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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
Whether the district court erred by upholding portioné of the
“soft money” provision (section 101) of the Bipartisan
Campaign Reform Act of 2002 (BCRA), Pub. L. No. 107-155, 116
Stat. 81, because it constitutes an invalid exercise of
Congress’ power to regulate elections under Article I, Section
4, of the Constitution; violates the First Amendment or the
equal protection component of the Fifth Amendment; or is
unconstitutionally vague.
Whether the district court erred by upholding portions of the
“electioneering communications” provisions (sections 201, 203,
204, and 311) of BCRA, because they violate the First
Amendment or the equal protection component of the Fifth
Amendment, or are unconstitutionally vague.
Whether the district court erred by holding nonjusticiable
challenges to, and upholding, portions of the “advance notice”
provisions of BCRA (sections 201 and 212), because they
violate the First Amendment.
Whether the district court erred by holding nonjusticiable
challenges to, and upholding, the “coordination” provisions of
BCRA (sections 202, 211, and 214), because they violate the
First Amendment.
Whether the district court erred by holding nonjusticiable
challenges to, and upholding, the “attack ad” provision of

BCRA (section 305), because it violates the First Amendment.



(ii)
PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDINGS

The appellants here, who were plaintiffs in two of the eleven
cases consolidated in the district court, are Senator Mitch
McConnell; Southeastern Legal Foundation, Inc.; Representative Bob
Barr; Center for Individual Freedom; National Right to Work
Committee; 60 Plus Association, Inc.; U.S. d/b/a Pro English; the
National Association of Broadcasters; and Thomas E. McInerney.

The appellees here, who were defendants or intervenor-
defendants in the district court, are the Federal Election
Commission; the Federal Communications Commission; the United
States of America; Senator John McCain; Senator Russell Feingold;
Representative Christopher Shays; Representative Martin Meehan;

Senator Olympia Snowe; and Senator James Jeffords.



(iid)
STATEMENT PURSUANT TO RULE 29.6
None of the appellants has a parent corporation, and no
publicly held company owns 10% or more of the stock of any of the

appellants.
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