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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

 

I. Whether a California state law public 

nuisance claim alleging wrongful and 

deceptive promotion of hazardous consumer 

goods “arises under” a congressionally 

displaced body of federal common law 

regarding interstate air pollution for 

purposes of removal jurisdiction. 

 

II. Whether respondents waived their right to 

appeal an erroneously denied remand 

motion by filing an amended complaint to 

conform to that erroneous ruling while 

expressly preserving their appellate rights, 

and then opposing petitioners’ motion to 

dismiss that amended complaint. 
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