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Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 37.2(a),
counsel for Amicus Curiae The Coalition for Property
Rights (“Coalition”) has attempted to secure written
consent for the filing of the attached Brief of Amicus
Curiae from counsel for the Petitioner and
Respondents.' Although counsel for Petitioner granted
such consent, counsel for Respondents refused to the
request of Amicus for written consent pursuant to
Supreme Court Rule 37.2(a).2 Accordingly, counsel for
Amicus Curiae hereby moves this Court pursuant to
Supreme Court Rule 37.2(b) for leave to file the Brief of
Amicus Curiae which is submitted herewith.

The Coalition for Property Rights is a public
policy, education, and advocacy organization based in
Orlando, Florida, which was founded in 2001 to give
property owners and property rights a stronger voice.
Its mission is to educate the public, elected officials,

1 Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 37.6, counsel for Amicus
states that no counsel for a party authored the accompanying
Brief in whole or in part, and no counsel or party made a
monetary contribution intended to fund the preparation or
submission of the accompanying Brief. No person other than
Amicus Curiae, its members, or its counsel made a monetary
contribution to the Brief's preparation or submission, Pursuant to
Supreme Court Rule 37.2(a), counsel for Amicus states that
Counsel of Record for all parties received notice at least ten days
prior to the due date of Amicus Curiae’s intention to file this Brief.
2 The written consent of Counsel for Petitioners to the
submission of the all amicus curiae briefs pursuant to Supreme
Court Rule 37.2(a) was lodged with the Clerk of this Court on
November 30, 2007. On December 7, 2007, Amicus Coalition
contacted James C. Kearns, Esq., counsel for the Respondents,
and requested written consent for Amicus to submit the
accompanying Brief pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 37.2(a).
Counsel for the Respondents indicated by email on December
10, 2007, that he would not consent to the filing of this Brief.
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Wherefore, the Coalition respectfully requests
that this Court grant Amicus Curiae leave to file the
accompanying Brief in support of the Petition for a
Writ of Certiorari.

Respectfully submitted,
DowNEY BRAND LLP
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Should the Court overrule Williamson County
Regional Planning Commission v. Hamilton Bank of
Johnson City to the extent it requires property
owners to seek compensation in state courts to ripen
a federal takings claim, where four Justices of this
Court recognized in San Remo Hotel v. City and
County of San Francisco that such a rule lacks any
legitimate doctrinal basis and causes tremendous
and unintended jurisdictional confusion?

2. Is aclaim against a traditional physical taking—
occurring without any contemporaneous provision of
compensation—subject to Williamson County’s state
procedures ripeness rule, where that rule was
articulated in the regulatory takings context, and
effectively strips the federal courts of any role in the
development of physical takings law?
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11. Property Owners Like Mr. Peters
Deserve A Federal Forum in Which to
Vindicate Their Federally Protected














































