':'_Righti of Contribution

" - The Court held, In an 80 decsion,
" that an employer found liable for
back pay to female workers for
engaging In lllegal sex discrimina.
tion Ia not entltled to any right of con-
tribution from a union which all_eged-,
W1y participated”in" negotiating’

the ™.

% employment practice later: found to"f
* be discriminatory. ‘&7 ey
Ruling in Northwest Airlines, Inc. '

v. Transport Workers Union, 78-1066,
the justices held that an alrline,
found llable for more than $37 milllon
in back pay for historically paying
female cabin attendants less than
male pursers, could not expect any
reimbursement from the employees’
union which negotiated the job titles
and pay scales. A

Products Liability _"-;{ :

The Court agreed to review the

- T -
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constitutionality of a NeWw Jersey.

statute which halts the running of the .

statute of limitations on suits against |

out-of-state corporations which have..

no In-state agents for service of

process in New Jersey. J
The case before the High Court,

G.D. Searle & Co. v. Cohn, 80-844, In-

T A

volves a products llability sult

against the drug company which |

manufactured a birth control pill
which allegedly caused the plaintifl's
stroke, from which she was left per-

manently paralyzed on her left side. .

The suit was brought ten years
after the plaintiff’s stroke and four;
years after the link between the
Searle product, Enovid, and strokes

was disclosed, and New Jersey hasa .

two-year statute of limitations on *

. products-liability cases. ; | -
|
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How'é'ver.- New, Jersey ‘nl:o,hu’.}, p

"another statute which tolls ‘the)

statute of limitations when the defen- b
dant involved Is an out-of-state cor-vf

* poration not amenable to service of:it

process within the state. Searle ap-’
pealed imposition of the tolling [
statute against it on the grounds that 7,
the statute violated the Due Process .}
and Equal Protection Clauses of the W
Constitution, as well as the Com-%y

merce Clause. A
. S e ekeiah]
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Protecting Witnesses '.,;&g-g:{-x
B

* The justices refused to review a
decislon of the U.S. Court of Appeals !"
for the Second Circult involving the !
rights of a father to know where his o
children were located after his ex-'!

 wite was relocated as part of thet!

Federal witneas protection program. f!
e

The case, Leonhard v. U.8., 80-
1260, on which the recent James Caan y;
film, ‘‘Hide in Plain Sight,"" was ;;
based; Involved an upstate New York .
man, Thomas Leonhard, who was i,
divorced from his wite, Rochelle, in
1066. His ex-wife recelved custody of ;-
thelr three children and subsequently

‘married Pascal Calabrese. Mr. =

Calabrese, convicted of armed rob-
bery, later testifled against several
organized crime suspects and was
moved in 1968, with his wife and her. "
children, to a new location and given'
new identitles under the Federal

relocation program. L, 4}

L
Mr. Leonhard tried to locate hi‘s i
former wife and children and sued |
unsuccessfully to learn their:]
whereabouts. In 1871, he was ‘;
awarded custody of the children, but.!’
since he could not locate them, he

never galned actual custody. +
A !fn‘.

In 1076, after he was reunited with .
his children by a voluntary contact -¢
trom their mother, he filed suit again g
seeking damages from the Federaly;,
government under the theory that the ig
government's separation of him from “g
his children .violated his con-y
stitutional lrightg. o e Yot Iﬂ'\"ﬁ:.
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