
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

        

               

              

             

               

        

               

              

             

               

    

 

       

                  

                

      

    

    

  

   

  

 

(ORDER LIST: 593 U.S.) 

MONDAY, MAY 24, 2021 

CERTIORARI -- SUMMARY DISPOSITIONS 

20-783 SUNCOR ENERGY, INC., ET AL. V. B'D COMM'RS BOULDER CTY., ET AL. 

  The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted.  The 

judgment is vacated, and the case is remanded to the United 

States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit for further 

consideration in light of BP p.l.c. v. Mayor and City Council of 

 Baltimore, 593 U. S. ___ (2021). 

20-884  CHEVRON CORP., ET AL. V. SAN MATEO COUNTY, CA, ET AL. 

  The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted.  The 

judgment is vacated, and the case is remanded to the United 

States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit for further 

consideration in light of BP p.l.c. v. Mayor and City Council of 

 Baltimore, 593 U. S. ___ (2021). Justice Alito took no part in 

the consideration or decision of this petition. 

20-900 SHELL OIL PRODUCTS CO., ET AL. V. RHODE ISLAND 

The motion of Energy Policy Advocates for leave to file a 

brief as amicus curiae is granted.  The petition for a writ of

 certiorari is granted.  The judgment is vacated, and the case is 

remanded to the United States Court of Appeals for the First

 Circuit for further consideration in light of BP p.l.c. v. Mayor  

 and City Council of Baltimore, 593 U. S. ___ (2021). Justice  

Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this  

 motion and this petition. 
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ORDERS IN PENDING CASES 

20A157 TOLLE, JAMES V. NORTHAM, GOV. OF VA, ET AL. 

  The application for stay addressed to Justice Gorsuch and 

referred to the Court is denied. 

20M78 SUMMERS, MONQUEZE L. V. TENNESSEE 

The motion to direct the Clerk to file a petition for a writ 

of certiorari out of time is denied. 

20M79 CRAYTON, WALTER V. MASSACHUSETTS 

The motion for leave to file a petition for a writ of 

certiorari with the supplemental appendix under seal is granted. 

20-437 UNITED STATES V. PALOMAR-SANTIAGO, REFUGIO 

  The motion of respondent for leave to file a supplemental 

brief after oral argument is granted.  The conditional cross- 

motion of petitioner for leave to file a supplemental brief  

after oral argument is granted. 

20-827 UNITED STATES V. ZUBAYDAH, ABU, ET AL. 

  The motion of petitioner to dispense with printing the joint  

 appendix is granted. 

20-7000 BROWN, FELIX V. FOLEY, WARDEN 

20-7307 IN RE WAYNE M. BEATON 

  The motions of petitioners for reconsideration of orders 

denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis are denied. 

CERTIORARI DENIED 

18-8776 LE, TAM V. LOUISIANA 

18-9297 HALL, JEREMY S. V. MYRICK, SUPT., TWO RIVERS 

19-8711 DUNN, WILLIE V. LOUISIANA 

19-8740   WILLIAMS, ANTHONY J. V. LOUISIANA 

19-8875 JONES, DAVID G. V. LOUISIANA 
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20-880 HOLLAND, MICHAEL H., ET AL. V. WESTMORELAND COAL CO., ET AL. 

20-1060   OLIVA, JOSE V. NIVAR, MARIO, ET AL. 

20-1106 DOE, JANE V. HARVARD PILGRIM HEALTH, ET AL. 

20-1111 INT'L ASSOC. OF IRON WORKERS V. NLRB 

20-1125 JONES, ANTONIO D. V. ALABAMA 

20-1167 MATSURA, JOSE S. V. UNITED STATES 

20-1272 GARLAND, ATT'Y GEN. V. REYES-LUEVANOS, FERNANDO 

20-1288 GENESS, CRAIG V. PENNSYLVANIA, ET AL. 

20-1307   WHITE, MICHAEL V. KNAPP, DONALD, ET AL. 

20-1309   CORCAMORE, LLC V. SFM, LLC 

20-1311 LINSANGAN, SEDFREY M. V. GUAM, ET AL. 

20-1320 LASHEEN, WAEL V. SUPREME COURT OF OH 

20-1323 PATMYTHES, GREGORY V. MADISON, WI 

20-1330 DOMINO, JUNE M. V. CA CORRECTIONAL HEALTH, ET AL. 

20-1331 CLEMENS, ARTHUR J. V. LOCAL ONE EMPLOYEES, ET AL. 

20-1333 SHERIDAN, ROY V. DLJ MORTGAGE CAPITAL, INC. 

20-1340 ATSEMET, AMANUEL G. V. TEXAS 

20-1343   KIMNER, AUDREY L. V. WEB WATCHERS, ET AL. 

20-1345 ARNOLD, KEITH V. AUBURN, WA 

20-1401 DENNIS, JAMES V. VIRGINIA 

20-1409 SPANIER, GRAHAM B. V. LIBBY, CHAD, ET AL. 

20-1431 BROWN, CHARMELL V. JONES, ACTING WARDEN 

20-1476 BEHM, LAVERN V. MONTANA-DAKOTA UTILITIES CO. 

20-1481   PARBHUDIAL, ADRIAN V. LAMANNA, SUPT., GREEN HAVEN 

20-1498 ALEXANDER, KORY V. JONES, ACTING WARDEN 

20-1504 J. L. V. HALAMAY, KATE, ET AL. 

20-1506   THOMAS, JEFFREY G. V. STATE BAR OF CA 

20-5003   WOODS, RICHARD B. V. LOUISIANA 
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20-5728 DOTSON, DERRICK A. V. LOUISIANA 

20-5813 YOUNG, GLENN V. VANNOY, WARDEN 

20-6045 CHOAT, AARON E. V. COURSEY, SUPT., E. OR 

20-6307   LAWRENCE, GARY V. FLORIDA 

20-6724 ALEXANDER, KASEEM V. UNITED STATES 

20-6775   RAINES, DANTAZIAS V. GEORGIA 

20-6786 SHEPPARD, ERICA Y. V. LUMPKIN, DIR., TX DCJ 

20-6879 FREEMAN, JOHN D. V. FLORIDA 

20-6887 PHILLIPS, HARRY F. V. FLORIDA 

20-6890 LEE, CHONG L. V. WISCONSIN 

20-7234 BARRETT, KERRIN V. PAE GOVT. SERV., INC., ET AL. 

20-7479   VELAYO, BENJAMIN V. FOX, CHERYL, ET AL. 

20-7484   OLIVARES, JOSEPH F. V. LONG, MARK, ET AL. 

20-7487   GRIMES, RODARIUS V. ALABAMA 

20-7490 IVIE, MARTIN S. V. WASHINGTON 

20-7502 CROPPER, VAUGHN A. V. UNITED STATES 

20-7504 GOUGH, RAY A. V. SULLIVAN, WARDEN 

20-7514   JOHNSON, AIMEE V. ST. LOUIS COUNTY, ET AL. 

20-7515 WOODY, SAMUEL V. NEW JERSEY 

20-7520 RICE, SHANTE B. V. PENNSYLVANIA 

20-7525   KIKUCHI, MASAO V. BAUMAN, WARDEN 

20-7526   AMEEN, TODD O. V. HAMILTON, WARDEN 

20-7530 MOORE, MAURICE V. BARTRAM, DAWN, ET AL. 

20-7531   MUKHERJEE, BAIDEHI L. V. CHILDRENS MERCY HOSPITAL 

20-7532 TURNER, NOEL V. TX DCJ 

20-7535 MEDINA-JASSO, GILBERTO V. GEORGIA 

20-7537   THIEME, CHRISTOPHER D. V. NEW JERSEY 

20-7538   JONES, FRANKIE L. V. GEORGIA 
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20-7540 CAIBY, ANTHONY V. V. FERGUSON, SUPT., PHOENIX 

20-7541   JO, BILLIAN V. JPMC SPECIALTY MORTGAGE, LLC 

20-7542   CARTER, CALVIN L. V. ILLINOIS 

20-7555 PATEL, ANTHONY A. V. MILLER, PATRICIA, ET AL. 

20-7558 PACKER, KESHA S. V. WI DOC 

20-7612 JOHNSON, MICHAEL D. V. INDIANA 

20-7614 VON TOBEL, GERALD V. GARRETT, WARDEN, ET AL. 

20-7618   ALEXANDER-JASMIN, KRYSTAL V. SANTA MONICA POLICE, ET AL. 

20-7621 PATTON, DAVID K. V. SAUL, ANDREW M. 

20-7637 JAMES, DERRICK G. V. FL DOC 

20-7645 HORN, JOSHUA V. WALMART STORES, INC. 

20-7648 JOASEUS, KESNER V. V. FLORIDA 

20-7649 JACKSON, ROBERT E. V. FLORIDA 

20-7681 BOGGS, KRISTOPHER A. V. SAUL, ANDREW M. 

20-7700   IBARRA, ROBERT V. MONTGOMERY, ACTING WARDEN 

20-7710 MANN, BERTRAM V. VOLUSIA COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPT. 

20-7711   CHATMAN, SCOTT D. V. IOWA 

20-7725 DEAN, TODD G. V. ENTZEL, WARDEN, ET AL. 

20-7734 AFFIAH, IMEH U. V. TX SOUTHMOST COLLEGE, ET AL. 

20-7752   JORDAN, BRALEN L. V. SAWYER, KATHLEEN, ET AL. 

20-7772 JEFFERSON, TANELLE M. V. OHIO 

20-7774   JOHNSON, KEVIN V. TEXAS 

20-7782 GREER, RONALD W. V. KORNEMAN, WARDEN 

20-7797   ROSA-HERNANDEZ, JORGE L. V. UNITED STATES 

20-7806   LEE, ZACHARIAS C. V. UNITED STATES 

20-7808 MITCHELL, JAMES V. POLLARD, WARDEN 

20-7812 BOWEN, CLIVE P. V. UNITED STATES 

20-7816 AFOLABI, LASSISSI V. WARDEN, FCI FORT DIX 
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20-7822 WILEY, TREVON V. LOUISIANA 

20-7824 RICKER, AMIN V. UNITED STATES 

20-7826 JOHNSON, JIMMIE C. V. UNITED STATES 

20-7829 BUSTAMANTE-MUNIZ, EDMUNDO V. UNITED STATES 

20-7832   THOMPSON, CHADWICK M. V. UNITED STATES 

20-7837 BRADFORD, SAM V. MISSISSIPPI 

20-7842 LORENZANA-CORDON, ELIU E. V. UNITED STATES 

20-7847   MINOR, PHILLIP V. BAKER, RENEE, ET AL. 

20-7853   MORGENSTERN, CRAIG A. V. UNITED STATES 

20-7858 ARMENDARIZ, MICHAEL V. MARTINEZ, WARDEN, ET AL. 

20-7861 SHULAYA, RAZHDEN V. UNITED STATES 

20-7866 GRAY, PAUL V. UNITED STATES 

20-7877   WASHINGTON, ROBERT V. GOMEZ, WARDEN 

20-7879 CHAVEZ, VINCENT G. V. CATES, WARDEN 

20-7882 POTTER, TAUREAN V. UNITED STATES 

20-7885 PROCTOR, MAURICE C. V. USDC MD 

20-7903 GREEN, JERRY W. V. UNITED STATES 

  The petitions for writs of certiorari are denied. 

20-951 STEWART, MARY V. EUCLID, OH, ET AL. 

  The motion of Legal Scholars for leave to file a brief as 

amici curiae is granted.  The motion of Professor Seth 

Stoughton, et al. for leave to file a brief as amici curiae is 

granted. The motion of Institute for Justice for leave to file

 a brief as amicus curiae is granted.  The petition for a writ of 

certiorari is denied. 

20-1258 ONO PHARMACEUTICAL CO., LTD. V. DANA-FARBER CANCER INSTITUTE 

  The petition for a writ of certiorari is denied.  Justice 

Breyer took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
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petition. 

20-1322   NEELY, MICHAEL V. BOEING CO. 

  The petition for a writ of certiorari is denied.  Justice 

Alito took no part in the consideration or decision of this 

petition. 

20-7506 GAKUBA, PETER V. GRISSOM, TERRY 

  The motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma

 pauperis is denied, and the petition for a writ of certiorari is 

dismissed. See Rule 39.8. 

20-7527   JOHNSTON, KIMBERLY V. McGINNIS, MARK, ET AL. 

20-7545   ROBINSON, TYRONE V. BUESGEN, WARDEN 

  The petitions for writs of certiorari are denied.  Justice 

Barrett took no part in the consideration or decision of these 

petitions. 

20-7698 ALLEN, DERRICK M. V. CARY POLICE DEPT., ET AL. 

20-7831 LASHER, LENA V. UNITED STATES 

  The motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma

 pauperis are denied, and the petitions for writs of certiorari 

are dismissed.  See Rule 39.8. As the petitioners have 

repeatedly abused this Court's process, the Clerk is directed 

not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 

petitioners unless the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) are 

paid and the petitions are submitted in compliance with Rule 

33.1.  See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 

U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 

20-7851 CRUZ, LUIS N. V. UNITED STATES 

  The petition for a writ of certiorari is denied.  Justice 

Sotomayor and Justice Kagan took no part in the consideration or 
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decision of this petition. 

HABEAS CORPUS DENIED 

20-7862 IN RE MOMOLU V. S. SIRLEAF 

  The petition for a writ of habeas corpus is denied. 

REHEARINGS DENIED 

20-507 MAYS, WARDEN V. HINES, ANTHONY D. 

20-1007 STEWART, MERRILEE V. RRL HOLDING CO., ET AL. 

20-1035 IN RE JODY D. KIMBRELL 

20-6177 DAVIS, JOHN L. V. GOODYEAR POLICE DEPT., ET AL. 

20-6295   RAIVELY, DONNA V. WHELIHAN, THOMAS A. 

20-6483   MATUCK, ADRIEN J. V. UNITED STATES 

20-6547 McNEES, DAVID F. V. MICHIGAN 

20-6654   ROMERO, GABINO V. MADDEN, WARDEN 

20-6689 KWONG, MATTHEW J. V. CHESWOLD, LLC, ET AL. 

20-6719   JACKSON, LUCILLE V. WILLIAMS, JOHN E. 

20-6856   ODEN, LAVON V. TURNER, WARDEN 

20-6931 LANDRENEAU, CHRISTOPHER S. V. UNITED STATES 

20-6955 SKILLINGS, THERESA V. NEW YORK, NY 

20-7004 MATA, CAMILLE T. V. MA COMMISSION 

20-7074   NAVE, JIMMY L. V. VANIHEL, WARDEN

  The petitions for rehearing are denied. 

20-426  HUNTRESS, WILLIAM L., ET AL. V. UNITED STATES 

The motion for leave to file a petition for rehearing is 

denied. 
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1 Cite as: 593 U. S. ____ (2021) 

BREYER, J., dissenting 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
ERNEST JOHNSON v. ANNE L. PRECYTHE, ET AL. 

ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED 
STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

No. 20–287. Decided May 24, 2021 

The petition for a writ of certiorari is denied. 
JUSTICE BREYER, dissenting from the denial of certiorari. 
I join JUSTICE SOTOMAYOR’s dissent. The Eighth Circuit

concluded that petitioner Ernest Johnson plausibly claims 
that because of a brain tumor operation, the State’s ordi-
nary execution method, lethal injection of pentobarbital, is 
cruel. It risks causing him severe and painful seizures.  See 
954 F. 3d 1098, 1101–1102 (2020); Johnson v. Pre-
cythe, 901 F. 3d 973, 978 (CA8 2018), vacated and re-
manded, 587 U. S. ___ (2019).  Johnson seeks relief to ask 
instead for what is today a highly unusual method of exe-
cution, namely, execution by firing squad, not used in Mis-
souri since 1864 (nor in any State but one since 1913).  See 
Death Penalty Information Center, Methods of Execution
(2021), https://www.deathpenaltyinfo.org/executions/
methods-of-execution; id., Executions in the U. S. 1608– 
2002: The ESPY File, Executions by Date 255 (Apr. 10, 
2019), https://files.deathpenaltyinfo.org/legacy/documents/
ESPYyear.pdf.  In other words, he asks that the courts de-
cide between an execution that is “cruel” and one that is 
“unusual.” 

For the reasons JUSTICE SOTOMAYOR sets forth, I believe 
the courts should resolve the merits of Johnson’s claim.  Un-
der the governing majority opinion in Bucklew v. Precythe, 
587 U. S. ___ (2019), and consistent with my dissent in that 
case, the Eighth Amendment may not allow Missouri to ex-
ecute Johnson by pentobarbital.  See id., at ___–___ 
(BREYER, J., dissenting) (slip op., at 7–11) (no “ ‘alternative 



 
  

 

 
  

 

 
 

 

2 JOHNSON v. PRECYTHE 

BREYER, J., dissenting 

method’ requirement” where the State’s proposed method
may cause excessive suffering because of a prisoner’s
unique medical condition). I simply add that the difficulty 
of resolving this claim, 27 years after the murders, provides
one more example of the special difficulties that the death 
penalty, as currently administered, creates for the just ap-
plication of the law.  See United States v. Higgs, 592 U. S. 
___, ___–___ (2021) (BREYER, J., dissenting) (slip op., at 3– 
4); Glossip v. Gross, 576 U. S. 863, 945–946 (2015) (BREYER, 
J., dissenting). 



  
 

  

  

 

  

  

 

 

 

  

 
   

 

   

1 Cite as: 593 U. S. ____ (2021) 

SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
ERNEST JOHNSON v. ANNE L. PRECYTHE, ET AL. 

ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED 
STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

No. 20–287. Decided May 24, 2021

 JUSTICE SOTOMAYOR, with whom JUSTICE BREYER and 
JUSTICE KAGAN join, dissenting from the denial of certio-
rari. 

Ernest Johnson is a death row inmate in Missouri who 
suffers from epilepsy as a result of a brain tumor and dam-
age caused by significant brain surgery.  In the operative
complaint he filed in 2016, Johnson alleged that he will ex-
perience excruciating seizures if Missouri executes him by 
lethal injection of the drug pentobarbital.  Johnson also al-
leged that Missouri should execute him by nitrogen gas in-
stead, a method of execution authorized by state law.  In 
2018, the Eighth Circuit held that Johnson fully stated a 
claim for relief under the Eighth Amendment.  Johnson v. 
Precythe, 901 F. 3d 973, 978–980.  

Subsequently, in another case, Bucklew v. Precythe, 587 
U. S. ___ (2019), this Court held that a State could decline
to use nitrogen gas as an alternative method of execution 
because it lacked a “ ‘track record of successful use.’ ”  Id., at 
___ (slip op., at 22).  Bucklew also announced that, to satisfy 
the track-record requirement, plaintiffs may look to well-
established methods of execution in other States, even if 
they are not authorized in the State seeking to carry out the
relevant execution.  Id., at ___ (slip op., at 19). Given this 
option, the Court expected “little likelihood” that a plaintiff 
who alleges a serious risk of pain, like Johnson, would be
unable to identify an adequate alternative method of execu-
tion. Id., at ___ (slip op., at 20).   

Faced with these changes in the law, Johnson sought to 



 
  

  

 

 

 

 
  

 

 
   

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

2 JOHNSON v. PRECYTHE 

SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting 

amend his complaint to plead the firing squad as an alter-
native method of execution. Although not authorized in 
Missouri, the firing squad has a long history of successful 
use. See id., at ___ (slip op., at 13).  Indeed, during oral
arguments in Bucklew, Missouri itself suggested the firing 
squad as an available alternative. See id., at ___ 
(KAVANAUGH, J., concurring) (slip op., at 2).  The Eighth
Circuit, however, denied Johnson leave to amend his com-
plaint. See 954 F. 3d 1098, 1103 (2020).  In its view, John-
son should have pleaded the firing squad earlier, even be-
fore Bucklew. Given that view, and in the interest of 
resolving Johnson’s claim “ ‘fairly and expeditiously,’ ” the 
Eighth Circuit closed the case. 954 F. 3d, at 1103 (quoting 
Bucklew, 587 U. S., at ___ (majority opinion) (slip op., at 
30)).

The Eighth Circuit’s decision was an abuse of discretion.
Leave to amend a complaint must be granted “when justice 
so requires.” Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 15(a)(2).  Justice requires
it here. The Eighth Circuit’s decision punishes Johnson for 
failing to anticipate significant changes in the law brought
about by Bucklew.  Worse, it ensures that Johnson’s claim 
will never be heard on the merits.  Missouri is now free to 
execute Johnson in a manner that, at this stage of the liti-
gation, we must assume will be akin to torture given his
unique medical condition. To dispose of the case more
quickly, the Eighth Circuit has sacrificed the Eighth
Amendment’s chief concern for preventing cruel and unu-
sual punishment.   

Accordingly, I dissent from the denial of Johnson’s peti-
tion for a writ of certiorari. I would grant Johnson’s peti-
tion, vacate the judgment below, and remand with instruc-
tions that Johnson be given leave to amend.  

I 
A 

Johnson’s second amended complaint alleges that he was 



  
 

  

 

 
 

 
 

 

  
 

  
  

 

   
  

 
 

  

 
 

 

3 Cite as: 593 U. S. ____ (2021) 

SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting 

diagnosed with a brain tumor and underwent major sur-
gery in 2008. Although doctors removed roughly one-fifth
of Johnson’s brain tissue, they could not eliminate the tu-
mor. The surgery scarred Johnson’s brain tissue, leaving a
lasting brain defect. The tumor cells, scar tissue, and brain 
defect have together caused Johnson to suffer from epi-
lepsy, which produces violent, uncontrollable, and painful 
seizures. 

Johnson alleges that, because of his unique medical con-
dition, injecting him with the drug pentobarbital, as Mis-
souri’s lethal injection protocol requires, will create a “ ‘sub-
stantial’ ” risk that he will suffer an extraordinarily painful
seizure. App. to Pet. for Cert. 25a.  Pentobarbital is part of
a class of medications known to trigger seizures, even in 
those without seizure disorders. See id., at 15a.  Pentobar-
bital also has “an anti-[analgesic] effect,” which means that 
“it exaggerates pain.” Id., at 27a.  As a result, Johnson 
claims that executing him using pentobarbital is “ ‘sure or
very likely to’ ” trigger an exceptionally painful seizure and 
cause him “ ‘serious and needless pain.’ ”  Ibid. 

On the other hand, Johnson alleges that executing him
using nitrogen gas would be painless.  Notably, “Missouri
law already permits execution by lethal gas, Mo. Rev. Stat.
§546.720.1, and nitrogen, which is used commonly in weld-
ing and cooking, is easy to obtain.”  Id., at 28a. By fitting a
hood or mask over Johnson’s head and administering the
gas, Missouri could induce lethal hypoxia without trigger-
ing Johnson’s seizure disorder. Ibid. 

B 
Johnson brings an as-applied Eighth Amendment chal-

lenge to Missouri’s lethal injection protocol. Such a claim 
has two elements. First, Johnson must allege (and later 
prove) that the State’s method of execution poses a “sub-
stantial risk of severe pain.”  Glossip v. Gross, 576 U. S. 863, 
877 (2015) (internal quotation marks omitted).  Second, he 
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must propose an alternative method of execution that is 
“feasible” and “readily implemented,” and will “signifi-
cantly reduc[e]” the risk of severe pain.  Ibid. (alteration
and internal quotation marks omitted). 

In 2017, the District Court concluded that Johnson had 
failed to allege either element adequately. The Eighth Cir-
cuit reversed. 901 F. 3d, at 976.  As to the first element, the 
Eighth Circuit explained that Johnson had plausibly al-
leged “that a seizure will occur when the State injects pen-
tobarbital and that such a seizure causes severe pain.”  Id., 
at 978. As to the second element, the court cited Johnson’s 
detailed allegations that “nitrogen gas is readily available
on the open market, could be introduced through a ‘medi-
cally enclosed device to be placed over the mouth or head of 
the inmate,’ and would not require construction of a new 
facility.” Id., at 979. Under the law at the time, “this [was] 
sufficient.” Ibid. 

Missouri sought review in this Court.  While Missouri’s 
petition was pending, this Court decided Bucklew. In that 
case, another death row inmate challenged Missouri’s le-
thal injection protocol under the Eighth Amendment and
proposed nitrogen gas as an alternative.  This Court re-
jected the claim.  Among other things, this Court concluded 
that Missouri had a legitimate reason for declining to use
nitrogen gas because it was “an entirely new method—one
that had never been used to carry out an execution and had 
no track record of successful use.”  587 U. S., at ___ (slip op., 
at 22) (internal quotation marks omitted).  Even assuming
nitrogen gas was a readily available alternative, this Court
held that Bucklew had failed to prove that nitrogen gas 
would significantly reduce a substantial risk of severe pain. 
Id., at ___ (slip op., at 23).   

Bucklew also announced an “additional holding” on “a le-
gal issue that had been uncertain.” Id., at ___ (opinion of
KAVANAUGH, J.) (slip op., at 1). Namely, “[a]n inmate seek-



  
 

  

 
 

 
 

   
 

  

   
  

 

 

   

 

  

 

 

5 Cite as: 593 U. S. ____ (2021) 

SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting 

ing to identify an alternative method of execution is not lim-
ited to choosing among those presently authorized by a par-
ticular State’s law.”  Id., at ___ (majority opinion) (slip op., 
at 19).1  After Bucklew, an alternative method of execution 
may be feasible and readily implemented even if it is not
currently legal in the State.  

This Court subsequently vacated the Eighth Circuit’s de-
cision in Johnson’s case and remanded for reconsideration 
in light of Bucklew. On remand, the Eighth Circuit recog-
nized that Bucklew changed the law relevant to Johnson’s 
claim in at least one respect. Previously, “[t]hat a method 
was new could make it more difficult for the prisoner to
meet his burden,” but it “did not foreclose the claim as a 
matter of law at the pleading stage.”  954 F. 3d, at 1102. 
Bucklew, however, “superseded that reasoning.” 954 F. 3d, 
at 1102. In the Eighth Circuit’s view, the novelty of nitro-
gen gas as a method of execution now ruled it out as an al-
ternative. See ibid. 

Johnson asked the Eighth Circuit to remand his case to
the District Court so that he could amend his complaint in
light of Bucklew’s additional ruling that a suitable alterna-
tive method of execution need not be authorized in the 
State. On that point, however, the Eighth Circuit con-
cluded that Bucklew did not “constitut[e] an intervening
change in law” warranting leave to amend.  954 F. 3d, at 
1103. Instead, the court determined that Johnson should 
have known, presumably when he filed his second amended 
complaint, that he needed to allege all possible alternative
methods of execution “that he wished to pursue,” whether 

—————— 
1 Indeed, just a few months after Johnson filed his second amended 

complaint, and over a year before this Court decided Bucklew, this Court 
allowed to stand a decision that denied an Eighth Amendment claim on
the ground that “Alabama law does not expressly permit execution by 
firing squad, and so it cannot be a ‘known and available’ alternative un-
der Glossip.” Arthur v. Dunn, 580 U. S. ___, ___ (2017) (SOTOMAYOR, J., 
dissenting from denial of certiorari) (slip op., at 1). 
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authorized in Missouri or not.  Ibid.  In support, the Eighth 
Circuit relied on McGehee v. Hutchinson, 854 F. 3d 488 
(2017) (per curiam) (en banc), in which the court had “first 
addressed” whether an alternative method of execution 
must be authorized by state law.  954 F. 3d, at 1103.  In a 
single sentence, and citing no prior Eighth Circuit prece-
dent, McGehee declined to “say that an alternative method
must be authorized by statute or ready to use immediately.” 
854 F. 3d, at 493. 

As the Eighth Circuit acknowledged in Johnson’s case, 
however, McGehee was decided several months “after John-
son filed his latest amended complaint.”  954 F. 3d, at 1103; 
see Second Amended Complaint in No. 2:15–cv–4237, ECF 
Doc. 41 (WD Mo.). Thus, it could not have settled the ques-
tion whether an alternative method of execution must be 
authorized by state law when Johnson filed his operative 
complaint. Nevertheless, the Eighth Circuit attempted to
flip the script, arguing that no binding precedent forbade 
Johnson from pleading the firing squad prior to Bucklew. 
See 954 F. 3d, at 1103.  Then, citing Bucklew’s admonition 
that method-of-execution challenges should be resolved 
“ ‘fairly and expeditiously,’ ” the Eighth Circuit concluded
that Johnson should not be allowed to amend his complaint.
954 F. 3d, at 1103 (quoting 587 U. S., at ___ (slip op., at 30)). 

Johnson now petitions for a writ of certiorari. 

II 
The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure mandate that courts 

“should freely give leave [to amend] when justice so re-
quires.” Rule 15(a)(2).  This Rule reflects the “ ‘principle
that the purpose of pleading is to facilitate a proper decision 
on the merits.’ ”  Foman v. Davis, 371 U. S. 178, 182 (1962).
“If the underlying facts or circumstances relied upon by a 
plaintiff may be a proper subject of relief, he ought to be
afforded an opportunity to test his claim on the merits.” 
Ibid. For that reason, denying leave to amend a potentially 
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viable claim requires a “justifying reason,” such as “undue
delay, bad faith[,] or dilatory motive on the part of the mo-
vant.” Ibid.  Absent such a justification, denying leave to 
amend “is not an exercise of discretion; it is merely abuse of 
that discretion and inconsistent with the spirit of the Fed-
eral Rules.” Ibid. 

Johnson’s claim plainly may be a proper subject of relief.
On remand, the Eighth Circuit identified just one defect in 
Johnson’s allegations: On its reading of Bucklew, nitrogen
gas was no longer a viable alternative method of execution.
Any such defect can be corrected easily.  Now that Bucklew 
has announced that alternative methods of execution need 
not be authorized by state law, Johnson is prepared to al-
lege that he should be executed by firing squad.  Unlike ni-
trogen gas, the firing squad has a long track record of suc-
cessful use.  See, e.g., Bucklew, 587 U. S., at ___ (slip op., at
13) (describing “traditionally accepted methods of execu-
tion[,] such as . . . the firing squad”).  Missouri itself sug-
gested the firing squad as an alternative to nitrogen gas
during oral arguments in Bucklew. See Tr. of Oral Arg. in 
Bucklew v. Precythe, O. T. 2018, No. 17–8151, p. 64 (“[I]f
you really thought that he was going to suffer this excruci-
atingly, he has an option available.  He can plead all kinds 
of alternative methods of execution that are not completely 
untested and completely unknown. . . . He can plead firing
squad”).

Because amendment would not be futile, there must be a 
special justification to deny Johnson leave to amend.  The 
Eighth Circuit offered two: Johnson “had ample oppor-
tunity to allege any alternative method that he wished to
pursue” prior to Bucklew, and giving him a chance to do so
now would be inconsistent with this Court’s instruction 
that “ ‘method-of-execution challenges’ ” should be “ ‘re-
solved fairly and expeditiously.’ ”  954 F. 3d, at 1103 (quot-
ing Bucklew, 587 U. S., at ___–___ (slip op., at 29–30)).

The notion that Johnson had ample opportunity to allege 
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the firing squad rests on a flawed assumption that Johnson
should have anticipated Bucklew. Placing such an impossi-
ble burden on Johnson (a burden that even the Eighth Cir-
cuit failed to meet in 2018) undermines the basic purpose 
of our pleading system. Notice pleading is designed to “give 
the defendant fair notice of what the claim is and the 
grounds upon which it rests.”  Erickson v. Pardus, 551 U. S. 
89, 93 (2007) (per curiam) (internal quotation marks and el-
lipsis omitted). It is not meant to be “ ‘a game of skill in 
which one misstep’ ” prevents a potentially meritorious 
claim from being heard.  Foman, 371 U. S., at 181.  Missouri 
has had ample notice of the basis for Johnson’s claim, which 
fully satisfied the pleading standard prior to Bucklew, as 
the Eighth Circuit itself acknowledged.  Johnson’s only mis-
step was to plead an alternative method of execution that 
was both adequate under existing precedent and already le-
gal in Missouri, rather than an alternative method of exe-
cution that was not authorized by state law but had been 
successfully used in the past elsewhere.  Put simply, his 
only misstep was failing to predict Bucklew and address it 
pre-emptively. He bears no fault for that. 

The Eighth Circuit suggested that its decision in McGe-
hee put Johnson on notice that he could plead an unauthor-
ized method of execution like the firing squad. See 954 
F. 3d, at 1103. But McGehee was decided “after Johnson 
filed his latest amended complaint,” and thus provided no
advance notice. 954 F. 3d, at 1103. Even setting aside the
timing of the decision, McGehee’s one-sentence comment 
that the Eighth Circuit declined to “say that an alternative 
method must be authorized by statute,” 854 F. 3d, at 493, 
was beside the point for Johnson, who had properly alleged
an alternative method of execution that was both author-
ized by statute and entirely adequate under Eighth Amend-
ment precedent at the time.  Only after Bucklew did John-
son need to look beyond Missouri law for an alternative 
method of execution. He is entitled to an opportunity to do 
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so, especially because he seeks to allege the very method of
execution that Missouri suggested during oral arguments 
in Bucklew.2 

The Eighth Circuit’s invocation of Bucklew’s concern for 
fair and expeditious resolutions of claims does not justify its 
decision, either.  Bucklew did not create an exception to the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure for method-of-execution 
claims. It certainly does not permit courts to ignore poten-
tially meritorious claims for the sake of expediency. Buck-
lew sought only to guard against “attempts to use . . . chal-
lenges as tools to interpose unjustified delay.”  587 U. S., at 
___ (slip op., at 30).   

There is no reason to think Johnson sought leave to
amend as a delay tactic. The Eighth Circuit had already
determined that Johnson plausibly alleged that executing 
him by lethal injection will cause serious pain.  Bucklew 
suggested that plaintiffs in exactly this situation should
have little trouble identifying an available alternative.  See 
id., at ___ (slip op., at 20); id., at ___ (opinion of 
KAVANAUGH, J.) (slip op., at 2) (“[A]n inmate who contends 
that a particular method of execution is very likely to cause
him severe pain should ordinarily be able to plead some al-
ternative method of execution that would significantly re-
duce the risk of severe pain”).  Johnson seeks only to take 
Bucklew up on that promise.  Denying him leave to amend 
his complaint under these circumstances renders this
Court’s words an empty gesture.  

—————— 
2 This is now the second time that Missouri has opposed an alternative 

method of execution that the State itself previously held out as an option. 
Johnson’s prior alternative method of execution, nitrogen gas, was the 
very method that Missouri’s Legislature had adopted as an alternative 
to lethal injection. This litigation strategy calls into question whether
Missouri intends to allow for any alternatives to its lethal injection pro-
tocol, even if pentobarbital will cause constitutionally intolerable pain.   
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* * * 
Think about what the Eighth Circuit has done in the in-

terest of moving things along more quickly.  Johnson has 
plausibly pleaded that, if he is executed using pentobarbi-
tal, he will experience pain akin to torture.  Those factual 
allegations must be accepted as true at this stage of the lit-
igation. Yet despite the risk of severe pain rising to the
level of cruel and unusual punishment, the Eighth Circuit 
has ensured that no court will ever review the evidence in 
support of Johnson’s Eighth Amendment claim.   

Even if Johnson had full notice that he could have 
pleaded the firing squad before Bucklew (which he plainly
did not), his decision to choose a different method of execu-
tion that was also authorized by state law is no reason to
deny him an opportunity to be heard and subject him to the 
serious pain he alleges.  “There are higher values than en-
suring that executions run on time.” Id., at ___ 
(SOTOMAYOR, J., dissenting) (slip op., at 5). The Eighth
Amendment sets forth one: We should not countenance the 
infliction of cruel and unusual punishment simply for the 
sake of expediency. That is what the Eighth Circuit’s deci-
sion has done. Because this Court chooses to stand idly by,
I respectfully dissent. 




