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QUESTION PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

Whether Alabama’s Putative Registry Law and its

retroactivity feature as incorporated within the Alabama
Adoption Code violate the Fourteenth Amendment to the
United States Constitution ?
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

I.- Whether the First Amendment allows public schools
to prohibit students from displaying messages promoting the

usc of illegal substances at school-sponsored, faculty-
supervised events.

2. Whether the Ninth Circuit departed from established
principles of qualified immunity in holding that a public high
school principal was liable in a damages lawsuit under 42
U.S.C. § 1983 when, pursuant to the school district’s policy
against displaying messages promoting illegal substances,
she disciplined a student for displaying a large banner with 3

slang marijuana reference at a school-sponsored, faculty-
supervised event.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. In the Eleventh Circuit, jail facility personne]
may strip search an arrestee solely based upon an arresting
charge of weaponless misdemeanor battery, whereas the
Ninth Circuit’s published opinion in this case forbids jail
personnel to conduct a strip search of an arrestee on the
basis of being under the influence of an illicjt drug; should
the Court grant certiorari to resolve this conflict in the

circuit courts?

2. Are the Ninth Circuit and Tenth Circuit holdings
that drug charges are an insufficient basis to perform a
visual strip search compatible with this Court’s holding in
Bell v. Wolfish, which allows jail personnel, without cause,
to strip search all pretrial detaineeg having had contact
with third persons?

3. Does the Ninth Circuit’s published opinion,

which impliedly questioned the validity of California’s strip

4. Given this Court’s holding in Schmerber v,
California that a probable cause-based arrest for intox-
ication permits the state to force an arrestee to have blood
drawn, should Jail personne] processing a drug-intoxicated
Suspect, arrested on probable cause, be able to perform a2
visual-only, Same-gender, private strip search?

5. Does the Ninth Circuit’s published opinion
unreasonably require 3 county jail manager to demonstrate
the existence of some ill-defined track record of disaster as
a condition precedent to the adoption of prophylactic
policies designed to ensure the safe oOperation of jail
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facilities containing congregations of dangerous individuals
in varying and complex processing stages?
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QUESTION PRESENTED

L

DOES THE APPLICATION OF SECTIONS 354 AND 357

VIOLATE THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE OF THE
UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION?
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the state court's exclusion of reliable evidence
that was critical to Petitioner's defense amounted to an
unreasonable application of federal due process law clearly
established by this Court in Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284
(1973), and Crane v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 683 (1986).

2. Whether Petitioner exhausted state-court remedies with
regard to the due process issue stated above, prior to seeking federal
habeas corpus relief, when (a) he argued in the state courts that the
exclusion of reliable and critical evidence denied him "the
opportunity to fully present his defense" and that this "denied [him]
due process of law," and (b) the state standard for adjudicating a due
process right-to-present-a-defense claim was identical to, or less
exacting than, the corresponding federal standard.
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QUESTION PRESENTED
FORMER CAPITAL CASE

In Rogers v. Tennessee, 532 U.S. 451, 461-62 (2001), this
Court held that a proper due-process analysis of a state court’s
new interpretation of the scope of a criminal statute must
iccommodate the state courts’ legitimate need to clarify,
reevaluate, and refine judicial doctrines to address new facts or
10 conform to common sense. Here, the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals held that the California Supreme Court’s interpretation
ot a judicially-created exception to the state’s death-penalty
nrovision for certain felony-murders—an exception applicable
where the felony is merely “incidental” to the killing—was
unforeseeable” and violated respondent’s right to due process
- that it did not give respondent fair notice that setting fire to
he victim’s house 1n order to drive him outside to shoot him
was a capital offense.

[he question presented is:
Did the Ninth Circuit fail to afford the California Supreme
tourt the latitude required by Rogers?
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(Translation)

QUESTION PRESENTED FOR REVIEW:

Whether or not a state court, in determining the ownership of shares in a
publicly traded corporation can ignore the provisions the Securities and
Exchange Act of 1933, 15 US.C. 78 et seq. that require corporate
disclosure statements to the Securities and Exchange Commission, as to
the truth and reality of corporate ownership, participation and control, and
pursuant to said act. And whether or not a party who has stated for the
official record of the Securities and Exchange Commission that the shares
of a publicly traded corporation belong to him and his wife, is estopped
from claiming, in a liquidation of community property action that the
shares belong to him exclusively.

PARTIES:
Only those on the caption of the case.

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT UNDER RULE 29.6

Not applicable, the parties are natural persons.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

on conduct not before the court, which resulted in 20
additional year (240 months) sentence imposed by the court.




