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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Did Congress violate the First Amendment and
fundamental principles of separation of powers by
authorizing lawyers receiving federal funds from the Legal
Services Corporation to represent individuals and families
seeking welfare benefits in court while barring those lawyers
from challenging, on their clients’ behalf, welfare statutes
or regulations as unconstitutional or contrary to applicable
statutes?

2. Did the Legal Services Corporation violate the First
Amendment by requiring that any entity that receives funds
from the Legal Services Corporation and that desires to use
non-federal funds to permit lawyers to advance otherwise
forbidden legal arguments must establish a wasteful and
expensive physically separate facility to house the non-
federally funded lawyers?

3. Does the text of the Legal Services Corporation Act
of 1974, when read harmoniously with the 1996
appropriations rider at issue herein, authorize federally
funded Legal Services lawyers to advance otherwise
forbidden legal arguments when it is necessary to do so to
prevent the possible commission of an ethical violation?

i
PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING

Three sets of litigants were party to this case in the courts
below: the plaintiffs, the defendant Legal Services
Corporation, and the intervenor-defendant United States. The
plaintiffs consist of the following persons and not-for-profit
corporations: Carmen Velazquez; Elisabeth Benjamin;
Andrew J. Connick; Peggy Earisman; C. Virginia Fields;
Guillermo Linares; Stanley Michels; Adam Clayton Powell,
IV; Lawrence Seabrook; Lauren Shapiro; Olive Karen
Stamm; Scott M. Stringer; Jeanette Zelhof; Centro
Independiente de Trabajadores Agricolas, Inc.; Community
Service Society of New York, Inc.; Farmworkers Legal
Services of New York, Inc.; Greater New York Labor-
Religion Coalition; New York City Coalition to End Lead
Poisoning; and WEP Workers Together. All of the’
aforementioned plaintiffs support the judgment below. Two
former plaintiffs, Lucy A. Billings and Jill Ann Boskey, are
no longer parties to the proceedings. Ms. Billings has become
a New York State judge. Ms. Boskey is deceased.

Legal Services of New York, the umbrella entity that
receives and disburses funds from the Legal Services
Corporation to local providers in the New York City area,
has taken no position in this litigation.

STATEMENT PURSUANT TO RULE 29.6

None of the corporate respondents have parent
companies, nor is ten percent or more of the stock of any of
them owned by any publicly held company.
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