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i 

 
QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

 

 

1. Did the Michigan Court of Appeals Properly Apply 
Government Speech Analysis in Concluding that 
the Dewey Hill monument feature pole constitutes 
government speech? 

2. Is the proposition that Respondent created a Lim-
ited Public Forum Unsupported by Law? 

3. Is Resolution 15-013 Consistent with the Equal 
Protection Clause of the U.S. Constitution? 

4. Is the Michigan Court of Appeals’ Opinion Con-
sistent with the Jurisprudence of this Court? 
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