
No. 83-

In the Supreme Court of the United States 
October Term, 1983 

GARY McDONALD, 

Petitioner, 

vs. 

CITY OF WEST BRANCH, MICHIGAN; PAUL 

LONGSTREET, CHIEF OF POLICE; BERNARD C. 

OLSON, CITY MANAGER; CHARLES W. JEN

NINGS, CITY ATTORNEY; DEMETRE J. ELIAS, 

CITY ATTORNEY; UNITED STEEL WORKERS OF 

AMERICA, DISTRICT 29, 

Respondents. 

ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

DAVID AcHTENBERG (Counsel of Record)
ACHTENBERG & ACHTENBERG, P.C.

700 Ozark National Life Building
Kansas City, Missouri 64106
(816) 474-0550

Attorney for Petitione1·

E. I.. Mr"n""RALI, !Ne 926 Ch ' • "• erry Street, Kansas City, Mo. 64106, (BIR) 421_3030 



QUESTION PRESENTED* 

1. Should unappealed arbitration awards-as dis

tinguished from state court decisions-be given preclusive 

effect in cases brought under 42 U.S.C. §1983? 

* All parties to the proceeding in the Court of Appeals are
listed in the caption. 
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No. 83-

In the Supreme Court of the United States 
October Term, 1983 

GARY McDONALD, 

Petitioner, 

vs. 

CITY OF WEST BRANCH, MICHIGAN; PAUL 
LONGSTREET, CHIEF OF POLICE; BERNARD C. 
OLSON, CITY MANAGER; CHARLES W. JEN
NINGS, CITY ATTORNEY; DEMETRE J. ELIAS, 
CITY ATTORNEY; UNITED STEEL WORKERS OF 

AMERICA, DISTRICT 29, 

Respondents. 

ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

Petitioner prays that a writ of certiorari issue to re
view the judgment of the United States Court of Appeals
for the Sixth Circuit dated April 19, 1983.
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OPINIONS BELOW 

The opm10n of the Court of Appeals is reported at

709 F.2d 1505 and is printed in Appendix A at pp. Al-A5.

It reversed the judgment of the United States District 

Court which is printed in Appendix B at pp. A6-A7. The 

District Court did not write a formal opinion. Its oral or

der denying defendants' motion for directed verdict is 

printed in Appendix C at pp. AB-All. Its order denying 

defendant Longstreet's motion for judgment notwithstand

ing the verdict is printed in Appendix D at pp. A12-13. 

JURISDICTION 

The judgment of the United States Court of Appeals 

for the Sixth Circuit was entered on April 19, 1983. Peti

tion for rehearing was denied on May 16, 1983. The juris

diction of this Court rests on 28 U.S.C. § 1254 ( 1). 

STATUTES INVOLVED 

42 u.s.c. §1983 

Civil action for deprivation of rights 

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordi
nance, regulation, custom, or usage, of any State or Ter
ritory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to 
be subjected, any citizen of the United States or other 
person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation
of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the
Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the party injured
in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceed
ing for redress. For the purposes of this section, any Act
of Congress applicable exclusively to the District of Colum
bia shall be considered to be a statute of the District of
Columbia. 
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