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QUESTION PRESENTED

Whether a public school that has a policy of
rewarding reading achievement by allowing students to bring
in a favorite story from home to read aloud to the class, but
then bars a student from reading his otherwise appropriate
selection solely because it was based on a Bible story,
engages in viewpoint discrimination in violation of the Free
Speech Clause of the First Amendment.
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LIST OF PARTIES

The parties to the proceedings below were Carol
Hood, as guardian ad litem of Zachary Hood, a minor; Grace
Oliva; Gail Pratt; Patrick Johnson; Medford Township Board
of Education; Leo Klagholtz, Commissioner of Education of
the State of New Jersey; and the State of New Jersey
Department of Education.
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IN THE

Supreme Court of the United States
OCTOBER TERM, 2000

CAROL HOOD, as guardian ad litem of Zachary Hood, a
minor,

Petitioner,

v.

MEDFORD TOWNSHIP BOARD OF EDUCATION, et al., 
Respondents.

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

for the Third Circuit

PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully seeks a writ of certiorari to
review the judgment of the United States Court of Appeals
for the Third Circuit.

OPINIONS BELOW

The opinion of the en banc Court of Appeals (App.
1a) is reported at 226 F.3d 198 (3d Cir. 2000).  The second
panel opinion of the Court of Appeals (App. 40a) is reported
at 195 F.3d 167 (3d Cir. 1999).  The first panel opinion of the
Court of Appeals (App. 66a) is unreported.  The opinion of
the District Court (App. 71a) is reported at 990 F. Supp. 341
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(D.N.J. 1997).

JURISDICTION

The judgment of the United States Court of Appeals
for the Third Circuit sought to be reviewed was entered on
August 28, 2000. This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 1254(1).

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Constitution of the United States, Amendment I
provides:

Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free
exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech,
or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to
assemble, and to petition the Government for a
redress of grievances.

Constitution of the United States, Amendment XIV,
Section 1 provides:

All persons born or naturalized in the United States,
and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of
the United States and the State wherein they reside.
No State shall make or enforce any law which shall
abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the
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United States; nor shall any State deprive any person
of life, liberty, or property, without due process of
law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the
equal protection of the laws.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Petitioner seeks plenary review of an en banc
decision of the Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit.  That
decision affirmed by an equally divided court, six-to-six, the
district court=s decision granting judgment on the pleadings
and holding that public school officials did not engage in
viewpoint discrimination when they promised a student the
opportunity to read aloud to the class his favorite story, but
then censored the one he chose simply because it was based
on a Bible story.

Alternatively, petitioner respectfully requests that this
Court hold the petition for final determination pending this
Court=s decision in Good News Club v. Milford Central
School, No. 99-2036, currently being briefed.  That case
presents the question whether opening school facilities to a
broad range of activities, including those teaching children
morals and values,  but excluding a Christian youth
organization on the grounds that its activities were religious,
constitutes viewpoint discrimination.

1. Factual Background

In 1996, petitioner=s son,  Zachary Hood, was in the
first grade at Haines Elementary School, a public school in
Medford, New Jersey.  App. 73a.  His teacher, respondent
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Grace Oliva, had a policy of rewarding students for reading
achievement by allowing them to bring in a favorite story
from home to share with the class by reading it aloud.  App.
12a, 73a.  The only conditions placed by the teacher on the
readings were that they be of appropriate length and
complexity for first graders.  App. 12a, 73a.  When Zachary
qualified for the honor, he selected "A Big Family" from The
Beginner's Bible, a story loosely based on the biblical
account of Jacob and Esau.  App. 12a, 74a.  It reads, in its
entirety:   

Jacob traveled far away to his uncle's house.  He
worked for his uncle, taking care of sheep.  While he
was there, Jacob got married.  He had twelve sons.
Jacob's big family lived on his uncle's land for many
years.  But Jacob wanted to go back home.  One day,
Jacob packed up all his animals and his family and
everything he had.  They traveled all the way back to
where Esau lived.  Now Jacob was afraid that Esau
might still be angry at him.  So he sent presents to
Esau. He sent servants who said, "Please don't be
angry anymore."  But Esau wasn't angry.  He ran to
Jacob.  He hugged and kissed him.  He was happy to
see his brother again.

App. 12a, 44a-45a, 74a.  

The story was of appropriate length and complexity.
App. 47a.  Zachary's teacher nevertheless forbade Zachary to
share his story with the class, telling him he could not read it
"because of its religious content."  App. 12a, 74a.   She
instead required Zachary to read it to her in private.  App.
13a, 74a. 

His teacher admitted to Zachary=s mother, petitioner
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Carol Hood, that she had barred him from reading his story,
saying that the story amounted to a Bible reading, and that it
"might influence other students."  App. 13a, 45a.   Zachary's
mother then appealed to the principal of the school,
respondent Gail Pratt, who stood behind the teacher, but for
slightly different reasons.  Ms. Pratt claimed that Zachary’s
reading his story aloud would be "the equivalent of
>praying.="  App. 13a, 45a.  Petitioner next appealed to the
school superintendent, respondent Patrick Johnson, and to
respondent Medford Board of Education, asking them to
require that Zachary be allowed to read his story, but they
declined to respond.  App. 13a, 45a, 75a.

This incident echoed a similar incident that had
occurred one year earlier, when Zachary was in kindergarten.
As a Thanksgiving assignment,  Zachary=s teacher asked
each of her students to make a poster of something for which
he or she was thankful.  App. 5a, 73a.  Zachary decided to
make a poster showing that he was thankful for Jesus.  App.
5a, 73a.     Zachary's teacher put his poster, along with the
other children's posters, up on the wall in the hallway outside
of class.  App. 5a, 73a.  However, on a day when the teacher
was absent, employees of the school removed Zachary's
poster on the grounds that it had a religious theme.  App. 5a,
73a.  When Zachary's teacher returned and discovered what
had been done, she was able to return the poster to the wall
with the other children's artwork, but in a less prominent
location.  App. 6a, 11a-12a, 73a.

2. The District Court Proceedings

Mrs. Hood, on her son's behalf, brought an action
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 in the United States District Court
for the District of New Jersey, seeking damages and
injunctive relief under the Free Speech Clause of the First
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Amendment.  App. 75a.  The complaint set forth causes of
action based on both the story incident and the poster
incident.   Mrs. Hood named as defendants the Medford
Board of Education, Mr. Johnson, Ms. Pratt, Ms. Oliva, the
New Jersey Department of Education and the New Jersey
Commissioner of Education.  App. 75a.   Jurisdiction was
based on 28 U.S.C. § 1331.  Defendants answered and then
moved under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(c) for judgment on the
pleadings.  App. 75a.

 
On December 30, 1997, the district court (Rodriguez,

J.) granted defendants' motion for judgment on the pleadings.
App. 100a.  The court acknowledged that, even in non-public
fora, regulations on speech "must be viewpoint-neutral and
reasonably related to a legitimate governmental purpose."
App. 90a.  But the court thought that censoring the story
from The Beginner's Bible simply because it was based on a
biblical account was nevertheless a viewpoint-neutral act by
defendants. The district court reasoned as follows: 

The plaintiffs note that the story [Zachary] chose was
fairly innocuous, and claim that '[h]ad Plaintiff's book
had a different cover and had the characters had
names like Joe and Ed, it is beyond issue that the
plaintiff would have been allowed to read his story to
the class.'  This is precisely true.  [Zachary] was not
allowed to read the book to his classmates during
class time because it was The Bible, a religious book
that constitutes the very foundation for a number of,
but obviously not all, religions.  It is irrelevant that
the story had no overt religious theme; the speech was
the book itself. 

App. 93a-94a (citation, footnotes omitted).  The court then
explained what viewpoint discrimination would consist of: 



     1The court also rejected an argument that the censorship
violated the Establishment Clause, dismissed claims by Mrs.
Hood in her individual capacity, and dismissed claims against
the New Jersey Department of Education as barred by the
Eleventh Amendment (which the Court of Appeals found
should have been disposed of by vacatur rather than dismissal).
Petitioner does not seek review in this Court of any of these

determinations.

     2The panel was composed of Circuit Judges Stapleton and
Roth, and District Judge Longobardi, sitting by designation.

7

"Obviously, if [Zachary] was prohibited from reading the
book solely because it was a Christian book while other
students were allowed to read non-Christian religious books,
this restriction would not have been viewpoint neutral."
App. 94a.  The court similarly held that the removal of the
poster did not constitute viewpoint discrimination.  App. 92a-
93a.1  

3. The Court of Appeals' First Panel Opinion

On September 25, 1998, a unanimous panel2 of the
Third Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed the district court
judgment in a three-paragraph memorandum opinion.  App.
66a.  The court agreed with the district court that state action
that Aforeclosed all material having a religious source or
content, not just material having a Christian source or
content@ was viewpoint neutral.  App. 67a-68a.  Petitioner
filed for rehearing or rehearing en banc on October 8, 1998.
On April 16, 1999, the panel vacated its prior decision and
ordered rehearing.
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4. The Court of Appeals' Second Panel Opinion

On October 22, 1999, the same three-judge panel
once again affirmed the decision of the district court, but on
very different grounds.  App. 40a.  This time, the panel
reversed its prior determination that the defendants had not
engaged in viewpoint discrimination.  Citing Lamb's Chapel
v. Center Moriches Union Free Sch. Dist., 508 U.S. 384
(1993), and Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of the Univ.
of Virginia, 515 U.S. 819 (1995), the court now concluded:

Plaintiff correctly points out that state policies that
restrict expression of religious perspectives are not
viewpoint neutral even where those policies apply
equally to all religious perspectives.  While such
policies do not discriminate against any particular
religious faith, they do discriminate against non-
secular perspectives.

App. 47a.  However, the panel then held that in the nonpublic
forum of this classroom assignment, viewpoint
discrimination was permissible if it was merely reasonable:
"a viewpoint-based restriction on student speech in the
classroom may be reasonably related to legitimate
pedagogical concerns and thus permissible."  App. 52a.  

5. The Court of Appeals' En Banc Opinion

Petitioner again sought rehearing en banc, which was
granted on December 1, 1999.  On August 28, 2000, the en
banc court issued its decision.  Dividing six-to-six, it
affirmed, by an equally divided court, the judgment of the
district court on the claim regarding the censorship of
Zachary's story "A Big Family":  
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This en banc court finds itself equally divided on the
issue of whether judgment was properly entered in
favor of the defendants other than the Department of
Education on the First Amendment claim arising from
the first grade episode.  Accordingly, we will affirm
the District Court's judgments in favor of those
defendants on that basis without further explication. 

App. 4a.   

On the claim regarding the earlier Thanksgiving
poster incident, the court vacated the judgment of the district
court and remanded “with instructions to provide C.H. an
opportunity to amend the allegations of her complaint."  App.
39a.  The court found that the complaint failed to allege with
sufficient 



10

particularity that the named defendants had  Aparticipated in
or approved the removal or restoration decisions@ or that they
Aestablished or approved a policy, practice or custom
causally related to@ those decisions.  App. 7a.  Notably, the
court gave no guidance to the district court with regard to the
constitutional 
principles that will govern the poster claim on remand.
Judge Alito, joined by Judge Mansmann, dissented, finding
the treatment of the poster alleged in the complaint to be
viewpoint discrimination, and would have held that:   

public school students have the right to express
religious views in class discussion or in assigned
work, provided that their expression falls within the
scope of the discussion or the assignment and
provided that the school=s restriction on expression
does not satisfy strict scrutiny.   This conclusion
follows from the following two propositions: first,
even in a Aclosed forum,@ governmental Aviewpoint
discrimination@ must satisfy strict scrutiny and,
second, disfavoring speech because of its religious
nature is viewpoint discrimination.  

App. 26a-27a.   
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

This Court recently granted a petition for a writ of
certiorari in Good News Club v. Milford Cent. Sch., 202 F.3d
502 (2d Cir. 2000), cert. granted, 121 S. Ct. 296 (Oct. 10,
2000) (No. 99-2036).  That case presents the question
whether excluding religion as a category of speech from a
public school building after school hours is a viewpoint-
based restriction on speech.  The present petition deals with
the same issue during school hours in the classroom context.
Good News Club, which involves State discrimination
between religious speech and other expressive activities
“pertaining to the welfare of the community,” presents only a
portion of the broader contours of the problem with which
the Courts of Appeals have struggled.  The present case
provides this Court with a helpful companion case to Good
News Club.  Toward that end, petitioner is prepared to meet
any expedited briefing schedule this Court may order.
Alternatively, petitioner respectfully requests that this Court
hold this petition for disposition in light of its decision in
Good News Club.

I.    The Court of Appeals' Decision, and Those of
Three Other Circuits, Conflict with the Decisions
of This Court and the Decisions of the Seventh,
Eighth, Tenth, and Eleventh Circuits.

The en banc court=s division, six-to-six, in this case
not only reveals its own puzzlement with the issues, but also
adds to the confusion among the Courts of Appeals.

A. The Decision Below Conflicts with the Decisions
of the Seventh, Eighth, Tenth, and Eleventh
Circuits.



     3The issue is not limited to the school context.  In
Grossbaum v. Indianapolis-Marion Cy. Bldg. Auth., 63 F.3d
581 (7th Cir. 1995), the Seventh Circuit held that barring a rabbi
from placing a menorah inside the lobby of a city building in
which the city had permitted “a wide variety of public and
private speakers” under a regulation that barred “religious
displays and symbols” was viewpoint discrimination.  Id. at
12

The Third Circuit's decision conflicts with decisions
of the Seventh, Eighth, Tenth, and Eleventh Circuits
regarding how to treat categorical exclusions of religious
speech. 

In Hedges v. Wauconda Comm. Unit Sch. Dist. No.
118, 9 F.3d 1295 (7th Cir. 1993), the Seventh Circuit struck
down a school policy prohibiting children from distributing
literature "that is of a religious nature."  Id. at 1296.  The
Seventh Circuit agreed that the discrimination was viewpoint
based, notwithstanding the school's insistence that all
religious materials were barred.  Citing Lamb's Chapel (the
case was pre-Rosenberger), the court held that "no arm of
government may discriminate against religious speech when
speech on other subjects is permitted in the same place at the
same time."  Id. at 1297.  The court identified a clear
distinction between excluding subject categories and
discriminating against viewpoints:  "Even when the
government may forbid a category of speech outright, it may
not discriminate on account of the speaker's viewpoint.
Especially not on account of a religious subject matter,
which the free exercise clause of the first amendment singles
out for protection."  Id. at 1298 (citation omitted).  Thus,
while the school could have barred the distribution of all
non-school related printed materials that students wished to
hand out, discriminating against non-school related printed
material that a student wished to hand out simply because it
was religious was viewpoint discrimination.3



582-83. The Court rejected “the Building Authority=s view
[that] religion was a subject, not a viewpoint.”  Id. at 583.

     4In marked contrast, a Good News Club=s activities were
found by the Second Circuit to be Aquintessentially religious@
subject matter that was separate from the subject matter of
Ateaching moral values.@  Good News Club v. Milford Cent.
Sch., 202 F.3d 502, 510 (2d Cir. 2000), cert. granted, 121 S. Ct.
296 (Oct. 10, 2000) (No. 99-2036)
13

Similarly, in Good News/Good Sports Club v. School
Dist. of the City of Ladue, 28 F.3d 1501 (8th Cir. 1994), cert.
denied, 515 U.S. 1173 (1995), the court struck down as
viewpoint discrimination a school district's use-of-premises
policy that gave access to the Boy Scouts but excluded as
“speech or activity involving religion or religious beliefs” the
meetings of a group “that seeks to foster the moral
development of junior high school students from the
perspective of Christian religious values.”  Id. at 1502-03.
The Eighth Circuit stressed that “the Lamb’s Chapel Court
refused to cabin religious speech into a separate excludible
speech category; rather, the Court adopted a more expansive
view, recognizing that a religious perspective can constitute
a separate viewpoint on a wide variety of seemingly secular
subject matter.” 4

In Church on the Rock v. City of Albuquerque, 84
F.3d 1273 (10th Cir.), cert. denied, 519 U.S. 949 (1996), the
Tenth Circuit struck down a community senior center=s
barring of the showing of a film about Jesus.  The subject
matter encompassed by the community center=s access policy
was quite broad, allowing outside groups to offer "classes
and other activities if the subject matter is 'of interest to
senior citizens.'"  Id. at  1277.  Despite the defendants=
attempt to argue that the policy=s bar on "sectarian
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instruction" and "religious worship" was an additional
subject-matter restriction, the court found that AAny
prohibition of sectarian instruction where other instruction is
permitted is inherently non-neutral with respect to
viewpoint.@  Chandler v. Siegelman, __ F.3d __, Nos.
97-6898, 97-6953, 2000 WL 1557134 (11th Cir. Oct. 19,
2000)Chandler v. James, 180 F.3d 1254 (11th Cir. 1999),
cert. granted, vacated and remanded. sub nom. Chandler v.
Siegelman, 120 S. Ct. 2714 (June 26, 2000)Id. at 1265.

The Seventh, Eighth, Tenth and Eleventh Circuits are
thus in conflict with the Third Circuit. 

B. Three Other Circuits Join the Court Below in
Conflicting with the Seventh, Eighth, Tenth and
Eleventh Circuits. 

The Third Circuit's decision parallels those of the
Second, Fifth, and Ninth Circuits, creating not merely a 6-6
split within the Third Circuit but a 4-4 split among the
circuits.

In  Good News Club v. Milford Cent. Sch., 202 F.3d
502 (2d Cir. 2000), cert. granted, 121 S. Ct. 296 (Oct. 10,
2000) (No. 99-2036), currently pending before this Court, the
Second Circuit upheld the exclusion of a Christian youth
organization from school facilities under a use policy that
broadly permitted "social, civic and recreational meetings
and entertainment events and other uses pertaining to the
welfare of the community" that are open to the general public
and nonexclusive.  Id. at 504.  The Good News Club, which
"develops children's moral values by using Bible stories,
games, scripture, and songs," Petition for Certiorari at 4, No.
99-2036, was barred under a Areligious purposes" exclusion
to the access policy.  202 F.3d. at 504.  The Second Circuit
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held that the Good News Club was not "simply teaching
moral values," but was engaging in speech of a different
subject matter entirely, religious instruction and worship.  Id.
at 510.  The Second Circuit's focus on reflexively forcing
religion into a sui generis category bears striking parallels to
the approach of the court below in this case. 

The Fifth Circuit, in Campbell v. St. Tammany's Sch.
Bd., 206 F.3d 482 (5th Cir. 2000), which upheld the exclusion
of a prayer meeting from school facilities open to "civic,
recreational and entertainment purposes that are open to the
public and pertain to the 'welfare of the public,'" id. at 484,
similarly cabined religious worship and instruction into a
subject matter "distinct from a topical discussion."  Id. at
487.

In DiLoreto v. Downey Unified Sch. Dist. Bd. of
Educ., 196 F.3d 958 (9th Cir. 1999), cert. denied, 120 S. Ct.
1674 (2000), the Ninth Circuit upheld a school board’s
rejection of a billboard advertisement at a high school
baseball field because the proposed advertisement contained
the Ten Commandments. Rejecting the claim that banning
the billboard was viewpoint-based discrimination against
religious speech, the Court held it to be merely a permissible
subject-matter exclusion.  Id. at 969. 

C. The Decision Below Conflicts with the Decisions
of This Court in Lamb's Chapel and Rosenberger.

Ultimately, the Third Circuit's decision in this case
also conflicts with this Court's decisions in Lamb's Chapel
and Rosenberger.  In Lamb's Chapel, this Court reversed the
Second Circuit's conclusion that a school district's policy of
excluding religious speech from after-hour uses of school
facilities "was viewpoint neutral because it had been, and
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would be, applied in the same way to all uses of school
property for religious purposes."  508 U.S. at  393.   Rather,
the Court held, "it discriminates on the basis of viewpoint to
permit school property to be used for the presentation of all
views about family issues and child rearing except those
dealing with the subject matter from a religious standpoint."
Id. at 396.

Then, in Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of the
University of Virginia, 515 U.S. 819 (1995)Id. at 832.   In
sharp contrast, the court below in this case stated:
"Obviously, if [Zachary] was prohibited from reading the
book solely because it was a Christian book while other
students were allowed to read non-Christian religious books,
this restriction would not have been viewpoint neutral."
App. 94a.  

In this case, Zachary chose a story to share with the
class as one of his favorites that satisfied all the general
parameters that the children in the class were asked to meet.
Had he been asked to bring in a story about American
history, and he brought in "A Big Family," the story would
not have been within the subject matter of the assignment
and could have been barred on such grounds.  Similarly, had
he been asked to bring in a favorite story and he brought
instead his favorite prayer, his proffered speech also would
have been outside of the subject matter of the assignment. 

Here, the assignment was simply to bring in a favorite
story.  Zachary did so.  And his story’s length, difficulty, and
general subject matter (two brothers reconciling) were all
indisputably within the range of what other children could
choose as their favorites.  Indeed, the court specifically found
that a story identical to "A Big Family," but with differently



     5Attorneys for petitioner are filing a brief amicus curiae in
support of the petitioners in Good News Club v. Milford
Central School, No. 99-2036, setting forth in detail our views
on one aspect of the viewpoint discrimination issue.  In that
brief, we point out that when the State=s justification for
restricting private religious expression is based on perceived
Aendorsement of religion@ concernsBas is the case both here
and in Good News ClubBsuch restrictions are necessarily based
on viewpoint when the State is not similarly concerned with
being seen to Aendorse@ secular viewpoints.  It is impossible to
Aendorse@ a subject matter; endorsement necessarily entails
approval of one or several viewpoints on a subject (such as the
view that one religion is the Atrue@ religion, or that religion is
better than irreligion). 
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named characters and drawn from a secular source, would
have been permissible:  "The plaintiffs . . . claim that '[h]ad
Plaintiff's book had a different cover and had the characters
had names like Joe and Ed, it is beyond issue that the
plaintiff would have been allowed to read his story to the
class.'  This is precisely true."  App. 93a (citation, footnotes
omitted).  But Zachary's story was nonetheless censored
because it was from a religious source and featured
characters with biblical names.  This is irreconcilable with
Rosenberger and Lamb's Chapel.5 

II. The Present Case Is an Appropriate Vehicle for
Resolving the Conflict Among the Circuits.

This case in its current posture is an appropriate
vehicle to resolve the conflict of the circuits.  The Court of
Appeals was straightforward in its affirmance of the district
court on the story-censorship claim:  AThe provision of the
aforementioned judgment with respect to the claims against
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the remaining defendants arising from the events occurring
during Z.H.=s first grade year is affirmed.@  App. 39a.
Although the claim based on the poster incident the year
before was remanded, the affirmance on the story claim is
final.  As this Court has stated, Afinality is to be given a
>practical rather than a technical construction.=@ Gillespie v.
United States Steel, 379 U.S. 148, 152 (1964) (quoting
Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541, 546
(1949)).  And this Court has frequently granted certiorari in
similar situations where a petitioner sought review of claims
affirmed by Courts of Appeals, even though other claims in
the same case had been remanded to the district court.  See,
e.g., Bogan v. Scott-Harris, 523 U.S. 44 (1998); Inter-Modal
Rail Employees Ass’n v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry.
Co., 520 U.S. 510 (1997). 

Moreover, as a practical matter, this case provides a
particularly appropriate vehicle for resolving the
disagreement among the Circuits.  Petitioner=s claim that the
censorship of his story was viewpoint discrimination was
decided on the pleadings.   It thus presents this Court with a
pure issue of law.  This Court need only look at the facts as
alleged in the complaint.  See National Metro. Bank v. United
States, 323 U.S. 454 (1945); WRIGHT & MILLER, FEDERAL

PRACTIC E AND PROCEDURE '  1368.  Those facts, moreover,
center on a single, short children=s story, reproduced in its
entirety on p. 4 of this petition.   The record, while succinct,
is complete.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the petition for a writ of
certiorari should be granted or, in the alternative, should be
held for disposition in light of this Court=s decision in Good
News Club v. Milford Central School, No. 99-2036.



19

Respectfully submitted,
KEVIN J. HASSON

  Counsel of Record
ERIC W. TREENE

ROMAN P. STORZER

ANTHONY R. PICARELLO, JR.
THE BECKET FUND

  FOR RELIGIOUS LIBERTY

1350 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Suite 605
Washington, D.C.  20036
(202) 955-0095
Counsel for Petitioner

November, 2000


