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ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND NOTICE OF APPEARANCE 

Short Title: Estate of Donald Zarda v. Altitude Express, Inc., et al. Docket No.: 15-3775 -----------
Lead Counsel of Record (name/firm) or Pro se Party (name): Saul D. Zabell, Esq., Zabell & Associates, P.C., 1 Corporate Drive, 
Bohemia, NY 11716 

Appearance for (party/ designation): Defendants: Altitude Express, Inc. and Raymond Maynard 

DOCKET SHEET ACKNOWLEDGMENT/ AMENDMENTS 

Caption as indicated is: 
0 Correct 
0 Incorrect. See attached caption page with corrections. 

Appellate Designation is: 
0Correct 
0 Incorrect. The following parties do not wish to participate in this appeal: 

Parties: 0 Incorrect. P-l-e-as_e_c_h_a_n_g_e_t_h_e_t:_o_ll_o_w_i_n_g_p_a_r-ti-e-s'_d_e_s-ig_n_a_t-io_n_s_: --------------

Party Correct Designation 

Contact Information for Lead Counsel/Pro Se Party is: 
0Correct 
D Incorrect or Incomplete, and should be amended as follows: 

Name: Saul D. Zabel!, Esq. 

Firm: Zabell & Associates, P.C. 

Address: 1 Corporate Drive, Suite 103, Bohemia, NY 11716 

Telephone: (631) 569-7242 

Email: szabell@laborlawsny.com 

Fax: (631) 563-7475 

RELATED CASES 

0 This case has not been before this Court previously. 
0 This case has been before this Court previously. The shorr title, docket number, and citation are: --------

0 Matters related to this appeal or involving the same issue have been or presently are before this Court. The short titles, 
docket numbers, and citations are: --------------------------------

CERTIFICATION 

I certify that 0 I am admitted to practice in this Court and, if required by LR 46. l(a)(2), have renewed my admission on 
1212612011 OR that ( ) I applied for admission on or renewal on 
-----------· If the Court has not yet admitted me or approved my renewal, I have completed Addendum A. 

Signature of Lead Counsel of Record:_~~~~---+-~ ..... --~-;;?~--·------------··_·---­
Type or Print Name:_S_a_ul_D_._z_a_bec.11:..., _Es_q:...·--~-----"-==-------------------------

OR 
Signature of pro se litigant: -----------------------------------T.Yil e or Print Name'---------------------------------------­
LI I am a pro se litigant who is not an attorney. 
0 I am an incarcerated pro se litigant. 
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QUESTION PRESENTED 

Should certiorari be granted on a petition 
involving construction of Title VII of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 when one petitioner faces no liability under 
that statute and the other is a defunct corporation 
whose only known assets have been acquired by a 
successor that is not seeking review? 
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1. Respondents first contend that the Court has no
jurisdiction to hear a petition on behalf of Petitioner
Ray Maynard, the owner of Petitioner Altitude
Express. Br. in Opp. 12-13. Not so. Maynard’s inclusion
as a Petitioner comes directly from Supreme Court
Rule 12(6), “Review on Certiorari: How Sought;
Parties,” which provides in relevant part: 

All parties to the proceeding in the court whose
judgment is sought to be reviewed are deemed
parties entitled to file documents in this Court,
unless the petitioner notifies the Clerk of this
Court in writing of the petitioner’s belief that
one or more of the parties below have no interest
in the outcome of the petition.

There is no riddle nor ruse in Maynard seeking
review of the decision below; he was a Defendant-
Appellee. See generally Pet. App. 1. Pursuant to the
Rules of the Court, Maynard is entitled to seek review
of the Second Circuit decision. Whether he may
ultimately face personal liability under Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e, et seq.
(“Title VII”), has no relevance to the question presented
by Petitioners or the Court’s review of the same.

Notably, it has not yet been decided whether
Maynard may face Title VII liability for the acts of his
company. Respondents assert that the Second Circuit’s
decision “permit[ed] respondents to sue the
corporation.” Br. in Opp. 13. But the Second Circuit
actually held that “Zarda is entitled to bring a Title VII
claim for discrimination based on sexual orientation”
without specifying which defendant or defendants
could be held liable. Pet. App. 61a. Nowhere in the
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