


















































history, however, confirms the Act’s first secular purpose—providing a moment for
reflection to calm students—and reveals a third: curbing youth violence. Gwinnett,
112 F.3d at 1467.

The amendment’s House sponsor—Representative Davis—reminisced about
how, when he was in school, students were rambunctious and “running around”
before the school day officially began. (R.21-2 at 21.) He explained that the Act
would help teachers get their students “settled down” and that it requires “nothing
more than what [teachers] would do, [teachers] would already ... try to get the
young people to settle down so that they can begin the school day.” (Id.) He also
confirmed the purpose of curbing violence:

I’m reminded by my colleague ... of an incident that took place in another

state ... that resulted in the unfortunate death of ... a couple of teachers and

young students ... and just think if that student had an opportunity maybe to

sit and reflect. He even mentioned what he was going to do possibly to a

couple of other students. And maybe if those students had an opportunity to

sit and reflect, they may have decided to let someone know what that young
person was going to do before he did it.... [Blut probably in the chaos of the
day ... because students are moving around, there’s a lot of noise, maybe they
said “oh, well, I won’t worry about that” but nevertheless and that’s maybe an
extraordinary situation, but to ask that we have this opportunity for young

people to settle down for them to reflect on their day, I think it’s something
that’s positive and could bode positive for students in our school system....

(Id. at 28.)

The bill’s Senate sponsor—Senator Lightford—also explained the importance of
having teachers “gather the students to focus on the day’s activities” in light of “all
the crimes that are taking place on all of our college campuses, as well as our
grammar schools and high schools, and [the] bullying ... that leads to violence.” (Id.

at 17.) She hoped that allowing students to reflect on “[wlhatever {they] deeml[]



necessary for them to think about” will curb this trend toward youth violence. (Id.)

The lower court improperly created a religious motive from two of the
amendment’s opponents, without any admissibler evidence that amendment
supporters were pushing prayer. (R.164 at 8-9.) And although absent here, even
legislation “motivated in part by a religious purpose” can satisfy Lemon. Wallace,
472 U.S. at 56; accord Bd. of Educ. of Westside Cmty. Schs. v. Mergens, 496 U.S.
226, 249 (1990) (“[Wlhat is relevant is the legislative purpose of the statute, not the
possibly religious motives of the legislators who enacted the law.”). Indeed,
Guwinnett, Brown, and Croft all upheld statutes where “several reasons, including
the return to prayer but also purely secular ones such as a reflective moment, were
given in support of the pértinent legislation.” Croft, 562 F.3d at 748.

The Act’s legislative history enunciates clear secular purposes—providing a
moment of quiet reflection and curbing violence. The lower court erred by
“construling] the legislative history to override the express. statutory language
articulating a clear secular purpose and also disclaiming a religious purpose.”
Guwinnett, 112 F.3d at 1472.

4. LOWER COURT'S MISAPPLICATION OF GWINNETT

By relying on Guwinnett as a “perfect blueprint,” the lower court actually
undercuts itself because the Illinois and Georgia statutes are similar in significant
respects. (R.164 at 10-11.) Like the Act, Georgia’s statute: (1) is mandatory; (2)

prohibits using the moment of silence as a religious exercise; and (3) allows
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“prayer[]”” as an option. See Gwinnett, 112 F.3d at 1466 (quoting GA. CODE ANN.
§20-2-1050(a)-(c)). If Georgia’s law survives, so should Illinois’s.

The lower court says Illinois should have deleted “prayer” from the Act, but the
Constitution does not require this. (See supra Part 1.A.1.) Such action would evince
hostility to religion that the First Amenciment prohibits. See Lynch v. Donnelly, 465
U.S. 668, 673 (1984) (“[The Constitution] affirmatively mandates accommodation,
not merely tolerance, of all religions, and forbids hostility toward any.”).

In sum, the lower court failed to defer to the legislature’s stated secular
purposes, attributed improper motives where none were found in the legislative
history to concoct a “sham” secular purpose, and disregarded contrary circuit court
rulings on virtually identical statutes. This Court should not follow suit.

B. THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED BY HOLDING THAT THE ACT HAS THE
PRIMARY EFFECT OF ADVANCING OR INHIBITING RELIGION.

“Under Lemon’s effects prong, a statute is unconstitutional if its primary effect is
to advance or inhibit religion.” Gwinnett, 112 F.3d at 1472. This prong “asks
whether, irrespective of [the] government’s actual purpose, the practice under
review in fact conveys a message of endorsement or disapproval™ of religion. Id.
(quoting Wallace, 472 U.S. at 56 n.42).

No federal appellate court has found moment of silence laws to viclate the effects
prong, Croft, 562 F.3d at 749, because they advance silence, not religion. Illinois’s
law is no exception. Just like Virginia’s and Texas’s statutes, the Act—by allowing

“gilent prayer or silent reflection”—is “facially neutral between religious and non-

7 The lower court highlights that the “prayers” reference in the Georgia statute is phrased
in the negative, but this is a distinction without a constitutional difference.
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religious activities that students can choose to engage in during the moment of
gilence.” Id. (citing Gwinnett, 258 F.3d at 277).

Nevertheless, the lower court theorized that hypothetical students might be
unable to pray because the Act impermissibly “prefer{s] religions that practice silent
prayer over those that do not.” (R.164 at 12.) Not only is such speculation
inappropriate on a facial challenge, Croft, 562 F.3d at 749; Brown, 258 F.3d at 275,
but it has been soundly defeated:

But as the [Third Circuit] found, this “is a non sequitur. The statute simply

does not address the problem of accommodating the beliefs of those whose

prayer must be oral or otherwise self expressive. Undoubtedly the school
environment requires limitation upon the time, place, and manner of such
self expression, even when it is religiously motivated.” The statute provides
for a minute of silence and allows any non-disruptive silent activity. This

requirement that the activity, including possible prayer, be silent does not
discriminate among religious sects.

Croft, 562 F.3d at 749-50 (quoting May, 780 F.2d at 248); accord Gwinnett, 112 F.3d
at 1472 (finding the favoritism argument “unpersualsive]” because the “statute
mandates a moment of quiet reflection, not a moment of silent prayer”). Illinois’s
Act does not favor one religion over another or over non-religion; it merely favors
silence for all.

The lower court erred further by adopting the conjecture of Plaintiff’s expert, Dr.
Kraus, that the prayer option will coerce impressionable students to pray.® (R.164
at 14-15; R.122 at 2-4.) However, “nothing the [Supreme] Court has said ‘suggest[s}

that, when the school was not actually advancing religion, the impressionability of

8 It also notes Dr. Kraus’s conclusion that high school students “might act out in defiance
of the Statute” but does not explain its constitutional significance. If potential disobedience
alone can invalidate a regulation, most (if not all) school regulations would be
unconstitutional. ‘
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students would be relevant to the Establishment Clause issue.” Brown, 258 F.3d at
278 (quoting Good News Club, 533 U.S. at 116). Because Illinois is not advancing
religion, but merely providing a moment for students to engage in silent activity,
students’ supposed impressionability is irrelevant and constitutionally
inappropriate to consider:
To [strike down a moment of silence law], especially in the context of a facial
challenge, would result in the introduction of “a modified heckler’s veto, in
which ... religious activity can be proscribed on the basis” of sincere, but
utterly mistaken perceptions of state endorsement of religion. Therefore,
speculative fears as to the potential effects of this statute cannot be used to

strike down a statute that on its face is neutral between religious and
nonreligious activity.

Id. at 278 (quoting Good News Club, 533 U.S. at 119).

The lower court further erred by wholly adopting Dr. Kraus’ s opinion, while
brushing aside the rebuttal report of ADF’s expert, Dr. Trayce Hansen, saying that
it was irrelevant and potentially inadmissible under Daubert v. Merrel Dow
Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 509 U.S. 579 (1993). But to any extent that Dr. Krauns’s
opinion is relevant and admissible under Daubert, so is Dr. Hansen’s because she
“propos(es] to testify to (1) scientific knowledge that (2) will assist the trier of fact to
understand or determine a fact in issue.” Id. at 592. Dr. Hansen offered a scientific
opinion on the “psychological impact of the [Act] on school-age children” that
directly rebuts Dr. Kraus’s points. Indeed, while Dr. Kraus opines—without citing
any authority—that the Act is confusing, coercive, and destructive to students

(R.122 at 2-4), Dr. Hansen demonstrates that it is easily understandable, non-

%  Amici maintain that no experts were needed because they have little or no relevance on
a facial challenge. The district court should be capable of construing a statute without the
aid of experts. Amici submitted an expert report to rebut Dr. Kraus’s faulty opinions.
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coercive, and beneficial to students, teachers, and the learning environment, (R.141-
2 at 6-9.)10 If Dr. Kraus’s opinion is admissible, so is Dr. Hansen’s. But the district
court merely accepted the report that supported its conclusions and dismissed the
one that did not.

In sum, the Act does not coerce, pressure, or prefer prayer, and thus, does not
facially violate Lemon’s effects prong.

C. THE ACT DOES NOT UNLAWFULLY ENTANGLE GOVERNMENT WITH
RELIGION.

Moment of silence laws do not entangle government with religion. Entanglement
is virtually impossible here because “any prayers during the moment of quiet
reflection necessarily must be silent. Thus, the monitoring problem ... is not present
in this case and is not likely to arise in anjz moment of quiet reflection case.”
Guwinnett, 112 F.3d at 1474 (emphasis added). Even teacher enforcement does not
create entanglement because “[tlhere are many times during any given school day
when teachers tell their students to be quiet and when audible activity of any kind
is not permitted.” Croft, 562 F.3d at 750 (quoting Gwinnett, 112 F.3d at 1474).

Nor does informing students of the prayer option entangle the state with
religion. Brown, 258 F.3d at 278 (“If the students were kept uninformed of that
right, they might find it necessary to ask teachers whether the allotted time might
be used for prayer, increasing the potential for interactions between teachers and

religiously motivated students.”). Hence, no federal appellate court has found that a

10 The lower court incorrectly reduced Dr. Hansen’'s report to a mere opinion about the
benefits of a moment of silence. (R.164 at 15.) But under that “standard,” Dr. Kraus’s report
is no different. And Dr. Hansen’s report does more than that; it directly refutes Dr. Kraus’s
contentions that the statute is confusing and coercive. (R.141-2 at 6-8.)
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moment of silence excessively enténgles government and religion, especially on a
facial challenge. Croft, 562 F.3d at 750. This Court should not become the first to
hold otherwise.

Because the Act satisfies Lemon, the lower court’s Establishment Clause holding
should be reversed.

II. THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED IN INTERPRETING AND APPLYING THE
VAGUENESS DOCTRINE,

A. THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED BY ALLOWING PLAINTIFF TO BRING A
FACIAL VAGUENESS CHALLENGE TO THE ACT,

Because Plaintiffs vagueness challenge is exclusively facial, she must first
demonstrate that her conduct falls within the Act’s alleged gray areas. Vill. of
Hoffman Estates v. Flipsidé, Hoffman Estates, Inc., 455 U.S. 489, 495 n.7 (1982) (A
plaintiff who engages in some conduct that is clearly proscribed cannot complain of
the vagueness of the law as applied to the conduct of others.); Parker v. Levy, 417
U.S. 744, 756 (1974) (“One to whose conduct a statute clearly applies may not
successfully challenge it for vagueness.”). Therefore, this Court must “examine [her]
conduct before analyzing other hypothetical applications of the law.” Hoﬁ”rnc;n, 455
U.S. at 495.

Plaintiff fails this hurdle because she never alleged any wish to engage in any
conduct whatsoever that the Act’s supposed ambiguities might chill. Both Plaintiff
and the lower court premised their vagueness concerns upon fear that the Act would
“inhibit the exercise of constitutionally protected rights.” (R.29 at 3; R.164 at 13;
accord R.121-3.at 2-4.) But these concerns involve other students—not Plaintiff. The

unavoidable fact is that Plaintiff alleged neither a desire to do any expressive
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activities for which the Act is allegedly vague (e.g., praying audibly, kneeling, using
a prayer rug, bowing her head) nor any unprotected activity (e.g., doing a crossword
puzzle, playing computer games, etc.) that might implicate the Act’s outer reaches.
(R.121-3 at 3.) This is fatal to her facial vagueness challenge.

In Broadrick v. Oklahoma, 413 U.S. 601 (1973), appellants maintained that a
statute .Was unconstitutionally vague because it could be construed to prohibit
protecﬁed political expression such aé “the wearing of political buttons or the
displaying of bumper stickers.” Id. at 609-10. The Supreme Court rebuffed this
vagueness challenge because appellants had not engaged in any such activity.1! Id.
Similarly, Plaintiff here did not engage in any activity that implicates any of the
Act’s alleged ambiguities. Thus, the district court erred by “conjur[ing] up
hypothetical cases” when Plaintiff's duties under the Act are clear—remain silent.
Wiemerslage v. Me. Twp. High Sch. Dist. 207, 29 F.3d 1149, 1151 (7th Cir. 1994).

B. THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED BY HOLDING THAT THE ACT IS
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY VAGUE ON ITS FACE.

Besides lacking the right to bring a facial vagueness challenge, Plaintiff’s
challenge has no merit. Where a law is not overbroad, a plaintiff may only mount a
successful vagueness challenge if it is “impermissibly vague in all of its
applications.” Hoffman, 455 U.S. at 497. A law is unconstitutionally vague when it
fails to “give the person of ordinary intelligence a reasonable opportunity to know

what is prohibited, so that he may act accordingly.” Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408

11 The Broadrick Court did entertain the appellants’ overbreadth challenge. Here, Plaintiff
waived her overbreadth challenge by failing to pursue it in her summary judgment motion.
Berry v. Delta Airlines, Inc., 260 F.3d 803, 810 (7th Cir. 2001).
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U.S. 104, 108 (1972). Vague laws require “men of common intelligence [to] guess at
[their] meaning and differ as to [their] application.” Connally v. Gen. Constr. Co.,
269 U.S. 385, 391 (1926). The Constitution tolerates more vagueness when the law
does not “threaten[] to inhibit the exercise of constitutionally protected rights,” such
as the “right of free speech or of association.” Hoffman, 4565 U.S. at 499.

What’s more, the vagueness principle applies only to the person who must
comply directly with a law, ensuring that it provides that person with sufficient
notice about how to comply. But here, the Act applies to school districts—not to
students like Plaintiff. Stu&ents need only comply with their teacher’s instructions,
making them twice removed from the Act’s requirements (i.e., state to school; school
to teacher; teacher to student). The vagueness principle has no application here.

Furthermore, as Plaintiff waived any overbreadth claims, she must establish
that the law is impermissibly vague in all its applications, including its application
to her. Fuller v. Decatur Pub. Sch. Bd. of Educ-. Sch. Dist. 61, 251 F.3d 662, 667 {(7th
Cir. 2001). Because she has not engaged in any conduct which might implicate the
Act’s outer edges (see supra Part IL.A), her claim fails on this ground alone.

Instead, the district court scrutinized the Act, reasoning that its alleged
indefiniteness would inhibit the exercise of constitutional rights and implicate the
Establishment Clause. (R.164 at 13-14.) However, the law does not inhibit Plaintiff
from exercising any constitutional rights, and thus does not trigger a stricter
vagueness standard. She only asserts a right to be free from an establishment of

religion, which is not one that is exercised (unlike the “right of free speech or of as-
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sociation”). Hoffman, 455 U.S. at 499. Indeed, no federal court has invalidated a
statute because its vagueness potentially raised Establishment Clause concerns.

Nevertheless, the Act is not vague under any standard. It merely requires
students to observe a “brief period of silence.” 105 ILCS 20/1 (emphasis added).
Silence is a straightforward concept defined as the “absence of sound.” WEBSTER’S II
NEwW COLLEGE DICTIONARY 1027 (1995). This concept is plain in any context,
particularly in our public schools. As the Elevenfh and Fifth Circuits explained in
upholding similar laws, “[t]here are many times during any given school day when
teachers tell their students to be quiet and when audible activity of any kind is not
permitted.” Croft, 562 F.3d at 750 (quoting Gwinneit, 112 F.3d at 1474) (emphasis
added). Though originally used to defeat an Establishment Clause challenge, this
point devastates Plaintiff's vagueness claim. When students are already asked
multiple times every day to refrain from audible activity, it strains credulity to
suggest that teachers and students do not understand “silence.” It insults Illinois’s
teachers and students to suggest that they lack thé “ordinary intelligence”
necessary to know what the Act prohibits. Grayned, 408 U.S. at 108. Its meaning is
clear to all—be silent.

The lower court also hypothesizes that school districts could use the Act to
discriminate against students wishing to pray audibly or with movement. (R.164 at
13, 16-17.) These speculations are entirely inappropriate in a facial challenge. Croft,
562 F.3d at 750 (“I'W]e should not engage in such speculation on a facial review of

the law.”); see also Carhart, 5560 U.S. at 150 (sustaining statute from facial
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vagueness challenge where “no evidence has been ... introduced to indicate whether
the [Act] has been enforced in a discriminatory manner or with the aim of inhibiting
[constitutionally protected conduct]” (quoting Hoffman, 455 U.S. at 503)). Once
again, Plaintiff does not wish to engage in any prayer or speech during the period of
silence. Any alleged ambiguity in the Act can be tested as-applied “by someone
whom it concerns.” Broadric.k, 413 U.S. at 609 (citations omitted); see also Croft, 562
F.3d at 750.12

Illinois’s Act is plain to students, teachers, and—above all—Plaintiff. No
moment of silence law has been invalidated for vagueness, and Illinois’s Act is so
clear that it should not become the first.

III. THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED BY HOLDING THAT PLAINTIFF HAS STANDING
TO BRING AN ESTABLISHMENT CLAUSE CLAIM.

For Article III standing, Plaintiff must demonstrate that: (1) she has suffered an
“injury in fact” that is “concrete and particularized” and “actual or imminent, not
‘conjectural’ or ‘hypothetical™; (2) there is “a causal connection between [her] injury
and the conduct complained of’; and (3) it is “likely,” as opposed to merely
‘speculative,” that [her] injury will be ‘redressed by a favorable decision.” Lujan v.
Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 560-61 (1992) (citations omitted). These
elements “are not mere pleading requirements but rather an indispensable part of
the plaintiff’s case, [and] each element must be supported in the same way as any

other matter on which the plaintiff bears the burden of proof.” Id. at 561.

12 The district court also noted that the law does not specify how long the “brief period of
silence” should last (R.164 at 13}, but fails to explain how the period’s length has any
constitutional significance whatsoever,
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Plaintiff fails to carry this burden because she has not suffered any cognizable
injury under the Act.13 Sele Doe v. County of Montgomery, 41 F.3d 1156, 1159 (7th
Cir. 1994). Her only allegations that arguably pertain to standing simply state legal
conclusions that the Act violates the Establishment Clause. (See R.14 {9, 17.) The
lower court erroneously found that these allegations conferred standing for an
Establishment Clause clain:ll.

First, the court cited Plaintiff's allegation that she is an “atheist[] who [is]
subject to the statute.” (R.95 at 2.) Certainly this does not confer standing. Even if
her atheism drives her to advocate fervently for the “separation -of church and
state,” such commitment does constitute an injury-in-fact:

It is evident that respondents are firmly committed to the constitutional

principle of separation of church and State, but standing is not measured by
the intensity of the litigant’s interest or the fervor of his advocacy.

Valley Forge Christian Coll. v. Ams. United for Separation of Church & State, 454
U.S. 464, 486 (1982); accord Freedom from Religion Found., Inc. v. Zielke, 845 F.2d.
1463, 1468 n.3 (7th Cir. 1988) (“[Ilrrespective of the fervor with which a litigant is
committed to the principle of separation of church and state, that commitment
alone does not satisfy the standing doctrine.”).

Likewise, even if the Act clashes with Plaintiff’s atheistic beliefs and causes her
psychological harm, she would still fall short. Indeed, even plaintiffs who allegedly

suffered “a rebuke to their religious beliefs” and “psychological harm” failed to show

13 Because Plaintiff, the class representative, lacked standing when she filed the
complaint, the entire class action should be dismissed. Walters v. Edgar, 163 F.3d 430, 437
(7th Cir. 1998) (“[TThe case was properly dismissed for want of standing, dooming the class
action because [the named plaintiffs] lacked standing when they filed the suit....”); see also
(’Shea v. Littleton, 414 U.S. 488, 494 (1974).
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Article III standing. Zielke, 845 F.2d at 1468; accord Valley Forge, 454 U.S. at 485
(the “psychological consequence presumably produced by observation of conduct
with which one disagrees” is “not an injury sufficient to confer standing”). If
psychological harm cannot confer standing, then neither can Plaintiffs allegation
that she is an atheist.

Second, Plaintiffs claim that the Act “violates the Establishment Clause” does
not confer standing:

This Court repeatedly has rejected claims of standing predicated on “the

right, possessed by every citizen, to require that the Government be adminis-

tered according to law....” Such claims amount to little more than attempts

“to employ a federal court as a forum in which to air ... generalized grievances
about the conduct of government.”

Valley Forge, 454 U.S. at 482-83 (citations omitted); accord In re Navy Chaplaincy,
534 F.3d 756, 763 (D.C. Cir. 2008) (“A per se rule defining automatic injury-in-fact
for every plaintiff who claims an Establishment Clause violation ... would run
counter to decades of settled jurisprudence setting forth the requirements for
standing in Establishment Clause cases.”). Alleging the Act violates the
Establishment Clause is precisely the type of generalized grievance that cannot
constitute an injury-in-fact.

The third—and primary—basis of the standing decision below is that the Act
forces Plaintiff to “consider using ‘the mandatory moment of silence for prayer.”
(R.95 at 3.) But the Act does not coerce her—or any student—to do or say anything;
it simply requires silence. See Brown, 258 F.3d at 281 (“A moment of silence ... lacks
this dispositive element of coercion.”); accord Gwinnett, 112 F.3d at 1473. This is not

a constitutional injury.
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Perhaps the district court believed that other students’ prayers might coerce
Plaintiff into praying. But such an “injury” necessarily assumes that other students
are praying during the moment of silence. Not only is this not a constitutional
injury, but it is too speculative to confer standing. Lujan, 504 U.S. at 560 (denying
standing for “conjectural” or “hypothetical” injuries). Indeed, Plaintiff cannot
presume to read the minds of her fellow students while they are quiet, and any
“injury” based on her mindreading is far too conjectural to provide standing.

Finally, the lower court’s reliance on School District of Abington Township v.
Schempp, 374 U.S. 203 (1963), Lee v. Weisman, 505 U.S. 577 (1992), and Sherman
v. Community Consolidated School District 21, 980 F.2d 437 (7th Cir. 1992), is
inapposite. (R.95 at 3.) These cases involved what is missing here: direct éxposure
to government sponsored religious exercises, practices, or words.

The Schempp complainants had standing to challenge the daily recitation of
Bible verses and prayer because students were “subjected to unwelcome religious
exercises or were forced to assume special burdens to avoid them.” Valley Forge, 454
U.S. at 487 n.22 (emphasis added). Indeed, the Act here suibjects students only to a
period of silence and expressly forbids that period from being “conducted as a
religious exercise.” 105 ILCS 20/1. Exposure to silence is not exposure to a religious
exercise.

Similarly, Lee challenged the clergy-led invocations at public high school
graduation ceremonies. Lee, 505 U.S. at 581. The Court found standing because the

student would be “subjected to state-sponsored religious exercises.” Id. at 592
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(emphasis added). Thus, as in Schempp, the student’s constitutional injury was the
exposure to a state-run religious exercise.

In Sherman, the student had standing to challenge the Pledge of Alleéiance
because he was the “potential object of coercion to participate” in saying religious
words—“under God.” Sherman, 980 F.2d at 441. Plaintiff here faces no such
potential coercion. No one will know what she does with her silent time, and no one
can directly or indirectly pressure her to pray.

The common thread in these cases is that the plaintiffs suffered direct and
unwelcome exposure to religious exercises, practices, or words. But the Act only
subjects Plaintiff to brief silence. By overlooking this critical distinetion, the lower
court errantly concluded that Plaintiff had standing. This ruling should be reversed.

CONCLUSION

The lower court ignored basic canons of statutory construction and constitutional
law and went out of its way to construe the Act unconstitutionally by refusing to
defer to the legislature’s stated secular purposes and openly speculating about the
Act’s potential purposes and applications. Its reliance on Wallace is misplaced
because—unlike Alabama’s statute—the Act serves three secular purposes.
Similarly, the lower court lacks any judicial precedent to buttress its holding that
the Act’s primary effect is to advance religion or that it is vague. Finally, because
Plaintiff is only exposed to silence and her imagination that others are praying, her

“injury” is too speculative to attain standing.
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