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STATE OF LOUISIANA, through the
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AND DEVELOPMENT,

Petitioner,
vs.

ALBERT ROUYEA, ET AL,
Respondents.

¢

On Petition For Writ Of Certiorari To The
Supreme Court Of The State Of Louisiana

¢

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI
.

CHARLES C. Forl, JR.
Attorney General of the State of Louisiana
By
STACEY MOAK
Special Assistant Attorney General
Counsel of Record
DaviD E. COOLEY, JR.

P.O. Box 77651
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70879-7651
Telephone (225) 751-6300
Facsimile (225) 751-6301

JOHN CLAIBORNE YOUNG
Chief Counsel,
Louisiana State Office of Risk Management
P.O. Box 91106
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-9106
Telephone (225) 219-0184
Facsimile (225) 342-8473

Attorneys for Petitioner the State of Louisiana,
through the Department of Transportation
and Development

COCKLE LAW BRIEF PRINTING CO. (800) 225-6964
OR CALL COLLECT (402) 342-2831
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

1) May a state court ignore the federal legislative
prohibition embodied in 23 U.S.C. § 409, regarding the
discovery of, admission as evidence, or consideration for
other purposes of data compiled pursuant to the purposes
of the Highway Safety Act, set forth in 23 U.S.C. § 130,
144, and 152, by allowing the plaintiff to introduce into
evidence the Department of Transportations and Devel-
opment’s “Highway Needs and Priorities” information?

2) Is information compiled pursuant to the purposes
of the Highway Safety Act, but before the passage of 23
U.S.C. § 409, subject to the federal statutory prohibition
regarding its discovery, admission as evidence, or consid-
eration for other purposes in any action for damages?
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MARALYN S. JAMES,

Petitioner,
V.

METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT OF
NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY
NASHVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY,

Respondent.

¢

On Petition For A Writ Of Certiorari
To The United States Court Of Appeals
For The Sixth Circuit

.

PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI

¢

MARY LEECH RICHARD J. BRAUN

Counsel of Record BRAUN & CROTWELL, PLLC
3200 West End, Suite 500 501 Union Street,

Post Office Box 291564 Suite 500

Nashville, TN 37229 Nashville, TN 37203

(615) 783-1709

ERIC SCHNAPPER
School of Law
University of Washington
Campus University of WA
Post Office Box 353020
Seattle, WA 98195 July 13, 2006
(206) 616-3167 Counsel for Petitioner

(615) 259-1550

COCKLE LAW BRIEF PRINTING CO. (800) 225-6964
OR CALL COLLECT (402) 342-2831
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the decision of the Sixth Circuit which is
inconsistent with this Court’s subsequent decision in
Burlington N. & S.FR. Co. v. White, 548 U.S. __, No. 05-
259, slip op. 1-18 (June 22, 2006) should be remanded to
the Sixth Circuit for reconsideration.

2. Whether an employer may be held liable for
retaliatory discrimination under Title VII by depriving the
employee of her career and the opportunity to draw her
full service pension after she made complaints of age and
disability discrimination.
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HARTFORD FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Petitioner,

V.

JASON RAY REYNOLDs,
Respondent.

On Petition for a Writ of Certiorari to the
United States Court of Appeals
for the Ninth Circuit

PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI

DoucGLAS G. HOUSER CARTER G. PHILL[pS*

LOREN PODWILL SIDLEY AUSTIN LLp

LisA E. LEAR 1501 K Street NW

BULLIVANT HOUSER Washington, DC 20005
BAILEY PC (202) 736-8000

888 S.W. Fifth Ave.

Suite 300 MARK E. HADDAD

Portland, OR 97204 STEVEN A. ELLIS

SEAN COMMONS
ROBERT B. MARTIN III
ROBERT J. CATALANO
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP
555 W. Fifth Street, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90013
(213) 896-6000
Counsel for Petitioner
July 19, 2006 * Counsel of Record

WILSON-EPES PRINTING CO., INC. — (202) 789-0096 - WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

. Whether the Ninth Circuit erred in holding,
acknowledged conflict with other circuits, that a defendant
may “willfully™ violate Scction 616 of the Fair Credit
Reporting Act (FCRA), 15 U.S.C. § 1681n. by acting merely
in ““reckless disregard™ of statutory obligations, rather than by
acting with knowledge that its conduct violates FCRA.

2. Whether the Ninth Circuit crred in creating new and
open-ended disclosure requirements for adverse action notices
beyond the discrete list expressly set forth in Section 6135 of
FCRA, I5U.S.C. § 1681 m(a).

(1)
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MOHAMMED HUSSAIN,
Petitioner,

V.

R. JAMES NICHOLSON, SECRETARY,

DEPARTMENT OF VETERAN’S AFFAIRS,
Respondents.

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI
TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE D.C. CIRCUIT

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Dawn V. Martin, Esquire

D.C. Federal Bar No. 412384
Law Offices of Dawn V. Martin
1090 Vermont Avenue, Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 408-7040 telephone

(703) 642-0208 facsimile

Counsel for Petitioner

I
e

AMERICAN FINANCIAL PRINTERS * (202) 464-5500
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1) Does this Court’s recent decision in
Burlington v. White, 126 S. Ct. 2405 (2006), compel reversal
of the Court of Appeals’ decision in Hussain v. Nicholson,
435 F. 3d 359 (2006), which defined an “adverse action,”
under the retaliation provision of Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, as a significant change in employment
status, such as hiring, firing, failing to promote?

2) Do Reeves v. Sanderson Plumbing Prod., 530
U.S. 133 (2000) and Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477
U.S. 242, 250 (1986) compel reversal of the Court of
Appeals’ decision, where the court accepted as fact the
disputed assertions of the employer and ignored the
plaintiff’s evidence?

3) Does Pennsyivania State Police v. Suders,
542 U.S. 129, 134 (2004), compel reversal of the Court of
Appeals’ decision in Hussain, holding that Dr. Hussain's
claim did not meet the standards of a hostile work
environment or constitute constructive discharge?

4) Does Chandier v. Roudebush, 425 U.S. 840
(1976), holding that district court proceedings are de novo
proceedings which entitle a plaintiff to discovery in that
forum, compel reversal of the Court of Appeals’ denial of
discovery, in part, because Dr. Hussain had begun discovery
in his EEOC proceedings before filing suit?

5) Do Conley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 41, 45-46, 47-
48 (1957) and First National Bank of Arizona v. Cities
Service Co., 391 U.S. 253, 298 (1968) and Fed. R. Civ. P.
Rule 56(f) compel reversal of the Court of Appeals’ grant of
summary judgment to Defendant, based on factual affidavits
of Defendant’s agents, where plaintiff has been denied
discovery necessary to rebut their factual allegations?

i
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SAFECO INSURANCE COMPANY OF AMERICA, ET AL.,
Petitioners,

V.

CHARLES BURR, ET AL.,
Respondents.

On Petition for a Writ of Certiorari
to the United States Court of Appeals
for the Ninth Circuit

PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI

MICHAEL P. KENNY MICHAEL K. KELLOGG

CARI K. DAWSON Counsel of Record
ALSTON & BIRD, LLP SEAN A. LEV

One Atlantic Center DEREKT. HO

1201 We=st Peachtree Street KELLOGG, HUBER, HANSEN,
Atlanta. Georgia 30309 ToDD, EVANS & FIGEL,

(404) 881-7179 P.L.L.C.
1615 M Street, N.W.

Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 326-7900

Counsel for Petitioners

July 19, 2006
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QUESTION FRESENTED

Whether the Ninth Circuit erred in holding that a de-
fendant can be found liable for a “willful” violation of the
Fair Credit Reporting Act (“FCRA”) upon a finding of
“reckless disregard” for FCRA’s requirements, in conflict
with the unanimous holdings of other circuits that “will-
fulness” requires actual knowledge that the defendant’s
conduct violates FCRA.
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MARICOPA COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE,
JOE ARPAIO, THE DULY ELECTED
SHERIFF OF MARICOPA COUNTY, et al.,

Petitioners,

V.

U.S. DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA,

Respondent.

.

On Petition For A Writ Of Certiorari
To The United States Court Of Appeals
For The Ninth Circuit

*

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

¢

DEeNNIS I. WILENCHIK, ESQ. MICHELE M. IAFRATE, EsQ.
WILENCHIK & BARTNESS, P.C.  IAFRATE & ASSOCIATES
2810 North Third Street 649 North Second Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 Phoenix, Arizona 85003
(602) 606-2810 (602) 234-9775

Counsel of Record

COCKLE LAW BRIEF PRINTING CO. (800) 225-6964
OR CALL COLLECT (402) 342-2831
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

Whether the Ninth Circuit erred in declining jurisdic-
tion as to Petitioners’ Writ of Mandamus where the
District Court has failed to make a ruling upon Peti-
tioners’ Motion to Terminate this litigation pursuant
to 18 U.S.C. § 3626, which has been pending since
September 25, 2001, and where the same statute re-
quires a prompt ruling on such a motion.

Whether the Ninth Circuit erred in declining jurisdic-
tion as to Petitioners’ Writ of Mandamus where the
District Court has failed to terminate this litigation
pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3626, and where the same
statute specifies that prospective relief related to jail
operations that were in existence when the statute
was enacted becomes terminable no later than April
26, 1998.
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GREG ALAN MORGAN,

Petitioner,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ET AL,

Respondents.

On Petition For Writ Of Certiorari
To The United States Court Of Appeals
For The Ninth Circuit

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

MELBOURNE B. WEDDLE

Counsel of Record

Law OFFICES OF
MELBOURNE B. WEDDLE

P. O. Box 593

Santa Barbara, CA 93102

(805) 966-1038
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether the court of appeals erred in concluding that
this Court’s decision in Foman v. Davis, 371 U.S. 178
(1962) grants district courts’ discretion to deny an amend-
ment asserted under the first sentence of Fed.R.Civ.P.
15(a)? (Second Appeal).

Whether the court of appeals erred in holding that
“military bases” are exempt from the probable cause
requirement of the Fourth Amendment to the United
States Constitution? (First Appeal).
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BAYER CORPORATION AND WYETH,
Petitioners,

V.

JAMES E. ANDERSON, et al.,
Respondents .

On Petition for a Writ of Certiorari to the United
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Frank A. Woop, Jr. JaMEs K. LEHMAN

Counsel of Record AMANDA S. KiTTs
WaTKINS & EAGER PLLC NELSoN, MuLLINs, RiLgy
400 East CAPITOL STREET & SCARBOROUGH

Suire 300 MERripIAN, 17TH FLoOR

Jackson, MS 39201 1320 MAIN STREET

(601) 965-1913 CoLumsia, SC 29201
(803) 255-5564

TerrRY O. TOTTTENHAM Counselfor Petitioner Wyeth

FULBRIGHT & Jaworski LLP
600 CoNGREss AVE., Surre 2400
Austin, TX 78701-3271

(512) 536-4555

Counsel for Petitioner

Bayer Corporation

Becker Gallagher Legal Publishing, Inc. 800.890.5001
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QUESTION PRESENTED

Whether plaintiffs asserting claims only against diverse
defendants can defeat a defendant’s right to remove, based on
diversity jurisdiction, by improperly joining (a) plaintiffs
asserting claims against non-diverse defendants, and (b) non-
diverse defendants against whom they assert no claims?




