behalf of Public Citizen, urging a grant.
Amicus Brief (Cert. Stage)
Allison Zieve and Leah Nicholls filed an amicus brief on the merits on behalf of Public Citizen in Support
of Petitioner.
Amicus Brief (Merits Stage) 

Justice Brent Benjamin of the Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia refused to recuse himself from
the appeal of the $50 million jury verdict in this case, even though the CEO of the lead defendant spent $3
million supporting his campaign for seas on the court—more than sixty percent of the total amount spent to
support Justice Benjamin’s campaign—while preparing to appeal the verdict against his company.  After
winning election to the court, Justice Benjamin cast the deciding vote in the court’s 3-2 decision overturning
the verdict.  The question presented is whether Justice Benjamin’s failure to recuse himself from
participation in his principal financial supporter’s case violated the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment.

Special Education: Tuition Reimbursement

08-305 Forest Grove Sch. Dist. v. T.A. (9th Cir.)
CFR 10/2.  Amicus Nat’l Sch. Bds. Ass’n 10/6.  BIO 12/3, reply 12/16.  Dist. for 1/9.  Re-listed for 1/16.
Cert. granted 1/16.

Bonnie Robin-Vergeer of Public Citizen was co-counsel for the respondent at the cert. stage.
Brief in Opposition

This case presents the question on which the Court granted certiorari, but was unable to resolve, in
Board of Education v. Tom F. ex rel. Gilbert F., 128 S. Ct. 1 (2007) (per curiam):  Whether the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act permits a tuition reimbursement award against a school district and in favor
of parents who unilaterally place their child in private school, where the child had not previously received
special education and related services under the authority of a public agency. 

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/07-1122.htm
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-22.htm
http://www.citizen.org/documents/Caperton%20-%20Amicus.pdf
http://www.citizen.org/documents/CapertonAmicus.pdf
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-305.htm
http://www.citizen.org/documents/TAOpp.pdf
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Preemption: National Bank Act

08-453 Cuomo v. Clearing House Ass’n, L.L.C. (2d Cir.)
BIOs 12/8, reply 12/22.  Amici Nat’l Ass’n of Realtors, N.C., Conference of State Bank Supervisors, Cent.
N.Y. Citizens in Action 11/6.  Dist. for 1/16.  Cert. granted 1/16.

Public Citizen joined an amicus brief in support of the petitioner.

12 U.S.C. § 484(a), a provision of the National Bank Act, prohibits the exercise of “visitorial
powers” as to national banks, except where those powers are authorized by federal law, vested in the courts
of justice, or exercised by Congress or a House or a committee thereof.  The Office of the Comptroller of
the Currency has issued a regulation (12 C.F.R. § 7.4000) interpreting section 484(a) to preempt state
enforcement of state laws against national banks, even when the state laws are not substantively preempted.
The questions presented are:

1. Whether 12 C.F.R. § 7.4000 is entitled to judicial deference under Chevron U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Res.
Def. Council, 467 U.S. 837 (1984).
2. Whether 12 C.F.R. § 7.4000 is invalid because it is inconsistent with the authoritative construction of the
National Bank Act by this Court in First National Bank in St. Louis v. Missouri, 263 U.S. 640 (1924).

http://www.citizen.org/supremecourt
http://origin.www.supremecourtus.gov/docket/08-453.htm
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