NoO. 06-1595

IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

VICKY S. CRAWFORD,
Petitioner
V.
METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT OF NASHVILLE AND
DAVIDSON COUNTY, TENNESSEE,
Respondents
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BRIEF OF AMICUS CURIAE NATIONAL
SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION
IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENTS

Robert J. Sniffen F. Damon Kitchen
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