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(I) 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. Whether this Court has jurisdiction under  
28 U.S.C. 1254(1) or 50 U.S.C. 1803(b) to issue a writ of 
certiorari to review the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Court of Review’s decision in this matter. 

2. Whether this Court should issue a writ of manda-
mus or common-law certiorari to review the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Court of Review’s determination 
that it lacked jurisdiction to entertain petitioner’s claim 
of public access to classified opinions issued by the For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Court. 
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