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THE CHIEF JUSTICE said:

As we open today, I would like to welcome the new
Marshal of the Court, Pamela Talkin. Marshal Talkin is
the Tenth Marshal of the Court and the first woman to hold
the position.



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

NotE: All undesignated references herein to the United States Code
are to the 2000 edition.

Cases reported before page 801 are those decided with opinions of the
Court or decisions per curiam. Cases reported on page 801 et seq. are
those in which orders were entered. The opinion reported on page 1301
et seq. is that written in chambers by an individual Justice.

Page
AAR International, Inc.; Vacances Heliades S. A.v. ........... 995
Abadie v. Louisiana . ............ i 864
AbbeyY, In1e ..o e 812,1157
Abbott v. United States .......... ... ... 1040
Abdelhaq v. United States ............ .. .. ... 907
Abdelmessih, In re ... ... e 811
Abdelmessih v. Zaklama . ............ ... ... 1106
Abdu-Brisson v. Delta Airlines, Inc. .. ..................... 993
Abdullah ». South Carolina . ..................cuuuunn... 849
Abdullah v. United States . . ..., 923,1031
Abdur'Rahman v. Bell .............. .. ... ... .. ...... 970,1063
Aberdeen; Tilley v. .. oo e 994
Abigantus v. United States ... ....... ... ... . ... 934
Aboff Family Trust; Kirby McInerney & Squire, LLP ». ....... 889
Abrahamson; Campbell v. . ....... ... .. .. ... ... 1048
Abrahamson; Lee v. .. ... . e 1048
Abramajtys; Draheim v. ........... ... . .. 1138
Abramson; Cummings 2. . ... ....uueuniineeeeeeennnnnnn 879
Abuhilwa v. Bagley ......... ... ... . e 913
Abundis-Quesada v. United States ........................ 904
Accurate Mold, Inc.; Khan v. .. ........ ..., 1133
Acebedo-Perez v. United States .......................... 939
Aceves-Lopez v. United States ........................... 1035
Aceves-Tello v. United States ............................ 1150
A.C.L.v. U.S. Postal Service ......... ..., 953
Acosta v. United States .......... ... .. ... 864
Acosta-Canales v. United States .......................... 878
Acosta-Navarro v. United States ......................... 1005
Acuay v. United States . ........ .. i 899



VIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Acuna-Duenas ». United States .......................... 1097
Adair Enterprises, Inc.; Hattebergv. . ......... ... ... ... 890
Adams v. Cain ... oo e 1027
Adams v. Deadwood . ........... e 853
Adams v. Florida Power Corp. ...............cco ... 1054
Adams v. Franklin ....... ... ... . . . i 1021
Adams v. Jackson .. ... e 860
Adams; Johnson v. . ... . . . e 807
Adams v. Louisiana . . ... ..ottt 862
Adams 0. MoOTe ..o vvi i e 1156
Adams; Parker v. . ... ... e 856
Adams; SINGSON V. o oot it e 960
Adams 0. TeXas ..o v vttt e e 830
Adams v. United States .......... ... . . ... .. 880
Adarand Constructors, Inc. . Mineta . . .................... 103
A. D. Bedell Wholesale Co. ». Philip Morris Inc. . ............. 1081
Ade; Taylor v, .o e 976,1102
Adio-MoWO, I 7€ . . o vttt 811
Adio-Mowo v. Asheroft . ... ... . . 864
Adjiriv. Emory Univ. . ... . 822,1156
Adkins v. United States ...........c.oiiiiiiiii... 1167
Adler v. Duval County School Bd. ............ ... ... ...... 1065
Administrative Officer, Child Support, Cuyahoga Cty.; Hillv. . . 1044,1159
Administrators of Tulane Ed. Fund; Bernofsky ». ............ 1036
Adolfo Labunog v. United States ......................... 862
Adorno v. Artuz . ... 899
Adu-Beniako v. Maimonides Medical Center ................. 1136
Advanced Stretchforming International, Inc. v. NLRB ........ 948
Affronti v. Lippman . ........... i 826
Agardio. Towa ... ..o e 1027
Agent v. United States ........ ... .. i, 1106
Agha v. Pine Creek Properties . ........... ... oo, 919
Agha v. United States .......... ... 0., 1005
Agor v. District of Columbia Metropolitan Police Dept. ........ 976
Agostinelli’s Estate; Cutler v. . ..., 1056
Agron v. Trustees of Columbia Univ. of New York City ........ 932
Aguilar-Avellaneda ». United States . ...................... 1171
Aguirre v. United States ............... .. ... . ... 1009,1165
Aguirre-Rea v. United States ............................ 966
Aguirre-Urena ». United States .......................... 936
Aguirre-Urrenya v. United States ........................ 936
Aguirre-Vargas v. United States ......................... 847
Agusta S.p. A Lyon v oo 1079

Agusto Hernandez v. United States ....................... 1098



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED IX

Page
Ahmed; Mawhirt v. ... ... .. 1080
Aiken v. United States ........... ... ... i, 933
AImes 0. TeXaS « v v vttt ittt e 974
Ainsworth, Inre ... ... . . e 812
Air Canada; Radivojevic v. . ... 907
Aird v. United States ......... ... .. ... 831
Air Liquide of America; Lennix v. ........................ 828
Akbarv. Walsin ....... ... .. ... e 861
Akin v. United States . ......... i 895
A Lov B H oo e 1063
Alabama; Apicella v. ... ... 1086
Alabama; AULTEY V. . oo oo e e e 1024
Alabama; Berryhill v. . ... .. . . 1022
Alabama; Brooks v. . .. ..ot e 846
Alabama; Carter 0. . ...t e 883
Alabama; Christen v. . ....... ... .. 810
Alabama; Davis 0. . ..ot e 1024
Alabama; DeBruce v. . ..... ..o 959
Alabama; Dodson v. .. ...ttt e 977
Alabama; Fletcherv. ........... .. .. ... .. 1024
Alabama; FIOWers 0. . ..o vii it 901
Alabama; Gagliardiv. . ... ..o 893
Alabama; Gamble v. . ... ... e 858
Alabama; Glass 0. ...ttt e 978
Alabama; Hardy v. . ... e 1043
Alabama; McConico 0. . ..o vttt et 879
Alabama; NOTTIS 2. . oottt ittt et ettt 883
Alabama; OWENS 0. . .ottt ettt ettt et 1068
Alabama; Petway v. ... ... 841
Alabama; Powell v. . ... . ... e 904
Alabama; Ray v. ... oo e 1142
Alabama; Reeves 0. ... e 1026
Alabama; Sanders 0. . ... ..ii it e 956
Alabama v. Shelton ............................ 808,987,990,1110
Alabama; SIMMONS V. . . vttt 932
Alabama; Smith v. . ... .. . e 872,962
Alabama; Taylor v. . ... e 1086
Alabama; West 0. . ... i e 849
Alabama; Williams v. . ... ... i e 900
Alabama; Woods 2. . ... e 831
Alabama; Ziegler v. ... ... e 973
Alabama State Legislature; Fergusonv. . ................... 1089
Alameida; Ashantiv. . ... ... ... . 877

Alameida; Baumer v. ........ ... . . .. 882



X TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Alameida; Bautistav. ...... ... ... .. .. ... 837
Alameida; Boyd v. . ... ..o 851
Alameida; Byrd v. ... ..o 924
Alameida; Davis v. .. ... e 960
Alameida; Field v. . .. ... oo e 912
Alameida; Garcia v. . ... oo vt it e 912
Alameida; Johnson v. . ........... ... . . . 961
Alameida; Malvia v. . ... .. o i e 998
Alameida; MUnoz v. . ...t 877
Alameida; Nathan v. . ...... ... ... .. ., 1058
Alameida; Olmoes Enriquez v. . ..., 1045
Alameida; Rodriguez v. . ... ..ot e 834
Alameida; Sarrato Alvarado v. .......... ... ... 1093
Alameida; Uriarte v. .. ... oo i e e 1058
Alameida; Waterbury v. ........... .. 1141
Alameida; Wills v. .. ... o e 918
Alamo Rent-A-Car, Inc; Aliv. ........ ... .. 944
Alanis-Perales v. United States .......................... 1010
Alarcon-Pinon ». United States .......................... 1099
Alaska; CoWles 0. ...t e e e 1131
Alaska; Lamb v. ... .. e 975
Alaska; Shewfelt v. ... ... 925
Alaska v. United States .............. ... ... ... 1017,1103
Alaska Dept. of Public Safety, DMV; Whitesides v. ........... 888
Alaska State Legislature v. United States .................. 1038
Albano v. Norwest Financial Hawaii, Inc. . . ................. 1014
Alberto Ciriza v. United States .......................... 1107
Alberto Gutierrez v. Cockrell .. ..... ... ... .. ... .. ... ... 835
Alberto Rodriguez v. Department of Justice ................ 1135
Albuquerque Police Dept.; Chandler v. ..................... 959
Alcan Aluminum Corp., Inre . ..., 1017
Alcantar-Morio v. United States .. ........................ 847
Alcantar-Murillo ». United States . ........................ 847
Alcorn v. United States ............ ... ..., 1107
Alden v. New Jersey . ... iiiiiieeeeann 834
Alee Cellular Communications v. Federal Communications Comm’n 950
Alegria-Moreno ». United States ......................... 942
Alejo-Hernandez ». United States ........................ 1165
A & L Energy, Inc.; Pegasus Group v. ..................... 1022
Alexander; American Bankers Ins. Co. of Fla.v. ............. 944
Alexander v. Smith . ... ... ... . . . 1028
Alexander; SPeIgner v. ... ...t e 1056
Alexander v. United States .. ........... ... o i, 847,1106

Alexander-Ortiz v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... 847



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XI

Page
Alexandria; Dittonv. . ... ... .. . 875
Alexandrini ». United States ............................ 1153
Alexis v. United States . .......... ... ... 907
Alfaro-Franco v. United States ........................... 965
Alfaro-Rojas v. United States ................. ... ... .... 1097
Alfaro Solorzano v. United States .. ....................... 904
Alford v. Baker . ... ... e 931
Alford ». United States ......... ... .o ... 862
Algea v. United States .......... ... ... 1170
Ali v. Alamo Rent-A-Car, Inc. ........................... 944
Aliv. Hofbauer . .........c.. i 1067,1172
Allah w. Hall ... ... e e e e e e 838
Alldata Corp. v. Miller . .......... ... 1128
Allen; Christianson v. . ...... ..ottt 963
Allen v. Cockrell .. ....... i 861,1067
Allen; Kennell w. ... ... i 854
Allen v. Lamarque . ..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiie. 1003
Allen 0. MEYerS .o v v vttt ettt et e e e 1018
Allenw. Russell ... ... e 1092
Allen v. United States ............. ... ..., 1148,1153
Allen v. Williams . ... ... i e 853
Allen-Brown ». United States ................. ... .. ... 1010
Allendale Correctional Institution; Washingtonv. ............ 957
Alley v. Bell .. ..o e 1038
Allgaier v. Michigan Attorney Grievance Comm’n ............ 1002
Alliance; Zellweger v. . ... 1041,1158
Allianz Life Ins. Co.; Buce v. ........ ... ... .. ... ... .... 1065
AlliedSignal, Inc.; Fliteline Maintenance, Inc. v. .. ............ 1081
AlliedSignal, Inc;; Reach v. . ....... ... oo i i 996
AlliedSignal, Inc.; Shanks v. . ... . it 1081
Allied Systems; Smithv. ...... ... .. . i 999
Allmond ». Gottlick .. ... ... .. i 959
Allnutt ». Friedman .............. 0 iiiiiiiiiieennnnn. 814
Allstate Ins. Co.; Hetreed v. . ....... ... .. 972
Allstate Ins. Co. v. Howery ............c.ciuiiieennnnnnnn. 993
Allstate Ins. Co.; Newman v. . ..........cciiiineieeennnnn.. 1092
Allstate Ins. Co.; SWain . ..o v vttt 818
Allustiarte v. United States ............ . ... . .. ... 1042
Almanza de Hoyos v. United States ....................... 966
Almendarez-Rodriguez v. United States .................... 939
Almeter v. Virginia Dept. of Taxation ..................... 889
Almonte ». United States .......... ... .. ..o, 851
Al-Mosawi 0. GIDSON . . oo e 850

Aloe Energy Corp. v. Barnhart .......................... 1159



XII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Alonso Londono, Inre . ........u i, 811
Alonzo v. United States .......... ... . ... 1146
Alonzo Garcia v. United States . .......................... 920
Alpha Business Group, Inc.; ITNX v. . ..., 1114
Alsop v. United States .......... .. oo, 916
Alston v. Bumgarner ............. ...t 850
Alston v. Lee ..ot e 1102
Alston . North Carolina ............. ... ..., 1102
Altshuler ». United States ..............c ... 930
Alvarado v. Alameida . ............ .00 1093
Alvaradov. Hahn ..... ... ... ... . . . . i 1046
Alvarado v. SIFmons . . ...ttt 833
Alvarado-Rojas v. United States ......................... 904
Alvarez v. United States ............... ... ..., 856,1154
Alvarez-Alcala v. United States .......................... 1108
Alvarez-Hernandez v. United States . ...................... 914
Alvarez-Lopez v. United States .......................... 907
Alvarez-Madrigal v. United States ........................ 939
Alvarez-Urena v. United States .......................... 936
Alvaro-Montejo v. United States ......................... 846
Amaya v. United States ........... ... ..., 865
Ambrosio v. United States ........... ... ... ... 916
AmeriBank; Westonv. ........... ... .. ... 1161
American Airlines, Inc.; Harnishv. ....................... 1040
American Amusement Machine Assn.; Kendrick v. ............ 994
American Assn. of Neurological Surgeons; Austinv. .......... 1078
American Bankers Ins. Co. of Fla. v. Alexander .............. 944
American Cyanamid Co.; Hollander v. ..................... 993
American Electric Power Fuel Supply, Inc. ». Perkins ......... 994
American Express Co.;Jacobs v. . ... ..o, 953
American General Finance, Inc. v. Branch .................. 949
American Ins. Assn. v. Low . ... . 809,1120
American Medical Security, Inc. v. Skilstaf, Inc. . . ............ 894
American Multi-Cinema, Inc. v. Warrenville . . ............... 1056
American Mut. Life Ins. Co.; Kortebeinv. .................. 1128
American Univ,; Audain v. . ........ ..., 995
America Online, Inc. v. AT&T Corp. . ..o vvviiiiii e 946
America Online, Inc.; AT&T Corp. v. ... ovviiiii... 946
America Online, Inc.; Doe v. . ....... .. ... .. 891
AmerUs Life Ins. Co.; Kortebeinv. ....................... 1128
Amezcua-Garibay v. United States ........................ 965
Amezcua-Morales v. United States ........................ 939
AMICA Mut. Ins. Co;Janik v, ....... ... ... .. 817

Amlani v. United States ......... ... .. 884



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XIII

Page
Ammex, Inc. v. Department of Treasury of Mich. ............. 827
Amrine v. Luebbers . .......... . 963
Amsouth Bank; Davidson v. ............. ..., 963,1158
Amutalla v. United States ........... .. ... ..., 854
Amway Corp. v. Procter & Gamble Co. .................... 945
Anaya Verdugov. Prunty ............. ... ... ... .. ..... 1137
Anderson; Bell v. . ... . e 875,1157
Anderson v. Calderon ................. .. ..., 807,1036
Anderson v. California ......... ... . ... . . .. 1136
Anderson v. Davis . ....... .. ... e 1119,1120
Anderson; Drake v. . .. ... e 956
Anderson v. Florida ........ .. ... ... 964
Anderson; Griffin v. . ... ... .. . . . 923
Anderson; Mentavlos v. . ... ... e 952
Anderson; Moore 0. . ..viiit e 843
Anderson v. Mosley . ... e 868
Anderson; Robinson . . ...... ... . . . . . e 861
Anderson v. Russell ...... ... ... . i 949
Anderson v. Scott .. ... 907
Anderson; Sparkman v. .. ... e 1024
Anderson v. StErnes . .......ouitiiii e e 930
Anderson; Underwood v. . ........iiiiiiiiiieeennnnnnn. 1026
Anderson v. United States ......... 809,900,903,929,934,956,1009,1083
Anderson; Vermillionv. ............... ..., 857,1157
Anderson v. Virginia ............. .. .. ... 926
Andrade-Vargas v. United States ......................... 917
Andreson v. Weber .. ... e 872
Andrew v. United States ........... ... . . ... .. 1171
ANndrews, In 7e . ... e 991
Andrews 0. Carey . ..o v e 841
Andrews v. Cortez . ... e e 865
Andrews v. Daw . ... e 840
Andrews; PIncay v. .. ..o e 885
Andrews; TRW Inc. v. ..o e e e 19
Andujar v. Vaughn ....... .. ... ... . . . . 1046
Angelone; Beck v. .. ... o e 987
Angelone; Bradshaw v. ............. .. .. ... 974
Angelone; Broadnax v. ........ ... . .. 876
Angelone; Brown v, ... ... e 912
Angelone; Burton v. ... ... 845
Angelone; Dorsey v, ..ot 924
Angelone; Files v. ... oo i 841
Angelone; Grigsby 0. . oot e 911

Angelone v. Hannon . ............ .. ... 1131



X1V TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Angelone; Hudson v. . ... o 835
Angelone; Johnson v. . ... . e 845
Angelone; Jones 0. .. ... 946
Angelone; Lipscomb v, .. ... 1027
Angelone; Pack v. ... .. 839
Angelone; Raymer . ........... . 1002
Angelone; Speller v. ... e 956
Angerami v. United States ............. .. ... ... ..... 992,1101
Anguiano-Ramirez ». United States ....................... 939
Angulo v. United States ......... ... i, 884
Annan; Burtis v, ... . e 884
Anonymous v. Committee on Character and Fitness .......... 990
Anthony; Gilchrist v. ... ... ... . 1059
Anthony; Towa v. . ... 1129
Antoine v. Taylor ............c.. it 850
Antoni v. Washington ......... ... .. ... . . ... . ... 885
Antonio Garcia v. United States .......................... 1150
Antonio-Garcia v. United States ........... .. ... ... ...... 847
Antonio Guzman v. Federal Express Corp. . ................. 950
Antonio Luna v. Cockrell ......... ... . ... ... . ... 956
Antonio Pereira v. United States ......................... 1014
Antonio Sandoval v. United States ........................ 1035
AnVanov. Duncan . ........ ... 903
Anzures v. Smith . ...... ... . . 1086
Apicella v. Alabama . .............0 ittt 1086
Apolinar-Apolinar v. United States ....................... 939
Apollo Resources, Inc.; Samson v. . ............... ... 825
Apollo Services, Inc.; Samson v. . ........ ... .. ... 825
Aponte v. United States .......... ... ... 1096
Aponte-Burgos v. United States .......................... 1168
Apotex USA, Inc. v. Merck & Co. ....... ..., 1172
Appalachian Regional Healthcare, Inc.; Steelworkers v. ........ 952
Arambula-Hernandez v. United States ..................... 897
Aranda 0. Cason . ..ottt e e 999
Aranda v. Key ... ..o 960
Aranda v. Shaw ... . e 960
Arapahoe County Public Airport Authority v. FAA ........... 1064
Aravev. Hoffman ........ ... ... .. . .. i 944
Arbolellav. Galaza ......... ... .. i 851
Archie Comic Publications, Inc.; DeCarlov. ................. 1056
Archila v. California ........ ... . ... . . . i 1048
Ardley v. United States .......... ... . ... 1170
Arellano-Camacho v. United States ....................... 916

Arellano-Zavala v. United States .......... ... . ... ...... 1013



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XV

Page
Arends; Barnett v. . ... .. ... 1026
Arevalo v. United States ............ ... ... 1117
Argowv. United States . ........ .. 1170
Arias v. United States ................ ... ... ...... 965,1032,1153
Arias-Castro ». United States . ........................... 872
Arizona; COOPET V. v vvi ittt et e 1088
Arizona; Denton v. . ... ... ... 1068
Arizona; Dickens v. . .. ..o i e 925
Arizonav. Donald . ....... ... ... 825
Arizona; Foggy v. .. oo e 845
Arizona; Hoskins v. . .. ..o e 970
Arizona v. LUCAS . . o oo i e 1014
Arizona; Nordstrom v. . ........... i 1046
Arizona; Ring v, . ..o 1103
Arizona Schools for Deaf and Blind; Hostinv. ............... 1081
Arizona State Univ.; Zhang v. .. ... .ot 809
Arkansas; Bader v. . ... ... ... e 826
Arkansas; Ball v. .. ... .. . 1090
Arkansas; CoX 0. .ottt e 1022
Arkansas; GFeeNe V. . ... vvivi ittt ittt 858
Arkansas; RUSSEY 0. ..o oottt e 837

Arkansas Presbytery of Cumberland Presby. Church ». Hudson . 945
Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Dept.; Mangold v. . 839

Arlington; Daniels v. ......... ... ... . 951
Arlt v. United States ..........oiiiiiiiiiii .. 1094
Armas v. United States .......... ... .. . ... . 926
Armijo-Puentes v. United States ......................... 1100
Armour Swift Eckrich Consumer Products Co.; Brant v. ....... 1061
Armstead v. Wisconsin .. ......... ..t 1142
Armstrong v. Arteaga . ...... ... e 845
Armstrong ». La Quinta Inns, Inc. ........................ 1055
Armstrong ». Louisiana . ........... ... . ... 1058
Armstrong v. Philadelphia Bd.of Ed. . ..................... 893
Army Corps of Engineers; Wetlands Action Network ». ....... 815
Arnold v. Cockrell . ... ... .. .. 1108
Arnold v. Wood . . ..o oo 975,1102
Aron, In 7e . .o e 804,1123
Aronovsky v. Nguyen .. ..., 1069
Aroyo-Gonzalez v. Coahoma Chemical Co. .................. 820
Arreola v. California . ....... ... ... . . i 963
Arreola-Garcia v. United States .......................... 904
Arreola-Najera v. United States .. ........................ 942
Arreola-Trasvina v. United States ........................ 859

Arriaga-Arroyo v. United States ............. .. ... ...... 942



XVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Arrington ». Samford Univ. ........... ... ... ... .. ... 847
Arrington v. Stein Mart, Inc. .. ........ . ... L. 874
Arrington v. United States ........... .. ... ... 1049
Arroyo v. Cockrell ........ ... . .. i 1092
Arroyo 0. TeXas ..o e 949
Arsberry v. TIINOIS . . . oo e 1062
Arteaga; Armstrong v. ... ... ... e 845
Artega v. United States ......... ... .. i, 877
Arterberry v. United States ................. ... ... ... ... 919
Arthur ». United States .......... ... ... 1043
Artiglio; SOrenson v. ... ... e 1127
Artuz; Adorno v. ... e 899
Artuz; Devillar v. .. ... . . 1024
Artuz; Harrison v. . ... i e 1091
Artuz; Infante v. . .. .. . 871
Artuz; LouiS 0. ... e 845
Artuz; Turner v. . ... i e 1031
Artuz; Willlams v, ... o e 924
Arvizu; United States v. ... ..o 266
Asberry, Inre .. ... 810
Asbury v. Missouri Dept. of Elementary and Secondary Ed. . ... 890
Ascot v. California ........ ... ... . . . 1060
Ashantiv. Alameida . ........ ... . . . . 877
Asheroft; Adio-Mowo . .o v vt 864
Asheroft; Dassent v. . ... oo e 1106
Asheroft; Dulanto-Ancaya v. . ....... ... oo 830
Asheroft; Eldred v. ... ..o 1126,1160
Asheroft; Joerger v. . ... e 1023,1102
Asheroft; Miranda v. ... ... . oo e 1018
Asheroft; Rubiov. . ... 1052
Asheroft; Sceravino v. ... ... ... e 1165
Asheroft; Vasquez v. .. ..ottt 816
Ashihundu v. Immigration and Naturalization Service ......... 1132
Ashley v. Braxton ............. .. 853
Askew v. United States ...........c.oiiiiiiin... 851
Askins ». Williamsburg County .......................... 827
Assenato v. TIIHNOIS . ... oot 997
Associate Judge, Superior Court of D. C.; Battlev. ........... 1051
Associate Justice, Supreme Court of Ala.; Rossv. ............ 824
Associate Justice, Supreme Court of U. S.; Hyland ». .......... 897

Association. For labor union, see name of trade.

Association of Wash. Public Hospital Dists. . Philip Morris Inc. 891
Atchley v. Cockrell . ... ... . i 1142
Athanasiades v. Luebbers . ......... ... .. ... 827



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XVII

Page
Atherton; James v. . ... ... .. .. e 843
Atkins v. Virginia ......... ... .. o oL, 809,991,1053,1122
Atlanta; Bagley v. .. ..o oo e 827
Atlanta Independent School System; Goolsby v. .............. 1137
Atlas Wireline Services; Wilsonv. ........................ 1078
AT&T Corp. v. America Online, Inc. . . ..................... 946
AT&T Corp.; America Online, Inc. v. . .......... ... ... ... 946
AT&T Corp.; Eichornv. ... .. . i 1014
AT&T Corp.; JMC Telecom, LLCv. . ..., 822
AT&T Corp.,; Kohnw. ... e 823
AT&T Corp.; Transglobal Telecom Alliance, Inc. v. ........... 890
Atterberry . Childs . ..... ... . e 957
Attorney General; Adio-Mowo v. . ... ..., 864
Attorney General; Dassentv. ......... .. ... ... ... ..., 1106
Attorney General; Dulanto-Ancaya v. . ..................... 830
Attorney General; Eldred ». ............. ... ... ... ... 1126,1160
Attorney General; Joerger v. .......... ... .. ... 1023,1102
Attorney General; Miranda v. . .......... .. ..o ... 1018
Attorney General; Rubiow. .................. ... ... ..... 1052
Attorney General; Sceravino v. . ..., 1165
Attorney General; Vasquez v. . ........coiiinennnnnnnn. 816
Attorney General of Ariz.; Banickiv. ...................... 937
Attorney General of Colo.; Gay v. . ..., 1089
Attorney General of Fla; Jonesv. ........ ... ... ... ...... 974
Attorney General of Mass.; Hurtadov. ..................... 925
Attorney General of N. J.; DeSantisv. ..................... 1144
Attorney General of N. Y.; Ulster Home Care, Inc. v. .. ........ 1065
Attorney General of N. C.; Chappellv. ..................... 874
Attorney General of N.C.; Sanders v. . ..................... 862
Attorney General of Ore.; Doellw. ........................ 1019
Attorney Grievance Comm’n of Md.; Cornishv. .............. 1020
Atwell v. Indiana . ... ... ... . e 876
Aubrey v. United States .......... ... . ... 902
Audain v. American Univ. . ....... ... i 995
Augarten v. United States ........... .. ..., 873
Augosto Cabrera v. United States ........................ 933
Augusta County; Diehlv. ........ ... ... . ... ... ... ... 893
Ault; Khouriv. ... e e 880
Austin v. American Assn. of Neurological Surgeons ........... 1078
Austin v. Hanover Ins. Co. . ... ... ... .. 954
Austinw. Saffle .. ... 877
Autoworks, Inc. v. Takaces . . ........ ... .. 889
Autrey v. Alabama . ........ ... . . e 1024

Au-Yang; Barton v. .. ... e 891



XVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Avendano-Ramirez v. United States ....................... 1039
Avery v. CommiSSIoner . ... ....ouviiiiiiiiiiee 872
Avery v. Houston Community College System ............... 887
Avery v. Larsen ... ... e 870
Avila-Amaya v. United States ........................... 1005
Avila-Mercado v. United States .............. ... ... ...... 1045
Avita-Avita ». United States ........... ... ... ... ... 1099
Aware Woman Center for Choice, Inc.v. Roe ................ 1129
Awofolu, In re ... e 991
Ayalav. DeWitt ... ... e 1172
Ayala-Favela v. United States ........................... 939
Ayala-Gomez v. United States ........................... 1105
Ayerv. Caffey ... ... e 867
Ayers; Ermert v. .. ... e 1056
AYers; GIeeNe 1. . v v v vttt ettt e e e e 871
Ayers; Isreal v. . ..o oo 1136
Ayers; SteVeNSON . ..o 1044
Ayers; Yen Mao Chiuv. ....... ... 1061
Ayerst Laboratories, Inc.; Matimav. ...................... 810
Ayres; Stewart v. . ... 956
Azagra v. United States ............ ... . ..., 1105
B. v. Florida Dept. of Children and Families ................ 817
Bow. Zenk ..o 867
Babazadeh v. Fairfax County Bd. of Supervisors ............. 819
Babb v. Thompson ......... ... ... .. . .. 1080
Baca; Cook v. . ..o e 994
Baca-Contreras v. United States ............. ... .. ....... 939
Bach v. Mason . .......oiiiiiii it 1083
Bacon v. North Carolina . ........... ... .. .. . .. 1012
Bader v. Arkansas . ......... .. 826
Bae v. United States .......... .. 1062
Baezv. Knowles . ......... i 976
Baez v. United States ......... ... 905
Baggett v. United States .......... ... . ... 1167
Bagley; Abuhilwa v. ........... . i 913
Bagley v. Atlanta . ........... .. .. . i 827
Bagley v. Byrd . ... ... . . 1109,1301
Bagley; Lott v. ..o 1147
Bahyesva v. United States ......... ... ... ... . . . ... 832
Bailey v. United States .. ........ ... i 933
Baines v. McCullough .. ...... ... . ... i 1059
Baiza Hernandez v. Cockrell .. ... ... ... ... .. . . . ... 1043
Bak v. Redford Township ............ .. .. 1041

Baker; Alford v. . ... . e 931



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XIX

Page
Baker v. United States ......... ... ... . ... ... ... ..... 902,935
Bakersfield; Gonzalez v. ............. .. . . .. i 837
Balanay v. Sue-Noguchi .............. ... ... ... .. ... ... 1130
Balawajder v. Cockrell ......... . ... .. i 1132
Balderas-Alvarado v. United States ....................... 1006
Baldwin; Kowalski v. . ....... . i, 1122
Baldyga v. United States .......... ... .. .. 871
Ball, Inre . ... oo e 1112
Ball . ATkansas .. ...oe ittt e 1090
Ball v. United States ......... ..o, 900
Ballard v. True . ... e e 959,1036
Balles-Zuniga v. United States ................ ... ........ 1099
Baltazar-Lopez v. United States ............. ... .. ........ 1147
Banda-Anguiano v. United States ............ ... .. ........ 927
Bane v. Tennessee . .........iiiiiit 1115
Banicki v. Napolitano ........... .. ... ., 937
Bank of America, N. A. ». Federal Deposit Ins. Corp. ......... 1104
Banks; Lantz v. ... ... .. . 991,1080
Banks v. United States . ......... ... i 864
B. A. P. S. Northeast, Inc.; Board of Adjustment of North Bergenv. 1056
Baptiste v. United States ............. ... ... 866
Barajas-Aguilar v. United States ............. ... . ....... 939
Barajas-Gonzalez v. United States ........................ 1006
Barajas-Serrato v. United States ......................... 875
Baralt v. Nationwide Mut. Ins. Co. . ........... ... ... ... 1127
Barbee v. Calbone . .......... ... .. 1000
Barber v. Moore ... ... ... 901
Barbo; Hayes v. ... 1089
Bardes v. Todd . ........c.o i 955
Barker v. Fugazzi . ...... ... . 1140
Barkley v. United States .......... ... i, 934
Barnaud ». Belle Fourche Irrigation Dist. .................. 820
Barnes v. Galley .. ...t 1033
Barnes v. GOrman . . ..........iiiiiii e 1103
Barnes; Saba v. . ... . e 918
Barnes v. United States .......... ..., 967,998
Barnes-Jewish Hospital v. Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer Dist. . . . 893
Barnett v. Arends .. ... .. 1026
Barnett v. Farmon ........... ... .. ... . . i 1079
Barnhart; Aloe Energy Corp. v. . ... ..., 1159
Barnhart ». Bellaire Corp. . ....... ... ., 1112
Barnhart; Blue Diamond Coal Co. v. . ...................... 1054
Barnhart; Cordoba v. ....... ... .. ... . 1131

Barnhart; Davila-Marrero v. .. ............ ... 1071



XX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Barnhart; Gisbrecht v. ....... ... ... ... ... ... ... . .... 1039,1125
Barnhart; Jackson v. . ... ... e 1156
Barnhart; Kaplan v. . .......... ... i 1061
Barnhart; Mills v. . ... ... . e 1085
Barnhart . Peabody Coal Co. .......... ... ... ... .. ... .. 1112
Barnhart ». Sigmon Coal Co. ............ ..., 438
Barnhart; Williams v. . ...... ... .. ... .. . . . . 1149
Barnhart; Zagorskiv. . ... ... . 1146
Baronawv. Fillon .......... ... i, 926
Baroni v. United States ............. ... ... ... ... 1010
Barraza-Gandara v. United States ........................ 1006
Barraza-Soto v. United States ........................... 1106
Barrera-Anica v. United States .......................... 1167
Barrera Padillav. Texas .. ...... i, 961
Barrett v. NBC/NBC-KPVI Channel 6 .................... 910
Barrett v. United States .............. .. ... ... . ... ..... 921
Barrientos v. United States .......................... 1009,1014
Barrington v. Ermine ... ....... .. ... i 994
Barrios v. Texas . ...... . e 1024
Barrios v. United States . ......... ... .. 819
Barrios-Gutierrez v. United States ........................ 1030
Barrios-Ramos v. United States .......................... 1154
Barr Laboratories, Inc.; Eli Lilly & Co.v. .................. 1109
Barrnsa v. United States . ............. ... 1006
Barron v. United States .............. ... 1014
Barrow v. Wells . ... .. e 1067
Barry v. United States ......... ... .. ... i i 929
Bartels; Robertson v. . ........ . 1110
Barth v. United States ......... ... ... ... ... ... . ... ... 1135
Bartoletti v. Janicich . . ...... ... ... ... .. . ... 952
Barton v. Au-Yang . ... ... 891
Barton v. United States ............. ... ... ... ..., 1105
Basham v. Crawford ......... .. ... ... . .. 1143
Basham v. West Virginia .............. ... ... ... ... ... 926
Basic American Industries; Central States Pension Fund v. . .. .. 1079
Basilew. Henry . ... i e 850
Basile v. Luebbers ......... ... ... 1029,1159
Basin Electric Power Cooperative; United States ex rel. Norbeck v». 1115
Baskerville; Warren v. ......... .. 831
Bassoff; Opong-Mensah v. ... ... . i 853
Bastian-Perez v. United States . .......................... 939
Batdorf v. San Francisco .............. ... ... . . . ... ..., 974
Bates ». California ......... ... ... ... . ... ... . .. 1046

Bateswv. Sullivan . . ... ... 850



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XXI

Page
Bates v. United States ............. ... ... ... . .. 1169
Batista . United States ................ ... ... . . . ..... 850,858
Batres-Bricio v. United States .............. ... ... ....... 1099
Battle; Brooks v. . ... . . 865
Battle v. Burgess . ... 1051
Battle v. Davis .. ... e 1073
Battle; Pontoon v. ....... ... . ... 906
Battles; Jordan v. ........ ... . .. 902
Bauder, Inre .. ... .. . .. 811
Baumer v. Alameida ......... .. ... ... . . . ... 882
Baumer v. Superior Court of Cal., San Diego County .......... 876
Baumhofer ». Massanari ..............cccuiiiniinnnnna.. 977
Bautista v. Alameida ............... ... ... ... .. 837
Bautista-Macias ». United States ......................... 919
Baxter v. United States .......... ..., 1051
Baylor Univ,; Bishop v. .. ... 825
Bayoud v. Mims . ... ..o 832,1091
Bayview Electric Co.; Reese v. ... ..., 807
Bazzell v. Perry . ... 880
Beal; Cannon v. . ... ... .. 893
Beamon v. Yukins . ....... .. .. e 1003
Bean v. United States . . ...... ... ... 900
Bean; United Statesv. ....... . ... . . . i 1112
Bear v. United States . .......... ..., 1031
Beard v. Oklahoma . ............ ... ... .. i, 1137
Beasley v. United States ............... ... ... ... ...... 908,1052
Beaty v. United States .......... ... . i i 895
Beauclair v. Puente Gomez .. ............. ... .. ... ... ..., 1066
Beaulieu v. Offtech, Inc. .. ........... .. ... ... ... ....... 905
Beazley v. Cockrell .. ... . . 945
Beck v. Angelone . .......... i 987
Beck; Bell v. . ..o e 830
Beck v. Minnesota . ......... ... 1092
Beck; Taylor . ..o e 885
Beck v. United States . ..........oiiiii, 1113
Beckwith v. Franchise Tax Bd. of Cal. ..................... 1070
Becton ». United States .......... ... ... 901
Bedell Wholesale Co. v. Philip Morris Inc. .................. 1081
Bedford Central School Dist.; Dibariv. .................... 827
Beeler; Williams v. . ... i 908
Behrensv. Gibson . ....... ... ... .. e 910
Behring v. Bravo . ......... . 1028
Bein v. United States ........ ... ... ... ... . i .. 943

Beiza-Cruz v. United States ............ ... 905



XXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
BE&K Construction Co. v. National Labor Relations Bd. ...... 1074
Belcher v. Perez ... ... i 920
Belfance; Pension Benefit Guaranty Corp. v. ................ 819
Bell; Abdur’Rahman v, .......... ... ... ... 970,1063
Bell; Alley 0. o oo e e 1038
Bell v. Anderson . ....... ... 875,1157
Bellw. Beck ... 830
Bell; Caldwell v. . ... . e e 938
Bellv. Cone . ...ttt 1064,1111
Bell; Farmers Ins. Exchange v. .......... ... ... ... ....... 1041
Bell; Leverette v. .. ..ot e 993
Bellaire Corp.; Barnhart v. ........... ... ... .. ... .. .. 1112
Bellaire Corp.; Holland v. . ........ ... ... .. . .. 1112
Bellamy v. United States .......... ... .. .. 1143
Bell Dairy Products, Inc.; Boldenv. ....................... 900
Belle Fourche Irrigation Dist.; Barnaud ». .................. 820
Bellerive Condominiums Ltd. Partnership; Greenv. .......... 824
Belton v. Moore . ........ ... it 999,1046
Beltran de Martinez v. United States ...................... 1117
Belwith International, Inc.; Simonv. ...................... 973
Benally ». United States . .............. .. 1034
Benavidez v. Department of Navy ........................ 998
Beneficial Corp.; Turner v. . ...... .., 820
Benitez v. United States ........... ... .. ... 862,1097
Benitez-Villafuerte v. United States ....................... 916
Benjamin v. Katten, Muchin & Zavis ...................... 895
Bennett v. Bennett . ...... ... ... . 886
Bennett v. Stewart .. ... ... . . 1138
Bennett; Sulkey v. . ... . 961
Benning v. United States ........ ... ... i, 922
Bennings v. Connecticut Dept. of Corrections ............... 1139
Bennings v. Kearney ............ ...t 838
Benov; Standifer v. ........ ... .. 831
Benson v. Moore . ...... ... 923
Benson v. Safford ........ ... .. . . 1042
Ben-Yisrayl v. Indiana . ......... ... ... .. .. . ... 830,1164
Benzant v. United States ........... ... .. ... 1141
Berberich v. United States ........ ... ... .. 1013
Beresv. Fairman ........... . .. . . i 851
Beresford v. Internal Revenue Service .. ................... 896
Berg v. United States .. ........o i 1154
Berghuis; Heimstrav. . ... o 1060
Berghuis; Loveday v. ......... .o 909

Berghuis; Watson . .. ... 876



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XXIII

Page
Berhanu ». New York State Ins. Fund ..................... 1140
Bermea-Cepeda v. United States ......................... 1149
Bernal v. United States ................ ... 942
Bernal Mendoza v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... 872
Bernard v. United States ........ ... ... . . 920
Bernard Egan & Co. v. Florida Dept. of Revenue ............ 995
Bernofsky v. Administrators of Tulane Ed. Fund ............. 1036
Berrios v. United States . ....... ... ... i 934
Berrios-Centeno v. United States ......................... 928
Berry, Inre . ... e 811
Berry v. Cain . ... e 1025
Berry v. Nevada . ...ttt 1045
Berryhill v. Alabama . .......... ... ... . 1022
Bertadillo v. Cockrell ......... .. ... i 875
Bertel Garcia v. United States ............... .. .......... 848
Bertrand; Palmer v. ......... ... ... . . i 951
Best v. Sears, Roebuck & Co. . ............ ... ... ........ 1080
Best v. United States ........ ..., 924
Betancourt-Sanchez v. United States ...................... 1011
Bettersworth ». Federal Deposit Ins. Corp. ................. 1021
Bever; Titan International, Inc.v. ........................ 994
Bew 0. Chicago . . ..o e 1020
Beyel Brothers, Inc.; Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Co.v. ....... 993
B. F. Goodrich Co.; Newton v. . ... ..ot 1134
Bianco; Exkins v. ... ... . 1042
Bibbs w. IIlinois . ........ i e e 1164
Bibby v. Philadelphia Coca-Cola Bottling Co. ................ 1155
Bich Nguyen v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... ... 939
Bickham v. United States ........ ... .. .. 1049
Bieganowski v. United States . .......... ... ... ... ... ... 1134
Bielfeldt v. Commissioner . ........ ...ttt 813
Bigger; Marvin . .. ...t e 975
Bilal 0. Driver .. ...t 1044
Biles; Sullivan v. . ... . e 886
Biles; Sullivan Machine & Tool Co. v. . .............coiu... 886
Bill Harbert International Construction Co.; Jackes v. ......... 954
Biomet, Inc. v. Tronzo ........... ... ..., 1035
Birdsong v. Florida . . ... ... ... . 1024
Birkett; Spearman v. . ... ... 10568
Birkholz v. Montana . ........... .. ... i 1026
Birkholz v. Sixteenth Judicial Court of Mont., Custer County ... 860
Birks v. United States .......... ... i, 842
Bishop v. Baylor Univ. ........... ... i, 825

Bishop v. Colorado . ........ ..ot 1000,1159



XXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Bishop v. Dischner . ........ ... . . . . i, 1086
Bishop’s Estate v. Equinox International Corp. .............. 1130
B.J. M. v. Family Options ............ ... ... ... 948
Black; DeBardeleben v. .. ... . ... .. .. . . 868
Black v. MASSOUri . ...ttt e 1153
Black ». Oklahoma . ......... ... ..., 1004
Black v. United States ......... .. ... .. . ... 891,973
Blackstone ». United States ........... ... ... .. 910
Blackwell v. Lamarque .............cc.iiiiiiiinnnnn... 902,1158
Blackwell; Schrader v. ........ ... ... i 888
Blackwell v. United States ......... ... ... .. 832
Blackwood v. Florida . ........... .ot 884
Blagoue v. United States .......... ... ... 934
Blaine; Lucas v. . ... ..t e 906
Blair; Johnson v. . ... ... .. . 915
Blair v. United States . ........ .o 969
Blake; Professional Travel Corp. v. .. ..., 1115
Blodgett; Monson v. ... 873
Blom v. United States .......... .. .. ... 880
Blough v. United States ............ ... . .. 894,1101
Blount ». United States .............c. i, 908
Blue Diamond Coal Co. v. Barnhart ....................... 1054
Blumer; Wisconsin Dept. of Health and Family Services v. . . .. 473,1037
Blystad Shipping & Trading, Inc.; Negoce v. ................ 1020
BMW Mfg. Corp. v. United States ........................ 1065
Board of Adjustment of North Bergen v. B. A. P. S. Northeast, Inc. 1056
Board of County Comm’rs of Boulder Cty.; Criderv. .......... 890
Board of Ed. of Bradley-Bourbonnais H. S. Dist. 307; Dale M. ».  1020,1157
Board of Ed. of Dist. 92 of Pottawatomie Cty. v. Earls . ... .. 1015,1125
Board of Ed. of Henderson Cty,; C. M.v. ........ ... ........ 818
Board of Ed. of Murphysboro Dist. 186, Jackson Cty.; Cooper v. . 1042
Board of Immigration Appeals; Idowuv. ................... 911
Board of Police Comm’rs of St. Louis Police Dept.; McLin v. .... 1128
Board of Regents of Univ. of Okla. ». Cornforth .............. 1162
Board of Regents of Univ. of Okla.; Masonv. ................ 853
Board of Regents of Univ. System of Ga.; Lapides v. ........ 991,1122
Board of Trustees of Ogden Community Committee, Inc.; Massey v. 950
Board of Trustees, Teachers’ Pension and Annuity Fund; Shea v. 810
Board on Pro. Responsibility of Sup. Ct. of Del.; Shearinv. ..... 961
Boatwright v. United States . .......... ... ... ... ... ... 877
Boczar v. Kingen . ......... . .. . 952
Boeing Co.; SEKO 0. . oo 1140
Bogan; Edwards v. . ... 1049

Bogan; Horning v. . ... e 1108



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XXV

Page
Bogard ». United States .......... ... i, 1153
Boggan v. Matriciano .......... ... ... . i 966
Bogren v. Minnesota . ....... ... ... 816
Bogue v. Federal Communications Comm™n ................. 1015
Bohler-Uddeholm America, Inc.; Ellwood City Forge Co.». ..... 1162
Boise; Wilson v. . ... e 961
Bojorquez-Bracamontes v. United States ................... 1097
Bolden ». Bell Dairy Products, Inc. ....................... 900
Bolden o. Greiner . ...........cuiuuiiiiiennennnnenn. 1091
Bolden v. Walker . .......... . 858
Boldware v. GOmez . . ... .ot e 854
Boles v. Michigan ......... ... ... i, 926
Boley v. Dormire . ..........iiiiii e 1024
Boley v. Florida . .......... . i 850
Bolte v. Koscove .. ... 1128
Bonaparte v. United States ............ .. ... . . . ... 982
Bonczyk v. U. 8. Patent and Trademark Office ............... 895
Bonds v. Rodriquez ........ ... .. ... i 866
Bondurant v. Colorado General Assembly .................. 860
Bonilla v. United States .............. ... i 1135
Bonnell . Lorenzo . .......... ..o, 951
Bonomi; Gaddini v. . ........ . .. 973
Booher; Greasham v. .. ... ... .. ... e 884
Booker v. Cambra . .. ...t e 899
Booker; Hogan v. . ....... . . e 866
Booker; House v. . . ..o i it e 870
Booker;Jones v. .. ... e 1043
Booker; Moore 0. . ... e 1024
Booker ». United States ............... ... ... .. ...... 830,936
Booker; Ward v. . ..... ... e 928
Boomer v. Kelly .. ... i 1047
Boone; Dubuc v. . ... ... .. 870
Boone; Mounce v. ........ i e e 1027
Boone v. United States ......... ... .o, 855,905
Boone; Vanliner Ins. Co. v. .. ..o ii i 1014
Borchers v. United States .. ..., 1154
Borg; Martinez v. .......... . i 1048
Borinstein v. Moore . ........ ... .. .. 1093
Boston Medical Center v. Service Employees . ............... 1083
Bostron v. Massanari ........... ... ...t 896
Bothwell ». General Motors Corp. . .........ccvviueo... 863,1157
Bottoson v. Florida . . ... i 1121
Bottoson v. Moore ........ ... .. ... ... 956

Boulder Fruit Express v. Transfac ........................ 1133



XXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Boulder Fruit Express ». Transportation Factoring, Inc. ....... 1133
Boulineau v. Roulain . .......... ... ... . . . . 1088
Bourdeau; Shinpei Okajima v. ............cccuiiiiiinnn.. 1128
Boustan v. United States .......... ... .. i, 937
Bowen, Inre . ... .. e 812
Bowers v. Tennessee . ........ ...t 979
Bowersock v. Roe .. ... 841
Bowersox; Ford v. ........ . . . . . 1068
Bowersox; Forest v. . ..... ... i 1141
Bowie v. Oklahoma County Bd. of Comm’rs ................. 1043
Bowlen; McKinley v. .. ..ot 899
Bowler v. Maine . ........ ... i 893
Bowman; Mitchell v. ........ ... ... ... . . . .. 1044
Bowman v. Moore . ..........0 it 962,1158
Boyd v. Alameida . ........... .. 851
Boyd; Johnson v. .. ...t 1041
Boyd v. Keyboard . ........ .. . . 909
Boyd v. Mueller ............ . it 851
Boyd; Quinn v. . ... 1024
Boyd v. United States .. ...... ... i 1006,1159
Boyd ». U. S. Rural Development ....................... 926,1036
Boy Scouts of America; Sanders v. . ... e, 952
Bracetty v. Florida .. ....... ... ... i 865
Brack . Ohio ... ..o e 964
Bracken . Dormire .......... ... . ... .. . i 934
Bradbury ». Idaho Judicial Council ........................ 1115
Bradd ». United States . ......... ... i 1033
Bradley v. Florida . ........ ... . . . . . i 1048
Bradshaw v. Angelone . ........ ... ... .. i 974
Bragan v. Poindexter ......... ... .. .. . . i 980
Bragg v. West Virginia Coal Assn. ......... ..., 1113
Brancacciov. Florida ........... ... .. ... .. 1022
Branch; American General Finance, Inc. v. . ................. 949
Branchv. Smith ......... ... ... . . . . i 1173
Branch ». United States .......... ... . .. ... 1034
Brandon, Jones, et al.; Caremark RX, Inc.v. ................ 1055
Branigan ». United States ............. ... ... ... . ... ..., 874
Brannen v. Georgia . . ... ... . 1163
Brannon ». United States ........ ... ... ... .. . .. 879
Brant v. Armour Swift Eckrich Consumer Products Co. ....... 1061
Brant v. Swift-Eckrich, Ine. . ........... .. ... ... .. ...... 1061
Braswell v. Cockrell . ... ... ... . . . i 848
Braswell v. Roberson .......... ... ... i 874

Bratton v. California . ........ ... . 898



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XXVII

Page
Bratton; Mazza v. ....... ... e e 887
Braun, Inre .. ... .. . e 812,1160
Bravo; Behring v. .. ... 1028
Braxton; Ashley v. . ... . 853
Breed’Love v. Gibson . ........ .. ...t 1093
Breen v. United States .......... ... ... ... 894,1102
Brenda H. v. Erie County Dept. of Social Services . ........... 1090
Brevard County; Farm & Grove Realty Co.v. ............... 1042
Brewer v. Dunaway .......... ... ... 954
Brewer v. Texas .. ... ... e 955
Brice v. Thompson . ........ ..., 1040
Bridgeport Guardians; State, County & Municipal Employees v. . 950
Bridgeport Machines Inc.; Szabo v. ........... ... ... ... ... 951
Bridgeport Machines Inc.; Zatron v. ............. ... ....... 951
Bridges ». United States ........... ... ... 896
Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc. v. Polymer Industrial Products Co. . . 949
Bridgette v. Hill .. ... . . 854
Brigano; Paytonv. ....... ... ... ... 1135
Brigano; Williams . .. ... 831
Briggman v. Frank ... ... ... . . . 868
Brightler; Graham v. . ......... ... ... .. i 923
Briley; Sherrod v. . ...ttt 856
Briscoe v. Cockrell . ..... ... . .. .. 846
Bristol; Bugryn v. . ... .. e 1019
Britton ». United States .......... ..., 855
Brizuela-Paz v. United States . .......... ... ... ... ... 865
Broaden v. Louisiana . .......... ... ... ... ... .. ... 884,1172
Broades, Inre . ....... . ... e 810
Broadnax v. Angelone . . ......... . ... i 876
Brock v. Cockrell . ...... ... . .. i 847
Brockington, In re . ........ . 1077
Broderick; McReynolds v. ... ..o v 802
Brodie v. United States .......... ... . ... 1050
Bromley v. Hall ........... .. . . . . 1067
Brooks v. Alabama . ......... .. ... 846
Brooks v. Battle ... ... .. . . . 865
Brooks v. Garcia . ... ... 1026
Brooks v. Illinois . ......... . i 1146
Brooks v. United States ............... .. ... ... ... ..... 916,1009
Broomfield v. Cain . .......... ... . 849
Brotherhood. For labor union, see name of trade.
Brough ». United States . ......... ... i, 889
Broughton v. Pulaski Fiscal Court ........................ 890

Broussard v. Cockrell ........ ... . . 0. 1120



XXVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page

Brown, Inre . ... .. e 811,948
Brown v. Angelone . ......... ... 912
Brown v. Cain . ......... . e 1001
Brown v. Cicherski . ......... ... i 1067
Brown v. Cockrell .. ......... .. .. . .. 840,850
Brown; Compo 0. ...ttt e e 1093
Brown v. Connecticut .......... .. ... i 1068
Brown v. Conroy . ... ooi it 853,1157
Brown v. Foot Locker .. ........... . i 817
Brown v. Ford Motor Co. . ........ ..ot 954
Brown v. GIbson . .......... i e 1057
Brown v. Gilmore . ........... .00 996
Brown v. Gundy . .......... i 861
Brown v. Hopper . .......... i 828
Brown v. Illinois Central R. Co. ............. ... .......... 1041
Brown; Interstate Litho Corp.v. ...... ... ... . . . ... 1066
Brownwv. Jones ........ ... . e 1085
Brown v. Kinney Shoe Corp. ............uiiiiiinninnnn.. 817
Brown v. Knox County ......... ...t 820
Brown v. Lindsey ... ... 1164
Brown v. Luebbers ........ ... i e 1135
Brown v. Lyford . .......... . i 817
Brown; Mann v. . ... ... e 1131
Brown v. McCormick ............ ...t iiieiinnnnnnnnnn. 815
Brown v. Moore . ........... i e 1136
Brownv. Oneonta . ........ ... ..o, 816
Brown v. Philadelphia ........... ... .. . . . i 859
Brown v. Pitcher ......... ... . .. . .. .. . . 1057
Brown; Rio Petroleum, Inc. v. ........................... 1082
Brown v. Schomig . . ...... ... . . 849
Brown v. Snyder ... ... 1128
Brown v. South Carolina ................ ... ... ........ 845
Brown v. Taylor . ..........iiiiiiiii i 1086
Brown v. Texas . ...t 850,953,1021
Brown v. United States ............... i . 830,
836,857,882,884,927,930,972,980,1051,1107,1148,1165

Brown v. Wheat First Securities, Inc. . .................... 1067
Browne v. New York State Office of Mental Health ........... 891
Browning; Krosby v. . ... .o 819
Browning-Ferris Industries of Ill., Inc.; Richard Ter Maat, Inc. v. 954
Broyles v. Illinois . ......... ..o 1164
Bruff v. North Miss. Health Services, Inc. .................. 952
Brumley . SImmons . ........ ... 1087

Brundidge v. Brundidge .............. ... . . i 996



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XXIX

Page
Brunelle; Campbell v. .. ... 910
Brunelle; Shegog v. . ..ot 1046
Bruns v. Johnson ........... .. .. 1058
Brunson ». United States ............. .. .. 1097
Bruton; Cross v. . ... e 1003
Bruton;Jones v. . ... ... 913
Bruton v. United States ............. .. i, 922
Bruzon v. United States . ........ ... ... i i 882
Bryan v. Oden . ..........iiiiiiii it 949
Bryant v. Bumgarner ....... ... ... 827
Bryant v. Delhaize America, Inc. . ....... ... . ... .. ... ... 993
Bryantv. Florida ........ ... ... ... . . i 1025
Bryant; Jean-Henriquez v. . ....... ... .. ... i, 1044
Bryant; Jones v. .. ... 906
Bryant v. United States ............ ... .. oo, 889,936
Buccella v. Massachusetts . ........... .. .. 1079
Buce v. Allianz Life Ins. Co. ... ... .o o 1065
Buchanan ». North Carolina ................. ... ........ 843
Buchmeier v. United States ........... .. ... ... ... ..... 1014
Buckendahl v. United States ........... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1049
Buckhalton v. O'Keefe ......... ... .. ... 851
Bucklew v. MiSSOUTT ...ttt 964
Bucknam; Knight v. ....... ... .. . . . . 1040
Budd v. United States ..........ccoiuiiiiiiinna... 878
Bueno-Castro v. United States .......... ... .. ..o, 965
Buggs v. United States . ......... ... ... 922,1154
Bugryn v. Bristol .......... . . . 1019
Building Industry Assn. of Superior Cal. ». Norton ........... 1108
Bullard; Oryang v. . ...ttt 1086
Bumgarner; Alston v. . ... 850
Bumgarner; Bryant v. . .. ... 827
Bun v. California ............ . . .0 i 867
Bunch v. Moore . ...... ..ot 1004
Burch; Helseth v. ... . .. .. i 1115
Burdick . Maine .......... .. . . 1145
Bureau of Public Debt; Renobatov. ....................... 1084
Burek v. Valley Camp Coal Co. ............ccciiiiiininnn.. 1116
Burgess; Battle v. .. ... o 1051
Burgess v. Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection ......... 1040
Burgess v. Johnson . ....... ... . ... 875
Burgess; Miles 0. ... 884
Burgess v. United States .......... ... i 969
Burgos v. United States .......... ... . ... . 1010

Burke v. ITowa Utility Bd. .. ...... ... .. ... i i 920



XXX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Burke v. United States . ......... ... i 931
Burkley v. McGrath . ...... ... ... .. . i 1069,1159
Burks v. Department of Ariz. Econ. Sec., Emp. Tax Audit Office 825
Burks; O'Neill v. ... ... e 961
Burley v. United States ......... ... ... i 881
Burlington Air Express, Inc. v. Lite-On Peripherals, Inc. ...... 1129
Burlington Northern/Santa Fe Co.; McCallw. ................ 822
Burlington N. & S. F. R. Co.; Fleming v. .................... 905
Burner ». United States ............... .. 1005
Burns . Michigan ........... . .. i 1027
Burns . TeXas .. ...t e 846
Burns w. Virginia .......... ... ... . .. . . .. 1043,1159
Burr . Snider . ....... ... 844
Burrv. Walker . ... 1137
Burriss v. Small . ....... ... .. . 1061,1159
Burroughs v. Chammas . ......... ... i, 891
Burtis v. Annan . ......... . 884
Burton v. Angelone ............ ... ... 845
Burton v. Driver . ... ..o 1044
Burton v. Mitchem . .......... .. . ... . i 864
Burton v. United States ....................... 866,980,1106,1171
Busby v. United States . ........ .. ... i 1031
Busch v. Commodity Futures Trading Comm™m .............. 1055
Busch; Stith v, .. ... e 849
Bush; Schroder v. . ... e 1083
Bush v. United States . ......... ... .. i 1171
Bushv. Zeeland ......... .. . . . . . . . . 1133
Bush v. Zeeland Public Schools Bd. of Ed. ................ 819,1101
Bustamante v. United States ........... ... ... ... .. ... ... 906
Bustamante-Solis v. United States ............. ... .. ...... 1006
Bustillos-Munoz ». United States ......................... 854
Butcher, Inre . ... ... . . . e 991
Butcher ». United States ............. .. .. 1049
Butler; Epperson v. . .......iiiiii e s 842
Butler v. United States .......... ... ..t 937
Butler v. West Virginia . . ...... ... .. i 971
Butterfield ». Minnesota . ............ ... i 932
Butterworth; Jones v. . ... ... .. . . e 974
Butts v. Georgia . ... 1086
Butts v. Texas ... e 1021
Butts v. United States ......... ... ... i, 1013
Byes v Louisiana . .......... .. i 899
Bynx v. Oregon Driver and Motor Vehicle Services Branch . . ... 1113

Byrd, Inre . ..o 1121



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XXXI

Page
Byrd v. Alameida . .......... .. 924
Byrd; Bagley v. . ..o 1109,1301
Byrd v. Georgia . ........... i 1070
Byrd v. Meyers . ... e 1027
Byrd v. United States . ........ ... . i 1154
C. v. District of Columbia .............. ..., 867
CiLeavitt v, ... e 822
Cabada-Navarrete v. United States ....................... 1007
Caballero-Perez v. United States ......................... 1108
Caban v. TIHNOIS . ...t e e 1162
Cable; Strom v. . ... ... 961
Cabrera v. United States ............co ... 933
Cacciola v. Sims Communications, Inc. ..................... 1066
Caderno v. United States . ....... ... ..., 1167
Caesars Palace Hotel & Casino; Costav. ................... 1075
Caffey; AYer 0. . oo e e 867
Cage v. United States . ........ ... i, 1032
Cain; Adams 0. . ..o vttt e 1027
Cain; Berry v. ..o oo e 1025
Cain; Broomfield v. ........ ... .. . . ... i 849
Cain; Brown 0. . ...ttt e 1001
Cain; Chapman 0. .. ......uutiin ittt 1060
Cain; Del Carpio 0. ... .coov i e 1046
Cain; Doggett v. . ..o 1089
Cain; Domingue v. . ...ttt 1090
Cain; Donaldson v. .......... it 1069
Cain; Everidge v. . ... 845
Cain; Fabre v. . ... ... i e 838
Cain; Forrest v. ... ... e 975
Cain; Francois 0. . . ... e e 1089
Caing GAZE 1. v v vt et e 885
Cain; HONgo 0. ..ot iieee 1139
Cain; Hudson v. . ... e i 1138
Cain; Jackson v, . ... 1058,1088
Cain; Lewis 0. ..ot e 829
Cain; Lingle . ... e 1025
Cain; Martin o, . ..... ..o 885,1027,1121
Cain; McBroom v. . ... i 1003
Cain; NiX 0. it i i e e e e 1003
Cain; Patterson v. ....... . i e 974
Cain; Reese 0. . . oo vt e 860
Cain; Singleton v. ... ... 1057,1159
Cain; Smith v. .. ... 843

Cain; Trig@s 0. . oottt e e 917



XXXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Cain; TUrner v. . ...... . e et 1003
Cain; Wells 0. . ..o e e 834
Cain; Williams 0. . . ..ottt e 829,962
Cain; WilSon 0. ... ...t e e 1025
Caines; Rushford v. ....... .. ... ... . . . . i 1081
Calbone; Barbee v. . ... e 1000
Calderon; Anderson v. ............c.iiiiiiiiennnnn. 807,1036
Calderon v. Sandoval ......... ... . ... i 943
Calderon; Sandoval . . ....... .. it 847
Calderon-Mesa v. United States ........... ... ... ..., 936
Caldwell v. Bell ... ... 938
Caldwell v. United States . ..............iiiiiiii... 1061
Caldwell Diving Co.; Hansen v. ........ ..., 1041
Calhoun v. Cockrell ....... ... .. . . . i, 834
Calhoun v. Spelling Television, Inc. . ...................... 807
Calhoun ». United States ......... ... .. .. 1071
Calhoun County Comm’n; Petersv. ....................... 842
California; Anderson v. .. ...ttt 1136
California; Archilav. ....... ... .. ... .. . . . i 1048
California; Ascot v. ... .. i e 1060
California; Bates v. . ... . i e 1046
California; Bratton v. . ...... ... ... .. . . i 898
California; Bunv. ....... ... . . . . . e 867
California; Chanes v. . ...ttt 874
California; Cherry v. . ... ittt e as 854
California; Cole v. . ... i i 1129
California; Contreras v. ..........ouiiiiiiiiinnnneenn. 1093
California; Cunningham v. . ....... ... ... ... 1141
California; Dey v. ... e 869
California; Downs v. ........ it 960
California; Duda v. ........ . i i 1066
California; Farmer v. ... ..... ... 1089
California; Farris v. .. ... i e 920
California; Ford v. ........ . i 1075
California; Frenchik v. .. ..... .. ..., 909
California; Fuller v. . ... . i 871
California; Galindo v. . ........ ... ..., 837
California; Gharibian v. . .. ... ... ... i 875
California; Gibbs v. ... ... i e 838
California; Greene v. .. ...ttt 911
California; Gremminger v. . ..........uitteee e 953
California; Hall v. .. ... .. . i 909
California; Hampton v. . ....... ... i 958

California; Hein v. . ...t 890



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XXXIII

Page
California; Hernandez v. .. ... .. ... .. ... 926
California; Hills v. . ... i i 1077
California; Hubbart v. .. ... .. .. 1143
California; Hung Hoa Nguyen v. . .......ccoviiinininnn.. 904
California; Hyland v. . ... ... .. i 1145
California; Judge v. .. ... i 878
California; Keyes v. ..ot 921
California; Kozinski v. ....... .. ..., 1019
California; Kukes v. ........ i, 804
California; Kulka v. ....... .. .. . i, 957
California; Lafont v. ....... ... .. ... .. . i 1164
California; Laskodi v. ... ... i 920
California; Lazor v. ... ... i 807
California; Ledesma Zepeda v. . ....... ..., 1068
California; Leslie v. ... ... e 1045
California; Lewis v. ... ... 1045
California; Leyva v. . ...t 915
California; Lozano v. . .. ...ttt 1146
California; Maas v. ....... it 876
California; Mathews v. . ...... ..., 899
California; Maxfield v. . .. ... .. i 833
California; McIntosh v, . ... ... . . ... . i 866
California; Montoya v. . ..... .o 958
California; Morales v. .. ... 857
California; Morales Arreola v. . ...........c.ciiiiieeeeen.. 963
California; Murphy v. .. ... 1069
California; Nevares v. ... ..o inn ittt 816
California; Noble v. . . ... i e 1137
California; Olney v. . . ..ottt e e 1084
California; Passarelliv. .. ... . ... ... 875
California; Peracchiv. . ... .. ... . .. . . 901
California; Pittman v. ........ ... . ... i 905
California; Pratch v. ....... .. .. . . ... i 919
California; Price v. .. ... ..ot 977,1045
California; Ransom v. .. ... ittt 842
California; RUIZ . . . ..o e 1087
California; RUSSWOrm v. .. .......oiii e 1024
California; Sanchez v. . ...... ... ... ... . .. i 1085
California v. Schulman ......... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... ... 992
California; Scott v. ...... .. e 846
California; Shong-Ching Tong v. .. ... ..., 908
California; Staten v. ........ ... i e 846
California; Tinsley v. ... ..ot i 868

California; TOrres 0. ... .ovuv vt et es 882



XXXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
California v. United States ........ ... .. 1078
California; Wallace v. . ...... ... .. oo 884
California; Watson . . ... it 1166
California; Wertheimer v. .............. .. ... ... . 1044
California; Wilkens v. ........ . e 1025
California; Woods 2. .. ... i e 1087
California; Yasa v. ... ... e 825
California Assn. of Professional Employees; Kalskiv. ......... 1000
California Bd. of Prison Terms and Paroles; Ware v. .......... 1001
California Dept. of Corrections; McKinney v. ................ 1116
California Dept. of Food and Agriculture; Opong-Mensah v. . .. .. 1048
California Federal Bank, FSB v. United States .............. 1113
California Federal Bank, FSB; United Statesv. .............. 1113
California State Lands Comm’n; Lechuza Villas West v. ....... 973
Call v. North Carolina .............. ..o, 1046
Callicutt . Childs . . ... .. e 1088
Callis . United States .......... .. ..., 1008
Calmese v. Luebbers . ...... ..., 850
Calvin v. Washington ............... ... .. 862
Camacho-Jiminez v. United States ........................ 967
Camacho-Velasquez v. United States ...................... 981
Camarena v. Department of Army ........................ 1075
Camarena v. Massanari ... ......oi ittt 802
Camarillo-Vasquez v. United States ....................... 941
Cambra; BooKer 0. . ... e 899
Cambra; Cooperwood 0. .. ... vi it 900
Cambra; Davis 0. ... .. e 1069
Cambra; Landry v. .. ... 1025
Cambra; Padillav. ........ .. .. ... i, 844
Cambra; Pina v. ...... ... . . i e 1164
Cambra; Robinson v. ........ . ... ... . i 1138
Cambrelen ». United States ............ ... ... 855
Camden County; Straka v. ........ ... i, 910
Camden Properties Corp.v. Hurt ......................... 997
Camoscio v. Deminico . ....... ..ottt 945
Camoscio v. Massachusetts . ........... i .. 1042
Camp; Law 0. . oo e e 1162
Campbell v. Abrahamson . ......... ... ... iiiiiinnn... 1048
Campbell v. Brunelle ........... .. ... .. i 910
Campbell v. Moore . ...... ... ..., 852,870,1157
Campbell v. Sears, Roebuck & Co. ......... ... ... ... ... ... 1114
Campbell v. United States .................... 829,1032,1098,1142
Campbell v. U. S. Distriet Court ............ ... ... ...... 1144

Campbell v. Washington State Bar Assn. ................... 1056



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XXXV

Page
Campos v. North Carolina .............. ..., 842
Campos-Chavez v. United States ............... ... ....... 879
Campos-Padilla v. United States ......................... 919
Campuzano-Martinez v. United States ..................... 1031
Cana-Ruiz, Inre . ... e 811
Candelaria; Paramo v. . . .. ... .ot 1000
Candido Polanco ». United States ......................... 855
Cannabis Action Network, Inc.; Gainesvillev. ............... 1110
Cannon v. Beal .. ... . i 893
Cannon v. United States . ............ ... ... ..., 1143
Cantav. Holmes . ........ .. . . i, 960
Cantillano ». United States . ............ ..., 1097
Cantu v. Cockrell . ...... ... .. .. .. . i, 874
Cantu-Gonzalez v. United States ......................... 1117
Cape Elizabeth; MC Associates v. ..........c.c.oiiiiiinna.. 1081
Capital Landmark IT ». Hameetman . ...................... 822
Capital One Financial Corp.; Dittonv. ......... ... .. ... ... 881
Capps v. Virginia ............ it 1131
Caprice v. O'Keefe .. ..., 851
Captain D’s Restaurant; Jefferson v. ...................... 820
Cardenas v. Liytle .. ... 862
Cardenas v. United States ............. ... ... ... ... 1014
Cardenas-Galvan v. United States ........................ 908
Cardenas-Valdez v. United States . ........................ 933
Cardona-Rivera v. Missouri .............ccuuiiiinnnnnnn.. 826
Caremark RX, Inc. v. Brandon, Jones, et al. ................. 1055
Carey; ANdrews 0. . ...ttt ittt et e 841
Carey; McKinney v. .. ...ttt 974
Carey; Rosales 0. ... 1069
Carey; Walker . . ..o et 1137
Carey; Welch v. ... e 1090
Carini v. New York ........ ... i, 856
Carlos-Colmenares v. United States ....................... 914
Carlson v. United States ... ..., 854
Carlson v. Virginia .......... ... .. .. 1004,1102
Carlton; Carter 0. . ...ttt e 1028
Carlton; Graves 0. ...ttt e 1089
Carlton v. United States . ............ .. ... .. 1012
Carmell v. TexXas . .. ..ot e e e e 957
Carmickel v. United States . ............ ... ... ... ....... 1095
Carney v. IIlNOIS ... ...ttt 1008
Carpenter 0. COX ...ttt e 1045
Carpenter v. Israel . ........ . i 1078

Carpenter v. Lock . ... ... . . 1091



XXXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Carrv. Head . . ... oo e e 905
Carr v. MiSSiSSIPPL - v vt e 1026
Carr v. United States ........... ... 830,1008
Carrabba v. Randalls Food Markets, Ine. . .................. 995
Carrasco v. United States ............................. 830,1061
Carrasco-Muniz v. United States . ........................ 1006
Carraway v. United States ........ ... ... .. 1011
Carrell v. Small . ........ ... . i 957
Carrillo v. United States .............. i .. 1050
Carrizalez-Martinez v. United States ...................... 1099
Carrizosa-Hernandez v. United States ..................... 847
Carro v. Massachusetts . . ...... ... ... 1069
Carroll v. SChriro . ... ..o e e 1093
Carry v. Cockrell .. ... ... .. i 1069
Carter v. Alabama . ........... ..., 883
Carter v. Carlton ............ i 1028
Carter v. Cockrell ... ... ... ... . .. 865,1029
Carter v. Johnston . .............iiiiieeeernnnnnn. 854,1101
Carter v. Kemna . .. ...t e 1085
Carter v. Moore . ..o vttt e e 1093
Carter v. Newkirk . ........ i, 1093
Carter v. Ramirez-Palmer ............. ... . ... ... ... 887
Carter; Searcy 1. .t e e 905
Carter v. South Carolina Dept. of Corrections ............... 836
Carter v. Sun Life of Canada, . ........................... 889
Carter; Thomas v. . ... e et 1075
Carter v. United States .......... ... 935
Casado ». United States ......... ... .. 914
Casas v. United States ........... ... 1031
Casey 0. Greiner . . ...ttt ettt e e 865
Cash America International, Inc. v. Sparks ................. 813
Casillas v. TIHNOIS . .. oottt e e 1043
Cason; Aranda . . ... e 999
Cassell; TIMMONS 0. .. oottt ettt 1021
Casserly 0. Coates . ........uiiiiiiiiiiiii i 1144
Castaneda-Gutierrez v. United States . ... .................. 1139
Castaneda-Ulloa v. United States .............. ... ....... 1061
Castellanos, In re . ... 810
Castellanos v. United States . .......... ... .. .. ... 1062
Castillo Arbolellav. Galaza . ............ ... ... 851
Castillo Mabini v. United States .......................... 930
Castillo-Ocon ». United States .............. ..., 981
Castillo-Reyna v. United States .............. ... .. ...... 863

Castillo-Rivera v. United States ............. ... .. ... .... 931



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XXXVII

Page
Castillo-Rodriguez v. United States ....................... 1099
Castillo-Rojas v. United States . ......... ... ... ... ... ... 877
Castio Martinez v. United States ......................... 942
Castro; Nelson v. ... ... e 1000
Castro; Thompson v. .. ..ottt 978
Castro v. United States .............o ... 907
Castro-Barron v. United States ............. ... .. ... .... 1155
Castro-Hernandez v. United States ....................... 1167
Caterpillar, Inc.; Douglas v. .......... ... .. ... ..., 853,1157
Catoe; Rashid v. ... ... . i 902
Caudill v. Jarvis . ... e e 1029
Causwell v. United States . ............ ... ..., 968
Cedillo v. United States .......... ... 895
Ceja-Campos v. United States ............ ... ... ... ...... 897
Celestine ». United States . ............ ... oo .. 979

Cellco Partnership v. NextWave Personal Communications Ine. .. 1121
Cement Masons Health and Welfare Trust Fd. for N. Cal. v. Stone 1104

Central Interstate Radioactive Waste Comm’n; Nebraska v. . ... 889
Central States Pension Fund v». Basic American Industries ..... 1079
Central States Pension Fund v». Fulkerson .................. 821
Central Tex. Nudists ». Travis County . .................... 952
Cepeda v. United States .......... ... ... 922
Cervantes, I 1€ . .. ..ot e 1054
Cervantes v. Cockrell ........ ... . ... .. 1138
Cervantes v. United States .. ........... ... 965
Cestnik v. United States . ......... ... ... 937
Cezberg-Loarca v. United States .............. ... ........ 942
Chachere v. Cockrell .. ... ... .. . . .. 1017
Chacko v. United States ............... .. ... .. ... ... 930,1158
Chacon-Sanchez v. United States ......................... 1141
Chalal v. Columbia Northwest Medical Center ............... 891
Chamberlain v. Shanks . ............. ... ... ... ... .. 960
Chamberlin v. Commissioner . ..............c.coieueeeeen.. 1163
Chambers, In 7e . ... e e 812
Chambers v. Duncan . ............cciiieeeennnnn.. 869,931
Chambers v. McCaughtry ........ ... ..o, 1165
Chammas; Burroughs v. . ...... ... ... . it 891
Champion; Miller v. . ....... . 1140
Chandler ». Albuquerque Police Dept. ..................... 959
Chandler; Jeffers v. ... ... o 1001
Chandler v. MoOTe . ... ..ttt e e i 1057
Chandler ». United States .................. ... ...... 852,1009
Chanes v. California . ......... . ... 874

Chaney v. Chicago Transit Authority ...................... 1093



XXXVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Channita v. United States ......... ... .. . . .. 925
Chanthadara v. United States .. ........ ... ... ... ... ... 992
Chao v. Mallard Bay Drilling, Inc. ........................ 235
Chapa v. United States . ... 928
Chapa-Sanchez ». United States ............. ... ... ....... 1095
Chapman v. Cain . ........ouiiiii ittt 1060
Chapman v. Hofbauer . .......... ... ...ttt 916
Chappell v. Cooper . ... ...t 874
Chargualaf ». Territory of Guam . ........................ 843
Charles v. MOOTE . ...ttt it e e et 1088
Chase Manhattan Bank v. Traffic Stream Infrastructure Ltd. ... 1074
Chase Manhattan Mortgage Corp.; Deanv. ................. 995
Chaser v. United States ............. .. .. 942
Chavarria-Perez v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... 969
Chavez v. Crawford ......... ...t 964
Chavez v. Hickman . ......... ... . i, 1141
Chavez; Mulazim v. . ....... ... e 860
Chavez v. United States .......................... 924,1097,1150
Chavez-Garcia v. United States ............ ... ... ... ..... 981
Chavez-Mendoza v. United States .............. ... ....... 939
Chavez-Ortega v. United States .............. ... ......... 921
Chen ». United States .......... ..., 972
Chenault v. Tennessee Dept. of Mental Health ............... 821
Chenoweth v. Hillsborough County ....................... 1131
Cherry ». California ........... ... ..., 854
Cherry v. Florida ... ... i 878
Chesapeake’s Public School System; Haley v. ................ 953
Cheung v. United States . ......... ... i, 931
Chevalier v. United States ........ ... ... ... .. 933
Chevron U. S. A. Inc. v. Echazabal ...................... 991,1122
Chevron U. S. A. Production Co. v. Myers .................. 823
Chhien v. United States ............ . .. 1150
Chia v. Fidelity Brokerage Services ....................... 913
Chianelli v. Environmental Protection Agency ............... 1031
Chicago; BeW 0. ..o e 1020
Chicago; Chicago Fire Fightersv. ............ ... . ... ... 995
Chicago; MacDonald v. . ....... ... ..., 1113
Chicago; Woods 0. . ..ot 955
Chicago Bd. of Ed.; Epelbaum v. ........ ... ... ... ........ 1133
Chicago Fire Fighters v. Chicago ............ ... .. ........ 995
Chicago Park Dist.; Thomas v. ............iiiiiio.. 316,808
Chicago Transit Authority; Chaney ». ..................... 1093
Chickasaw Nation v. United States ....................... 84

Childers v. Lazaroff . ........ ... .. ... 864



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XXXIX

Page
Childs; Atterberry v. ...t 957
Childs; Callicutt v. ....... i i 1088
Chilingirian v. Ellis .. ....... . i 1083
Chilmark Financial, LLP; Sholdrav. ...................... 1042
Chino Valley Independent Fire Dist.; Sextonv. .............. 1078
Chisholm v. United States ............ ... ... 1145
Chil . AYers .o et et 1061
Cho v. United States ......... .. ... i, 850
Choctaw Nation of Okla. v. United States .................. 84
Choice v. Davis . ..o oo e 842
Choice v. South Carolina .......... ... ... ... ... . ..., 843
Choice Hotels International, Inc. . Ticknor ................. 1133
Chojnacki v. Madding .. ....... ..., 957
Chrans; CUeVAS V. « v v vttt et it et e e ettt e e 840
Christen . Alabama . . ..... ...ttt 810
Christen ». R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. . .................... 1059
Christeson v. Missouri . ......... ...ttt 978
Christian v. Internal Revenue Service ..................... 819
Christian v. United States ......... ... ... .. 1096
Christianson v. Allen . ....... ... ... .. 963
Christopher v. Harbury ........... ... ..., 1064
Christopher; Stanley Works v. ........ .. ... .. 820
Christopher v. United States ........... ... ... ... .. ... ... 877
Chrysler v. Pitcher . ......... ... .. . . i 930
Chrysler Corp.; Furby v. ... ... i 828,1156
Chu; Wells v, .o e e 959
Chun-Hsuan Su ». Polytechnic Univ. . ...................... 946
Church, Inre ... ... . i e e 811,1160
Church v. City College .. ........ i 1045
Church . Virginia ......... ... ... . . i 802,1160
Church of Scientology International v. Time Warner, Inc. ...... 814
Cicherski; Brown v. . ... 1067
Cimarron Software Service, Inc.; Muzziv. .................. 819
Cincinnati ex rel. Cosgrove; Grogan v. .............oouvuuo.. 1084
Cintron v. United States . ........ ..., 1107
Circuit City Stores, Inc.; Johnson v. ....................... 856
Circuit Court of Alexandria; Murphy v. ................. 1017,1094
Ciriza v. United States . ........ ..., 1107
Cisneros v. United States ............................. 813,1028
Cisneros-Valdez v. United States ............ ... ... ....... 847
Citizens Bank of Weston, Inc. v. Weston .. .................. 824
City. See name of city.
City College; Church v. . ........ . i 1045

Claiborne Manor Nursing Home, Inc.; Lovellv. .............. 1082



XL TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Clancy v. Employers Health Ins. Co. ...................... 820
Clark, In re . ..o e e 1039
Clark v. Clark . . ..o e e e e e e 1066
Clark v. Florida . ......... . i, 965
Clark; Harris 0. ..o v i i e e e e 1059
Clark v. Lamarque . ..........ouiiieeeeennnnnnnnns 959
Clark v. LeMaster ......... ... . i, 1015
Clark; McAtee v. .. oo vt e e e e 1003
Clark ». Michigan . ........... .0 869
Clark 0. MoOre .. .oo ittt e e e et 1144
Clark; Reinishv. ... ... i 993
Clark v. United States .................... 861,907,1008,1032,1171
Clark ». Washington . ......... .. ... i, 1000
Clarke, Inre . . ..o e e 806,1124
Clarke; Mendez v. . ...t 844
Clarke; Ruff v. ... ... e 1137
Clarke v. United States ............. ... ... 935
Claude . Smola .. ...t 1144
Claveria-Martinez v. United States ....................... 1052
Clay v.Jackson . ... i i 842,1157
Clay ». Wilkinson County Bd. of Supervisors ................ 1138
Clayton v. United States ............ ... 1062
Clemente v. United States ............. ... ... .. .. ...... 1144
Clements v. United States ............. ... ... .. ... 1155
ClNE 0. TeXaS « o v i et ettt e e e e ettt ettt e 867
Clingan v. United States ......... ... ... .. 967
Clinton, In re ... e e e e 806,1016
Clinton; Hill v, . ..o o e 973
Clinton; Shaffmaster v. . ...... .. ... .. . . . .. 877
Clinton ». United States ............. ... ... .. ... 1008
Cloud v. Cockrell ....... ... .. . . i, 1084
Clovis; Galland . .. ... i e e 826
C. M. ». Board of Ed. of Henderson County ................. 818
Coahoma Chemical Co.; Aroyo-Gonzalez v. .................. 820
Coalition of N. J. Sportsmen, Inc. ». DiFrancesco ............. 1039
Coates; Casserly 0. . ...ttt e 1144
Coates v. United States ............ccoiiiiinnn.. 1050,1145
Coatoam v. United States . ............ ... ... .. ... .. 924
Coats v. Glazier . ......... .. . it 844
Cobb v. United States .............. . .. 925
Cobbs v. United States . ....... ... . .. 832
Cobio Cervantes v. Cockrell ............ ... .............. 1138
Coble v. United States ......... ... ... 1023

Cobos v. Hofbauer ............ ... .. 846



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XLI

Page
Coca-Cola Bottling Co. Consolidated; Harrisv. ............... 1118
Cochran v. Trans-General Life Ins. Co. .................... 887
Cockerham v. United States .............. ... ... 1085
Cockrell; Alberto Gutierrez v. ........... ..., 835
Cockrell; Allen v. ..ot e e e 861,1067
Cockrell; Antonio Luna v. ... ... ..ot 956
Cockrell; Arnold v. . ... .. e 1108
Cockrell; ATTOYO0 0. . . e e e 1092
Cockrell; Atchley v, .o e e 1142
Cockrell; Baiza Hernandez v. . .................ccuu..... 1043
Cockrell; Balawajder v. . .. ... ... 1132
Cockrell; Beazley v. ...t e 945
Cockrell; Braswell v. ... ... .. e 848
Cockrell; Briscoe v. ... ..ot e 846
Cockrell; Brock 0. .. oot e 847
Cockrell; Broussard v. . ... i 1120
Cockrell; Brown v. ... ... . 840,850
Cockrell; Calhoun v. . ... 834
Cockrell; Cantu v. ... ... e 874
Cockrell; Carry v. ... e e 1069
Cockrell; Carter v. . ..oovut i e 865,1029
Cockrell; Chachere v. ....... . i, 1017
Cockrell; Cloud v. ... ..ot e e 1084
Cockrell; Cobio Cervantes v. . .......ouiiiiiiininnnenn.. 1138
Cockrell; Craft v. . ... e 843
Cockrell; Dawson . ... .. e e 1048
Cockrell; Delgado v. . ...t 1070
Cockrell; Delk v. ..o vo i i 1110,1170,1173
Cockrell; Doyle v. ... 842
Cockrell; Edwards v. . ... . e 853
Cockrell; Fisher v. ...... .. i i 852
Cockrell; Flanagan v. . ... .. 1060
Cockrell; Flanigan v. ... ...ttt it 835
Cockrell; Ford v. . ... e 1089
Cockrell; French v. ... ... e 918
Cockrell; FULT 0. . ..o e e 1059
Cockrell; Garcia Bertadillow. ........... ... ... ... ....... 875
Cockrell; Garrett v. ... ... o 1002
Cockrell; Garza v. . ..... .ot e 835
Cockrell; Glover v. ... i e 845
Cockrell; Gray 0. . oot e e 841
Cockrell; Griffinv. . ... ... ... 948,1125
Cockrell; GUEITETO V. .o v v vttt e e eeee e 958,975

Cockrell; GUYton v. .. oo ot 960



XLIT TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Cockrell; Hafdahl v. ........ ... ... ... . . . .. 1047
Cockrell; Hamilton v. . ...... .. ... ... .. 958
Cockrell; HickS 0. .. oo e 1089
Cockrell; Hill w. ... ... e 842
Cockrell; Hoang Viet Huu Nguyen v. ...................... 1164
Cockrell; Hollowell v. .. ... . i 1116
Cockrell; Ingle v. ..o 837
Cockrell; James v. . ... .. i 904
Cockrell; Jemmerison v. . ...t 1001
Cockrell; Jones v. ... .. e 1001
Cockrell; Kea v. ... i e e 881
Cockrell; Kizzee . ... .. e 914
Cockrell; Levy v, o e 1000
Cockrell; LeWiS 0. ..o v vt e 999
Cockrell; Llahsram v. ... ... .. i 921
Cockrell; Martinez v. ..., 1163
Cockrell; MeBride v. .. ..o oot 958,1173
Cockrell; McDonald v. ... ...t i 1063
Cockrell; McGaugh v. . ...t 837
Cockrell; Miller-Elv. .. ... i 1122
Cockrell; Mitchell v. ... ... i e 841
Cockrell; Modden v. ........ i 1017
Cockrell; MOrriSon 0. .. .vv it et 849
Cockrell; Penigar v. . ......uuii it e e 916
Cockrell; PolSOn ©. ... e 872
Cockrell; Poteet v. ... . 1028
Cockrell; Ramos v. ... i e 976
Cockrell; Robles . . ... ... i e 956
Cockrell; Rodriguez Palafox v, ......... ... ... .. ... 873
Cockrell; ROSS 0. . oo ot 911,1158
Cockrell; Rudd v. ... ... . 1001,1037
Cockrell; Salazer v. . ...t 844
Cockrell; Sanchez v. . ... .. 976,1158
Cockrell; Shabazz v. .. ... i e 835
Cockrell; Sheehan v. ... ... i 1003
Cockrell; Shelton v. ... ..o e e 862
Cockrell; Smith v. .. ... . 854
Cockrell; Starks v. ... . e 860
Cockrell; Styron v. . ... 1163
Cockrell; Thomas 0. .. ..ottt et eas 1088
Cockrell; Thompson ©. ... vv vttt e et 918
Cockrell; Tidmore v. . ..... .ottt 882
Cockrell; Tigner 0. . ...ttt ittt e e 1164

Cockrell; Walker v. . ... 957



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XLIII

Page
Cockrell; Williams v. ... ..o ittt 836,1027,1060
Cockrell; Ybarra v. ... ...t 839
Coffey . TENNESSEE . . vttt et et e 1048
Coggins; Hagan v. . ...t 1136
Coggins v. United States .......... ... ... .. 1153
Cohen; Fordjour . . ........ it iiiiiiean 802
Cohen v. Grant . ... ...t 949
Colanero Contracting Co.; Primowv. ......... ... ... ....... 953
Colbert v. Kentucky ........... ..., 964
Cole, I 1e . .o e 810
Cole v. California ........... .. e, 1129
Cole v. Doc’s Drugs, Ltd. ........ ... 996,1101
Cole v. United States ........................ 980,1096,1148,1153
Cole v. YUKINS ..o 1027
Coleman v. IIHNO0IS . ... .ot e 1069
Coleman v. Indiana . .................. ... .. ... 1057,1158
Coleman v. Mitchell .......... ... .. ... ., 977
Coleman 0. TeXas .. ..vuue it 851,1101
Coleman v. United States .............. ... ........ 967,1147,1149
Coley v. North Carolina Industrial Comm™m ................. 807
Coley v. United States .......... ..., 1105
Collier ». North Carolina Dept. of Correction ................ 865
Collins . Maynard . ........ ... 930
Collins v. United States ......... ... it inn... 941,1050
Collins ». Workers’ Compensation Appeal Bd. of Pa. .......... 1136
Colon v. United States ......... ... ..., 1050
Colorado; Bishop v. .. ... .o 1000,1159
Colorado; Dunlap v. . ... 1095
Colorado; Egbune v. . ....... . . i 1081
Colorado; L. T 0. ..o e e 852
Colorado; Olivas 0. . ..... ittt 1023
Colorado; Post 0. . ..o 1069
Colorado General Assembly; Bondurant v. .................. 860
Colorado Springs; Williams v. .. ........ ... 840
Columbia County; Lammers v. . .........cuuiieinnnnnnnn.. 879
Columbia Northwest Medical Center; Chalalv. .............. 891
Columbia Pictures Television, Inc.; Feltner v. . ............... 1127
Columbia River Park Hospital; Minix v. .................. 921,1118
Columbus; Griffin v. ....... ... . . . .. i 1060
Columbus ». Ours Garage & Wrecker Service, Inc. ........... 1073
Colwell v. Georgia . ....... ...ttt 972,1157
Comair, Inc.; Frye v. ... 1141
Comcast Cablevision of Philadelphia; Hill House v. ........... 823

Comecast Cablevision of Philadelphia; Weinberg v. ............ 823



XLIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Comedy III Productions, Inc.; Saderup v. .................. 1078
Cominsky v. Malner ......... ... ... .. 1083,1158
Commissioner; AVErY 0. . .vv v vttt it ittt et 872
Commissioner; Bielfeldt v. ............. ... ... ... ........ 813
Commissioner; Chamberlin v. ............. ... ..o, 1163
Commissioner; Crawford v. . .. ...ttt 1135
Commissioner; Del Commercial Properties, Inc. v. ............ 1104
Commissioner; DiXon . .......... .. 1149
Commissioner; Firetag v. . ...... ... . i, 826
Commissioner; Mueller v. . ............. .. ... ... . 887
Commissioner; Rambacher v. ........... ... .. ... ... ........ 1083
Commissioner; Schachter v. ............ ... ... ... 826
Commissioner; Smith v. . ............ .. ... ... 955
Commissioner of Internal Revenue. See Commissioner.
Commissioner of Motor Vehicles of N. Y.; Stoianoff v. . ......... 954
Commissioner of Revenue of Minn.; Stelzner v. .............. 825
Committee on Character and Fitness; Anonymous v. .......... 990
Committee on Grievances, U. S. Dist. Ct., EDNY; Feinman v. . .. 828
Commodity Futures Trading Comm’n; Buschv. .............. 1055
Commonwealth. See name of Commonwealth.
Communities for A Great Northwest v. Vaughey ............. 817
Community College of Philadelphia; Osualav. ............... 896
Compean v. United States ......... ... ... 1097
Compo v. Brown . ... 1093
Compo 0. MOOAY . ..o e 976
Component Technology Corp.; Pearsonv. ................... 950
Comptech; Pearson v. . ........ ... i 950
Compton; Newman v. .. .....vi e 922
Comptroller of Public Accounts of Tex. v. Dow Chemical Co. . . .. 996
Concannon; Pharmaceutical Research and Mfrs. of America v. . . . 947
Concepcion v. United States . ..., 895
Cone; Bell v. .. 1064,1111
Cone Mills Corp.; Safrit v. ....... ... i, 995
Coney Island Resorts, Inc. ». Giuliani . ..................... 1054
Connecticut; Brown . . ... it 1068
Connecticut; Crawford v. . ........oiiii .. 1138
Connecticut; MeMahon v. ... ..o ii ittt 1130
Connecticut; Repass v. . ... 1002
Connecticut v. Revelo .. ...... ... i 1052
Connecticut; Taylor . ... ... 978
Connecticut Dept. of Corrections; Bennings v. ............... 1139
Connelly v. Kansas . . .......uiiiiiiiii i, 1081
Connor ». Phillips .. ... 826

Conroy; Brown o, .. ... 853,1157



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XLV

Page
Consolidated Development Corp. v. Sherritt, Inc. . ............ 827
Consolidated Edison Co. of N. Y. v. United States ............ 1054
Consolidated Freightways Inc. ». Cramer . .................. 1078
Constant v. Patent and Trademark Office . .................. 996
Consul General for Republic of Poland in Chicago v. Illinois . ... 945
Consumer Federation of Americav. FCC................... 1054
Containerhouse v. United States .......... ... ... .. ....... 1101
Continental Cablevision of Jacksonville; Hightower v. ......... 887
Contreras v. California ........... ... .. ... i, 1093
Contreras v. Electrical Workers .......... ... ... .. ........ 816
Contreras v. Suncast Corp. . ...ttt 824,1101
Contreras v. United States ..............oo ... 914,966
Contreras-Alvarado v. United States ...................... 914
Contreras Arevalo v. United States ....................... 1117
Contreras-Hernandez v. United States ..................... 902
Contreras Perez ». United States ............ ... ... ....... 938
Cook v. Baca . . ... 994
Cook v. Hughes Training, Inc. ............ ... ... 1172
Cook; LUKENS 0.« i ittt e e 915,999
Cook v. United States ........... ..., 876,998,1051
Cooley v. Pliler . ... ... e 1092
Cooper 0. ATiZona . . ...ttt e 1088
Cooper v. Board of Ed. of Murphysboro Dist. 186, Jackson Cty. .. 1042
Cooper; Chappell v. . ...t e s 874
Cooper v. Lord . ... 910
Cooper v. Powell .. ...... . . . . 817
Cooper; SANders V. . ...ttt e 862
Cooper v. United States ............... ... ... 825,1149,1153
Cooperwood v. Cambra . . ... i 900
Copley v. State Automobile Mut. Property & Casualty Ins. Co. .. 1144
Corderov. Mineta . . ........... .. 827,1118
Cordero v. United States .......... ... .. .. 1152
Cordoba v. Barnhart . ................ .. i 1131
Core 0. MOOTe . o oottt e e 916
Corey v. Mendel . ........... i 809
Corey v. United States . ..........cceiiinninn., 887
Corker v. United States ............ciiiininnne... 1149
Corn v. United States .......... ... ... ... 1035,1159
Cornforth; Oklahoma ex rel. Bd. of Regents of Univ. of Okla. v. .. 1162
Cornish ». Attorney Grievance Commn of Md. .............. 1020
Corona; Samuels v. . ...t e 915
Corporan-Cuevas v. United States ............. ... ........ 880
Corpus . Municipal Corp. . ... ..ot 1139

Corpus-De La Riva v. United States ...................... 1154



XLVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Corpus-Gonzalez v. United States . ............. ... .. .....
Corpus-Hooker v. United States ............ ... ... .......
Corral . TexXas . .ottt e e e
Correa, In 7e . ... e
Correa v. United States .......... ... ..
Correctional Services Corp. v. Malesko ...................

Corrections Commissioner. See name of commissioner.

Corrections Corp. of America; Paynev. ...................
Corrigan ». Imaginetics, Inc. . ......... ... .. ... .. .. ...
Cortez; ANArews 0. . ...t e
Cortez-Flores v. United States ..........................
Corvo v. United States ......... ... ...
Cosey 0. Treon . ... e
Cosgrove; Grogan 0. . ... ... v teeeeeennnnnnnnnn
Costa v. Caesars Palace Hotel & Casino ...................
Costa v. Desert Palace, Inc. . ........... ... .............
Co-Steel Raritan ». New Jersey Bd. of Public Utilities .......
Costigan v. United States . ............ ... ... ...
Costillo, In 1e . .o oo e
Costo v. United States ......... ... .. ...,
Cotav. Simonton ........... ..o,
Cothrum, In re . ... e
Cottom ». United States . ......... ... ..
Cotton v. HOWes .. ... oot
Cotton v. MiSSiSSIPPI « v v oot e
Cotton; Montanez v. . .........uiiin it
Cotton; Peterson v. . ... i it e
Cotton; United States v. . ... ... ..
Couch v. United States . ........ .. ...,
Coughlin; Reynoso v. . ...

County. See name of county.

Countz; Hinkle v. . ...t
Courtney v. Louisiana . .......... ... ...,
Court of Appeal of Cal., Second Appellate Dist.; Post v. ......

Court of Appeals. See U.S. Court of Appeals.

Court of Common Pleas of Ohio, Cuyahoga County; Martin v. ...
Court of Criminal Appeals of Okla.; Washington». ..........
Cousin v. Trans Union Corp. . ..... ...t
Coutts & Co. (USA) International; Miranda De Villalba v. .. ...
Covey v. United States . ....... ..o
Cowan; Sanders V. .. ... v ittt
Cowan; Vanskike v. ........ ... .. .. . . . .
Cowan; Whitehead v. ........ ... .. . . ... .
Cowles . Alaska . ... e



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XLVII

Page
Cowley; MCGUITE 0. vttt e ettt ettt e e 1002
Cox v Arkansas . ........ i e 1022
Cox; Carpenter 0. . ...ttt e e 1045
Cox v. Dobre . ... e 1031
Cox v. Prince William County ............. ... ... ........ 1019
Cox v. United States .......... ..., 903,1139
Coxwv WichitaFalls ........... ... .. ... ... .. ...... 972,1157
Cradle v. New Jersey . .......oiie i, 962
Craft v. Cockrell ... ... i e 843
Craig v. United States ......... ... .., 1117
Cramer; Consolidated Freightways Inc.v. .................. 1078
Crane; Kansas 0. . . ..ottt et 407
Crawford; Bashamv. ........ ... ..... ... ... ..., 1143
Crawford; Chaves v. . ...ttt 964
Crawford v. Commissioner ...............c..uiiiiininnna.. 1135
Crawford ». Connecticut . ........... ... ... ... ..., 1138
Crawford v. United States ........... .. ... ... ... ... ..... 972
Crawley v. Maynard . ......... ... .00ttt 1080
Crespo-Diaz v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... ... 939
Crews v. United States . ....... ... .. .. 1153
Crider v. Board of County Comm’rs of Boulder County ........ 890
Crippsv. Haviland ......... ... ... .. . . .. 928,1158
Crisante-Salazar v. United States ......................... 1155
Crist; Zenanko 0. . ... . v it e 1060
Crockett v. Shields . ........... ., 1128
Croll . Croll . ... .. e i 949
Crompton Co./Cie v. United States ....................... 1065
Crosby ». United States . ........ ... ..., 934
Crosswv. Bruton .......... .. .. .. .. . . . i 1003
Crozier v. United States . .............. .. ... ... 1149
Cruz v. United States ......................... 916,932,1034,1165
Cruz-Garcia v. United States ........... ... ... ............ 936
Cruz-Islas v. United States ............ ... ... ... .. ... 1097
Cruz Martinez v. United States .......................... 848
Cruz-Ortiz v. United States ............. ... .. . ..., 847
Crystal City Independent School Dist.; Martinezv. ........... 817
CSX Transportation, Inc.; Funderburk v. . .................. 949
Cucciniello . United States . ........... ... ..., 1084
Cuellar-Ramirez v. United States ......................... 918
Cuevas 0. Chrans . ............iiineeetiiiiiinnnnnnnn 840
Cuevas-Aquino v. United States .......... ... ... ... ... ... 1098
Cuevas-Sanchez v. United States ......................... 1099
Cullerton v. Ryder . ......... .., 1124

Culp v. United States . ..., 907



XLVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Culpepper; Irwin Mortgage Corp. . .....ovvvvinnnnnnn.. 1118
Cummings, I 7€ . ...ttt e e 812
Cummings . Abramson . ...........c..uteeeeennnnnnnnnnn 879
Cummings ». Giuliani .......... .. .. ... i 879
Cummings ». North Carolina .............. ... ... ........ 965
Cummings ». United States ............ ... ... ... 1167
Cunaca v. United States . ...........c .. 934
Cunningham ». California . ....... ... ... ... .. . ... 1141
Cunningham ». National Broadecasting Corp. ................ 960
Cunningham ». Seibana . . ... i 1167
Curley v. Perry . ... 922
Currier v. Doran . . ...t e 1019
Currier; Doran v. . ..... .. e 1019
Curro v. New York ... ..o 1145
Curry v. Johnson . ........... i 975
Curry v. San Francisco Newspaper Agency ................. 879
Curry v. Sparkman . . ... ...t 1124
Curry ». U.S. District Court ............. ... .. ..., 1026
Curtis v. United States . ........ ... i, 1033
Custer County Action Assn. v. Garvey . ............ouuu.. 1127
Cutler v. Agostinelli’s Estate ............. ... ... ......... 1056
Dachman v. Thompson . ......... ...t 1022
D’Agostino v. Moore . . ... 960
Dahlz v. San Mateo County ...............cccuiiiinininnn.. 953
Daily v. Florida Dept. of Corrections ...................... 1136
DaimlerChrysler Corp. v. Gibson ............. ... ... ...... 1104
Daker v. Georgia . .......... i 1093
Dale M. v. Board of Ed. of Bradley-Bourbonnais H. S. Dist. 307  1020,1157
D’Alessio v. New York Stock Exchange, Inc. ................ 1066
Dallas; Freeman v. .......... ... 0., 817
Dallasw. Gamble . . ... .. 934
Dallas; James 0. . .ot e 1113
Dallas Area Rapid Transit v. Williams . .................... 1042
Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport Bd.; Wilkinson v. .. ... 1128
Dallas Independent School Dist.; Finlanv. .................. 949
Dalsky; LaCOSS 0. oot e ettt 833
Daly v. Hawk Sawyer ... ...t 883
Dammons ». North Carolina .............. ... ... ........ 863
Damon v. United States .......... ... .. .. 1170
Daniel v. United States . ......... ... ... ... ... ... .... 930,1006
Daniel v. Workers’ Compensation Appeals Bd. ............... 1137
Daniels, In re ... ..o e 971
Daniels v. Arlington .......... .. ... 951

Daniels . Patenaude ........... .. .. . . . ... 1039



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XLIX

Page
Daniels ». United States .......................... 928,1158,1167
Danos & Curole Marine Contractors, Inc.; Lemaire v. ...... 1079,1158
Dantas v. Department of Justice . . ........................ 867
Darne v. Juntunen ........ .. ... ... .. 807
Dash v. United States .. ....... ... .. i 1029
Dasinger v. Moore . ......... .., 868,1036
Dassent v. Asheroft . ....... . . . 1106
Daugherty v. United States ........ ... ... ... ... ... 1150
Daumy ». United States ............. ... 1145
Dauven v. St. Vincent Hospital and Medical Center ........... 851
Davenport; Searcy v. ... ... e 864
David C.; Leavitt v. .. ... i e 822
Davidson v. Amsouth Bank ... ......................... 963,1158
Davies v. Immigration and Naturalization Service ............ 875
Davila-Marrero v. Barnhart ............................. 1071
Davis, Inre . ... 813,1077
Davisv. Alabama . .......... ... .00 1024
Davisv. Alameida . ... ......... i 960
Davis; Anderson . . ....... ... 1119,1120
Davis; Battlev. .. ... . 1073
Davisv. Cambra . . ...ttt ittt 1069
Davis; Choice 0. ... .ot e 842
Davis v. Davis . ... 821
Davis; Hansen v. . .. ...t e 876
Davisv. King . ... . i e 957,1158
Davis 0. Moore .. ...ttt e e 1070
Davis v. North Carolina ................ ... ... ......... 839
Davis v. Pee Dee Coalition Against Domestic and Sexual Assault 970
Davisv. Price . ..o 850
Davis; Reiman v. . ........ .. .. .. e 996
Davis; Schickler v. ...... ... ... . e 923
Davis 0. Sternes . .. ...ttt 934
Davis 0. TeXas ... ..ttt e e 844
Davisv. Turpin . ....... i i 842
Davis v. United States ............. 860,878,900,1106,1107,1145,1152
Davis v. Valley Care Memorial Hospital .................... 1048
Davisv. Varner . .......... ... it 1061,1159
Davisv. Walters . ... 844
Davis 0. Xerox Co. ...ttt 959
Daw; Andrews v. ... .. e 840
Dawson v. Cockrell . ... ... ... . . i 1048
Dawson v. United States ......... ... . .. 903
Dawson Construction Plant Ltd.; L. B. Foster Co.v. .......... 815

Day v. Seabold ... ... ... e 1061



L TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Day v. United States . ........ ..o, 970
Daye v. United States ......... ... . ..., 937
D.B.w.Zenk ... 867
Dead Sea Bromine Co. v. Patrickson ...................... 1064
Deadwood; Adams v. .. ... . i 853
Dean v. Chase Manhattan Mortgage Corp. .................. 995
Dean v. United States ........ ... .. i, 872
Dean Witter Reynolds, Inc.; Howsam v, .................... 1161
Deaton v. United States .......... ... ... 916
DeBardeleben v. Black .......... ... . ... . . i 868
DeBruce v. Alabama ......... .. ... ... . .. . .. 959
DeCarlo v. Archie Comic Publications, Inc. .. ............... 1056
Dedobeau v. Terhune . .......... ...ttt 999
Deerbrook Pavilion ». Thompson ......................... 992
Deere Ins. Co. v. NUEVA ... ..ottt 1127
Dees; Lewis 0. ... e 863
De Falco; Dirie v. . ... i 891
DeKalb Cty. Dept. of Family and Children Servs.; Olufemi v. .. 810,1084
De La Cruz-Villarreal v. United States .................... 902
De La Garza-Gallegos v. United States .................... 1006
De La Paz Zamoraz v. United States ...................... 926
De La Rosa v. United States ............. ..., 979
Delatorre v. United States .............. ... ... ... ... ... 910
de la Torre-Chavez v. United States . ...................... 879
Delaware; Virdin v. .. ... it e 1132
Del Carpio v. Cain .. .......iiiii ittt 1046
Del Commercial Properties, Inc. ». Commissioner ............ 1104
DeLeon ». United States ............ .. ..., 925
Delgado v. Cockrell ... ... . i 1070
Delgado v. United States .......... ... .. 1147
Delgado-Sosa v. United States ........... ... ... ... ....... 899
Delhaize America, Inc.; Bryant v. ....... ... ... ... ... ... 993
Delien v. United States .. .........cciiinn.. 905
Delisi 9. MOOYe . .t ettt e e e e 1092
Delk v. Cockrell ........... ... ..., 1110,1170,1173
Della-Calce; Thurmond v. . .....oviii ittt 817
Del Lago Estates Property Owners Assn.; Nunuv. ........... 1041
DeLoach; Merriweather v. .............. ... ............. 840
Delta Airlines, Inc.; Abdu-Brisson v. ...................... 993
Delta Family Care Disability and Survivorship Plan; Marshall ». 1162
Delta Family-Care Disability Survivorship Plan; Rambo v. ... .. 995
Del Toro v. MASSiSSIPPl « v v vt v et e e e 1145
Del Toro v. United States . ............. .. 1152

Deluxe Corp. v. Franchise Tax Bd. of Cal. .................. 1079



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LI

Page
DeMaio v. Merit Systems Protection Bd. ................... 953
Deminico; Camoscio . . ...t 945
Denard v. Michigan . .. .......... . e, 962
Dennis v. Dennis . . ... 1053
Dennis; Fraser v. ... .. e 1068
Dennis v. Oklahoma . ......... ... . ... ... 887
Dennis v. United States ........................... 821,932,1156
Denny ». Gudmanson . .......... .. ...t 938
Denton v. Arizona . .. ... ..coutii i e 1068
Denver; Wells v. . ... .. e 997
Department of Agriculture; Goetz v. ........... ... . ... ... 1040
Department of Agriculture; Jerry Goetz and Sons v. .......... 1040
Department of Agriculture; JSG Trading Corp. v. ............ 992
Department of Agriculture; Prokopv. .................. ... 1056
Department of Ariz. Econ. Sec., Emp. Tax Audit Office; Burks v. .. 825
Department of Army; Camarena v. . ..........ouuiinnnna.. 1075
Department of Army; Ellisv. . ... o i 955
Department of Army; Roberts v. ........ ... . ... .. ...... 1165
Department of Children & Fam. Servs., Los Angeles Cty.; Scovell . 975
Department of Ed.; Martinv. ...... ... ... .. ... 945
Department of Ed.; Parkhurst v. ......................... 942
Department of Energy; Pritikinv. ....... ... ... ... . ... ... 1133
Department of Energy; Roedler v. ....... ... ... ... ..... ... 1056
Department of Health and Human Services; Johnson v. ........ 954
Department of HUD ». Rucker .......................... 1111
Department of HUD; Tucker v. ......... ..., 1165
Department of Justice; Alberto Rodriguezv. ................ 1135
Department of Justice; Dantas v. . ........ ... ... ... . ..., 867
Department of Justice; Hannon v. . ....... ... ... ... ... ... 1065
Department of Justice; Humphrey v. ........... ... .. ...... 1124
Department of Justice; Rugierov. ......... ... ... ... ... ... 1134
Department of Justice; Sosbee v. . ...... .. ... ... 894
Department of Justice; Townsend v. . .......... ... ........ 1065
Department of Labor, OWCP; Sneed v. .................... 1162
Department of Navy; Benavidez v. ........................ 998
Department of Navy; Foxxv. ............. ... ... ..., 997,1158
Department of Navy; Watsonv. .......................... 1083
Department of Treasury of Mich.; Ammex, Inc.v. ............ 827
Depaz v. United States .. ........ ... 1169
Derrow v. Texas Bd. of Pardons and Paroles ................ 853
Deruise v. Louisiana .. .......... . i 926
DeSantis v. Farmer ......... ... ... . i 1144
Desert Palace, Inc.; Costa v. ......... ... ... . ... 1075

Detroit; Eaton Corp. v. ..o v v 1040



LII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Detroit Bd. of Ed.; Knubbe v. . ........... ... ... ........... 1133
Dettlaff v. Haddock . .. ... . i 1131
DeVaughn, In re .. ... 811,1158
Devila v. United States .......... ..., 843
Devillar v. Artuz ... . e 1024
Devlin v. Scardelletti .............. ... . . . .. 1064
Dewalt; Green v. . .. ... i e 870
Dewalt; Taylor v. ... ... 936
DeWitt; Ayala v. ... e 1172
Dey v. California ........... .. 869
Dey v. United States ......... ... ., 927
Dhinsa v. United States ............o ittt . 897
Diakite v. United States . ......... ... 877
Diamond Jo Casinowv. Rannals ........................... 1132
Diazv. New York ... ... ...t 1048
Diaz v. United States ........ ... .. 878
Diaz-Gonzalez v. United States . ............. ... ... 872
Diaz-Paulino v. United States . .......... ... ... .. 1071
Diaz-Penetha v. United States .............. ... . ......... 942
Diaz-Pineda v. United States .............. ... ... . ..... 942
Diaz Rodriguez v. United States ......................... 1005
Diaz-Sanchez v. United States .............. ... .. ... ..... 848
Diaz Trevino v. United States .............. ... ... .. .... 1169
Dibari v. Bedford Central School Dist. ..................... 827
Dibble v. IIHNOIS . ... oottt 830
Dickens v. Arizona ... ...ttt e e 925
Dickerson v. United States ............. ... 859
Dickinson ». U.S. Parole Comm™n . .................o..... 1033
Diehl v. Augusta County .......... ... .. .. 893
DiFrancesco; Coalition of N. J. Sportsmen, Inc. v. ............ 1039
Digilio v. United States .......... ... .. .. 1014
DiJulio ». United States .......... ... 872
Dike v. United States ........ ..., 968
Dillard v. IIHNOIS . . ..ottt 978
Dillard v. Roe . . . ..o e 905
Dillard Dept. Stores, Inc. ». Hampton ..................... 1131
Dillenberg; Westech Laboratories, Inc.v. ................... 1055
Dillon v. Powell . ..... ... .. 1078
Dinges v. United States ......... ... .. i, 1134
DiPietro ». United States ......... ... ... 1149
Direct Labor, Inc.; Ezellv. . ... ... .. ... ... . . . .. .. ... 1042

Director, Office of Workers’ Compensation Programs; Galle v. ... 1002
Director of penal or correctional institution. See name or title
of director.



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LIIT

Page
Dirie v. De Falco .. ... ... 891
Dischner; Bishop v. .. ..ot 1086
Disney Co.; Tinsley v. ...ttt e e e 887
District Attorney of Philadelphia County; Stokes v. ........... 959
District Court. See U. S. District Court.
District Judge. See U. S. District Judge.
District of Columbia; M. A.C.v. ... 867
District of Columbia Bd. of Parole; Wilsonv. ................ 882
District of Columbia Metropolitan Police Dept.; Agor v. ... ..... 976
District of Columbia Metropolitan Police Dept.; Stevenson v. . . . . 993
Ditton v. Alexandria ... ....... .. ... . 875
Ditton v. Capital One Financial Corp. ..................... 881
Ditton v. Montana Comm’n on Character and Fitness ......... 1046
Ditton v. Morrison . ......... ... 846,865
Dix v. United Airlines, Inc. . ......... ... ... 892,1157
Dix v. United States . ...t 1050
Dixon v. Commissioner . ..............iiiiiiiinnnnnenn. 1149
Dixon v. Ford Motor Credit Co. ........... ..., 952
Dixon v. Michigan .. ......... . . i 1048
Dixon ». United States .......... ..., 942
Doak v. MoOre ... ... e 898
Dobre; CoX 0. vt et 1031
Dobrin v. State Farm Fire & Casualty ..................... 826
Doc’s Drugs, Ltd,; Cole v. .. oo oo oo 996,1101
Doctor’s Associates, Inc.; Osujiv. ..., 1145
Dodd ». United States .......... .. ..., 927
Dodson v. Alabama .. ......... .. .. ... . i 977
Dodson ». United States . ........ ... i, 875
Doe v. America Online, Inc. .. ............ ... ............ 891
Doe v. Eagle-Union Community School Corp. .. .............. 1042
Doe; Gonzaga Univ. 0. ...ttt e e e e 1103
Doe v. Noe ... e 810
Doe; Otte v, oo it e 1126
Doe v. Tenet Healthsystem Medical Inc. .. .................. 895
Doe v. United States .......... ... ... . .. 916,965,1097
Doe v. University of Cincinnati College of Medicine ........... 807
Doell . Myers . ...ttt 1019
Does 1-13; Kearney v. .. .....oiiiiiiiii s 1104
Dogan v. Roe . ... . 1092
Doggett v. Cain . ...... .. 1089
Dole Food Co. v. Patrickson ........... ... ... ... ... ... 1064
Dolenz v. Hawk Sawyer ........ ..., 1165
Dolenz v. MOrrison . ..........oieee e 1165

Dollar Tree Stores, Inc.; Mosher v. ......... ... ... .. ....... 1041



LIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Domingue v. Cain .. ...ttt 1090
Dominguez-Alarcon ». United States ...................... 878
Don, Inre . ..o e 805,1124
Donaghe v. Galaza . .......... . .. .. i 839
Donald; Arizona v. . ......... i e 825
Donaldson v. Cain . .. ..ottt e e 1069
Donnelly ». Raheem . .......... ... ... . i, 1118
Donohoo v. United States ........ ... .. .. 825
Donovan, Inre . ..... ... e 989
Dontron, Inc.; Liner . . ... .. i 1021
Dopp 0. DOpP v oo 874
Doran v. CUrTIer . . .o v vttt et e 1019
Doran; Currier v. . ....... i e 1019
Doraville; Harris v. ... ..o e 995
Dorchester County; Schieble v. ......................... 855,1101
Dore, Inre . ... e 812,1157
Dorenbos v. Miller-Stout . ....... ... ... . i, 1138
Dormire; Boley v. . ... e 1024
Dormire; Bracken v. ....... .. .. .. .. . . e 934
Dormire; Freemanv. ................ . .. 963
Dormire; Moore . .. ...ttt e 1137
Dormire; Parker v. ........ .. .. .. .. e 923
Dormire; Wilkinson v. . ... ..ot 962
Dorsey v. Angelone . ........... ... 924
Dossw. Vaughn . ....... .. e 1094
Dotsonv. Smith ........ ... .. . . . 918
Double v. United States ......... ... . .. 1067
Dougherty v. Greiner . ....... ... ... .. 898
Douglas v. Caterpillar, Inc. . ....... ... . .. 853,1157
Douglas v. Douglas . .......... o 1156
Douglas v. United States ........... ... .. 1150
Douglas v. U. S. Court of Appeals ........................ 853
Dove v. United States ........... ... 945
Dow AgroSciences LLC v. Sleath . ........................ 814
Dow Chemical Co.; Rylander v. ............... ... ........ 996
Downs ». California . ........ ... .. ... 960
Downs v. United States .......... ..., 1035
Doxey; Lake Charles Pilots, Inc. v. ........ ... ... .. ... ... 895
Doyle v. Cockrell .. ...... ... 842
Dozier v. Mack . ........c. o 929
Dragovich; Horton v. . ........ . . . i 885
Draheim v. Abramajtys ......... ... 1138
Drake v. Anderson . ...........ouiiieeeennn 956

Draper, Inre ... ... e 811



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LV

Page
Drayton; United States v. . ... i 1074
Dressler v. McCaughtry ........ ... ... .. 898
Driver; Bilal v. . ... ... e 1044
Driver; Burtonv. ....... .. .. . . .. . . 1044
Drug Enforcement Administrative Agency; Facundov. ........ 872
Dryden v. Immigration and Naturalization Service ........... 810
Drysdale v. Drysdale ......... ... ... ... 836
Duarte; Royal Caribbean Cruises, Ltd. v. . ............... ... 886
Duarte v. United States .......... ..., 1139
Dubuc v. Boone . ....... ... 870
Dubuc v. Michigan Bd. of Law Examiners .................. 954
DuCharme; LeWiS 0. . . ..ottt 999
Duda ». California . .......... .. .. i 1066
Duina ». United States . ........... .., 1147
Dujardin ». International Bank for Reconstruction and Dev. . ... .. 1066
Duke ». United States .......... .. ... 1022
Dukes; Jenkins v. . ... e 859
Dukes; Thomas 2. . ...ttt e e 934
Dukes ». United States . ....... ..o 1150
Dukes ». U. S. Postal Service .......... ..., 869
Dulanto-Ancaya v. Asheroft ...... ... ... ... ... . . . . ... 830
Dumas v. Florida . .......... .0 1047
Dunaway; Brewer v. .. ... 954
Dunaway v. United States ............ ... ... ..., 955
Duncan; Chambers v. . ..........uiiiu .. 869,931
Duncan; Gutierrez v. . ... . 867
Duncan; Huskey v. . ... i 832
Duncan; Johnson v. ........ ... . . ... e 854
Duncan; Mai An Vanv. ... .. ... 903
Duncan v. Manville .. ........ . i 867
Duncan v. Morton . ...... ... e 919
Duncan v. Nevada . . ...ttt 842
Duncan; Peyer v. . ... ... . e 962
Duncan; Smith v. ........ . .. . e 1057
Duncan; Thomas v. . ...... .. e i i 918
Duncan v. United States ..., 858
Duncan; Valdez v. . ... .o e 905
Duncan v. Virginia . ......... ... . e 990
Duncan v. Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority . ... 818
Dungan v. Mineta .. ........ ..o 973
Dunhill of Cary, Inc.; Gossett v. ... ... ... .. 828
Dunkl v. San Diego . ... ..ottt 892
Dunkley v. United States ............ ..., 908

Dunlap . Colorado . ........ ... 1095



LVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Dunlap . Straub .. ... 946
Dunlap ». United States .............. .. 1057
Dunnington, Inre . ...... .o e 811
Dunsil v. Rushton . ... ... . . 958
DuPage County; Sundance Homes, Inc. v. .................. 886
Dupaw v. United States .............. .. 1168
Du Pont de Nemours & Co.; Histed v. ..................... 1101
Dupuis; Thompson v. ... ..uii ittt 888
Duran-Lara ». United States ........... ... .. ... ...... 1152
Durigan v. Sanitary Dist. No. 4 - Brookfield ................. 892
Durke ». United States .. ...... ... 1171
Durmer v. New Jersey .......coiiiii .. 858
Duron ». United States . ... 1140
Dusenbery ». United States ........... ... . .. 161
Dusing; Jones v. ... ... . e 861
Duval County School Bd,; Adler v. ............. ... ........ 1065
Duvall v. O'Keefe ... ... i 852
DVI Financial Services, Inc.; Monahan v. . .................. 893
Dwyer v. United States ........... ..., 1051
Dynaquest Corp. v. U. S. Postal Service .................... 953
Faglev. Wells . ... ... i 977
Eagle-Union Community School Corp.; Doev. ............... 1042
Earls; Board of Ed. of Dist. 92 of Pottawatomie Cty. v. ..... 1015,1125
East Haven v». National Assn. for Advancement of Colored People 1129
Eaton v. North Dakota . ......... ... ... .. . . .. 964
Eaton Corp. v. Detroit .......... .. ... . .. 1040
Eaton Rapids Bd. of Ed.; Garciav. ...................... 997,1157
Ebeh, Inre . ... e 1077
Ebert . United States .......... .. ... i 832
Echavarria-Olarte v. United States ....................... 851
Echazabal; Chevron U.S.A. Inc.v. ...................... 991,1122
Echevarrieta v. Rancho Palos Verdes ...................... 950
Echols v. White . ..... ... . . . i 973
Eckenrode v. United States ............. ... .. 934
Eckles v. Mitchem .......... ... i, 842
Ecoban Finance Ltd. v. Grupo Acerero del Norte, S. A. de C. V. . 814
Eddy Potash, Inc. . Harrison . . . ........... ... ........... 1019
Edelman v. Lynchburg College . ......... ... . .. 808
Edgars; SWoyer 0. ... ... 832
Edinburgh . Tllinois . . ... ... oo 903
Edmonds ». United States ......... ... ... .. 870
Edward Hospital; Pandya v. ........... ... . .. 893
Edwards v. Bogan . .......... . ... . 1049

Edwards v. Cockrell .. ....... .. 853



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LvII

Page
Edwards; Eury v. . ... 1061
Edwards ». Illinois . ........ .o i 1023
Edwards; Klein v, . ..... ... .. 907,1173
Edwards ». U. S. District Court .......... ... ... .. ... ... 1094
Edwards; Winters v. .. ... e 1149
Eells . KWOK . ..ottt e e 827
Egan & Co. v. Florida Dept. of Revenue ................... 995
Egbune v. Colorado . ......... ... .. ..., 1081
Eghermanv. Roe . .......... . .. i, 1124
B Hy A L 0 e e 1063
Ehmann v. Norfolk Southern Corp. ....................... 818
Eichner v. United States ........... ... ... 1004
Eichorn v. AT&T Corp. . ..o v vt 1014
Eidleman; O'Donnell v. ....... .. ... ... ... 1055
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co.; Histed v. .. ................ 1101
Eisenstein v. McGreevey . ........c.uiieeeiinnnnnnnnnn. 1134
Eisner; Gaudelliv. ........ .. ... ... i 1082
Ekpeti v. United States .......... ... .. 935
Elder v. Tyson Foods, Inc. .......... ... ... ... ... .. 1044,1159
Eldira ». United States .. ... i 1148
Eldred v. Asheroft . ........ ... .. . . . 1126,1160
Electrical Workers; Contreras v. ..............ccoiuunee.... 816
Electrical Workers; Oregon Steel Mills, Inc. v. . .............. 971
Elfand ». United States .......... ..., 868
El-Gabrowny v. United States ........................... 967
Elgersma v. United States ......... ... ... ... .. ... 829
Eli Lilly & Co. v. Barr Laboratories, Inc. . . ................. 1109
Elion ». United States .......... ... ... 1014
Elizondo-Estrada v. United States ........................ 878
Eljack v. Hammoud . ........ ... ... . i 892,1036
Ellerbe v. Mineta . ......... i 895
Ellett; Goldberg v. .. ...t e 1127
Elliott v. Williams . .......... .0 i 927
Ellis; Chilingirian v. .. ...... ... i 1083
Ellis v. Department of Army ........... ... ..., 955
Ellis; Langford v. . ...... . . e 1070
Ellwood City Forge Co. v. Bohler-Uddeholm America, Inc. .. ... 1162
El-Muhammad v. Reese . ....... ... ... i 861
Elo Hunter v. ... ..o e e 846
Elo; Leija v, o oo e 918
Elo; Mills v. ..o ot e 914
Elo; Washington v. . ... . . 879
El Paso; Leavitt v. ... . . e 1055

El Paso Cty. Water Dist. No. 1 v. Southwestern Bell Telephone . . 891



LVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Elrod v. United States ......... ... ..., 898
El Shahawy v. Lee .. ... 828
El-Tabech, Inre . ... ... e 948
Elting; Hillv. ... 866,1036
Elzie; MaddoX 0. .. oo vttt e 836
Embrey v. United States .......... ..., 1085
Emery v. Toledo .. ... 945
Emmanuel v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... ...... 1111
Emory Univ,; Adjiriv. ..... .o 822,1156
Employers Health Ins. Co.,; Clancy v. . ..., 820
Emrich; Harman v. . ... ... .. . i 958
Enas v. United States . . ... 1115
England, In re ... ... .. 1016
England; Paalanv. ....... .. ... . . .. . 933
English v. United States . .............. .. ... 825
Enosv. Texas ... ..o e 1094
Enriquez v. Alameida . ......... .. ... 1045
Enriquez v. United States . ......... ... ... ..., 1149,1150
Enriquez-Villa v. United States ........... ... ... ... ...... 1150
Ensign v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. ... .......... ... . ... 956,1102
Ensminger v. Texas ........ .. i 1088
Entergy Operations, Inc.; Gray v. ... ..., 818
Entergy Services, Inc.; Newsome v. ........ ... ... ........ 977
Environmental Protection Agency; Chianelliv. .............. 1031
Environmental Protection Agency; Newell Recycling Co. v. .. ... 813
Environmental Protection Agency; Slinger Drainage v. ........ 972
Epelbaum v. Chicago Bd. of Ed. .......... ... ... ... ... ... 1133
Epison ». United States ........ ... .. ..., 887
Epperson v. Butler . ...... ... . .. . 842
Eppinal v. Tllinois . ......... i 967
Epps v. United States . . ... i 917,941
EEOC; Honeywell, Inc. v. . ... ..ot 987
EEOC; Kentucky Retirement Systems v. ................... 1079
EEOC v. Waffle House, Ine. .. ........ ... ..., 279
Equifax Services, Inc.; Kee v. .. ... i, 960
Equinox International Corp.; Bishop’s Estate v. .............. 1130
Equinox International Corp.; Essence of Lifev. .............. 1130
Erdheim, Inre . ... ... e 1126
Erickson ». United States .. ........... . i, 1030
Erie County Dept. of Social Services; Brenda H. v. ........... 1090
Erkinsv. Bianco . ... . 1042
Ermert v. Ayers ... ... 1056
Ermine; Barrington v, . ...... ... . . 994

Ernst & Associates; Garciav. . ......... .. i 1040



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LIX

Page
Ervino. Hubbard ........... .. ... i 1086
Ervin . Tennessee . . ... ... 842
Escalera-Diaz v. United States .............. ... ... ...... 1005
Escobar v. United States ......... ... .. .. 889
Escobar-Perez v. United States .............. ... .. ....... 847
Escobar-Sotelo v. United States .......................... 939
Espartz v. United States ............ . . .. 901
Esparza Isais v. United States .......... ... ... ... ... ... 901
Esparza-Ornelas v. United States ......................... 881
Espinal ». United States . ............. . i, 981
Espindola-Armanza ». United States ...................... 981
Espino Perez v. United States ........................... 848
Espinosa v. United States ......... ... .. ... .. 877
Espinoza v. Texas . ...ttt 1088
Espinoza v. United States . ....................... 1014,1086,1105
Espinoza Aguirre v. United States ........................ 1009
Espinoza-Martinez v. United States ....................... 938
Espinoza-Nunez v. United States ......................... 875
Essence of Life v. Equinox International Corp. .............. 1130
Esslinger ». Illinois . ........ .. i 1057
Estate. See name of estate.
Estepov. Lamarque ........ ... ... . . . 1000
Estrada-Castro v. United States . ........ ... ... .. ... ... 937
Estrada-Diaz v. United States ............... ... .. ...... 914
Estrine, Inre .. ... e 805,1076
Estupinan v. United States . ........... ... ... .. 940
Ethington v. Texas ... ...t 1145
Etter v. United States ......... ... ... i, 854
Eubanks v. United States . ............ .. 1030
Eury v. Edwards .. ... .. 1061
Eury v. Fields . ... 960
Evangelista-Torres v. United States ....................... 965
Evans, Inre . ... .. e 1123
Evans; Footland v. ........ ... ... i 834
Evans; Morales v. ... ... i e 1135
Evans v. United States .......... ..., 1062
Evans; Utahv. ... ... .. . . . 1038,1112,1119
Eveans v. Illinois . .......... .. i, 1058
Everard ». Washington State Bar Assn. .................... 954
Everett; Pfeil v. . ... .. 1032
Everett v. United States .......... ... ... i, 1163
Everidge v. Cain . .. ... i 845
Evicei v. Maloney . .......oiiiiii it 845

EVI Oil Tools, Inc.; Lycon, Inc. v. . ...... ... ... 892



LX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Ewart v. Lund . ....... . . 1164
Executive Office for U. S. Attorneys; McSheffrey v. ........... 881
Exxon Mobil Corp.; National Telephone Cooperative Assn. v. ... 1020
Ezell v. Direct Labor, Inc. . ............ .. ... ... .. ...... 1042
Ezell v. Moore ... ... 1093
Ezzo’s Investments, Inc. v. Royal Beauty Supply, Inc. ......... 993
Fabre v. Cain ... ... 838
Face v. National Home Equity Mortgage Assn. .............. 823
Facundo v. Drug Enforcement Administrative Agency ......... 872
Facundo v. Holder . .......... . . . . . ..., 872
Facundo v. U. S. Parole Commn . .......... ... .. .......... 872
Fagarasan v. University of Cal. at San Diego ................ 853
Fahy, Horn v, ... e 944
Fair v. United States ......... .. .. . .. i, 892
Fairfax County; Freyesleben v. .......................... 824
Fairfax County Bd. of Supervisors; Babazadeh v. ............. 819
Fairman; Beres v. ....... ... . e 851
Fairport Exploration v. Shipwrecked Vessel The Captain Lawrence 1019
Faison v. United States ............... ... .. ... ... ..... 931,1095
Fallen ». United States .. ........... . i, 1170
Fallon ». Missouri Bd. of Registration for Healing Arts ........ 993
Falls v. United States .. ....... .. i, 871
Falvo; Owasso Independent School Dist. No. I-011 ». ... .. ... 426,1037
Falvo; Owasso Public Schools v. . ....................... 426,1037
Famania v. United States ............ ... . ... 990
Family Options; B.J. M. v, ... 948
Farahkhan v. United States ......... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... 1007
Fargo; Veneklase v. . ...... . i 815
Farley v. United States .......... ... . i, 982
Farm Advantage, Inc. v. Pioneer Hi-Bred International, Inc. . . .. 124
Farm Credit Services of Mid-America v. Zaino .............. 1019
Farmer ». California . .............. ... .. 1089
Farmer; DeSantis v. ......... . i 1144
Farmer v. United States . ............ .. 865
Farmers Ins. Exchangev. Bell .. ........ .. ... ........... 1041
Farm & Grove Realty Co. v. Brevard County ............... 1042
Farmon; Barnett v. . ...... ... .. .. . .. . . 1079
Farris v. California . ........ ... . ... . i 920
Farris v. Nationsbanc Mortgage Corp. .................. 1024,1159
Farrugia v. United States .. ........... .. i, 931
Faught ». United States ............. . i 866
Faust v. United States .......... .. .. .. 1010
Favela v. United States ........... ... .. 998

Favela-Morales v. United States ............. ... . ... .... 1099



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXI

Page
Fawecett; Papav. .. ... 1114
FAA; Arapahoe Cty. Public Airport Authority ». ............. 1064
FAA; Greenwood Village v. . ... ... .. i, 1064
Federal Bureau of Investigation; Richardson». .............. 1108
Federal Bureau of Investigation; Scarver v. ................. 1028
Federal Bureau of Prisons; Morejon-Pachecov. .............. 1142
FCC; Alee Cellular Communicationsv. ..................... 950
FCGC; Bogue v. ..o e 1015
FCC; Consumer Federation of Americav. .................. 1054
FCC; Global Naps, Inc. v. ... ..o oo 1079
FCC . Gulf Power Co. .. ... i e 327
FCC; HosKINS 0. . oo v vt ittt e 918
Federal Deposit Ins. Corp.; Bank of America, N. A.v. ......... 1104
Federal Deposit Ins. Corp.; Bettersworthv. .............. ... 1021
Federal Deposit Ins. Corp.; Looney v. ..................... 921
Federal Express Corp.; Antonio Guzman v. ................. 950
Federal Express Corp. v. Fujitsu Ltd. ..................... 891
Federal Express Corp.; Guzman v. . ............ovvuuune... 950
Federal Express Corp.; Kemper Ins. Cos. v. . ...t 1020
Federal Highway Administration; Rossv. .................. 826
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp.; Fordjour v. ............. 803
Federal Maritime Comm’n ». South Carolina Ports Authority 971,1111
Federal Trade Comm’n; Lawson v. ..............ccuuu.o... 1042
Feinman v. Committee on Grievances, U. S. Dist. Ct., EDNY ... 828
Fejes v. United States .......... ... 0., 813
Feldman, In re . ... .. e e 811
Felix-Duenas v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... ... 1097
Felt v. Office of Thrift Supervision ........................ 1078
Feltner v. Columbia Pictures Television, Inc. ................ 1127
Ferguson v. Alabama State Legislature .................... 1089
Fergusonv. Haney ........ .. ... . ... . . i 1081
Ferguson v. United States ............ . ... ... o, 939
Fernandes, Inre . ......... . . 812,1036
Fernandez v. MoOTe . ... ..ottt 978
Fernandez v. United States .......................... 1152,1171
Fernandez-Montoya v. United States ...................... 858
Fernandez-Perez v. United States ........................ 875
Ferqueron v. Michigan .............. ... ... ... ........ 871,1172
Ferranti v. United States .......... ... ... ... 823
Ferrer v. United States ........ ... . ... .. 965
Ferrer-Sanchez v. United States . ........ ... ... ... ... ... 965
Ferro v. United States .......... . ... .. 1083
Festo Corp. ». Shoketsu Kinzoku Kogyo Kabushiki Co. ........ 1053

Feurtado v. MeNair .. ... i 964



LXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Fewell v. Pickens .. ...t
Fidelity Brokerage Services; Chiav. ......................
Fidelity Nat. Title Ins. Co. of N.Y.; National Title Resources v.
Field v. Alameida ........ . ... i
Field v. Jackson . ...... ... ...,
Fields; Eury v. ..ot e e
Fields v. United States .......... ...,
Figueroawv. Walsh . ...... ... i i
Figueroa-Garcia v. United States .........................
Figueroa-Martinez v. United States .......................
Filesv. Angelone .......... ...
Files v. United States . . ...,
Fillon; Barona v. . ......... . e
Fillon; RoSs v. ..ot e
Finance Factors, Ltd.; Menor v. . .........................
Financial Software Systems; Financial Systems Software v. . ...
Financial Systems Software v. Financial Software Systems . . ...
Fin Control Systems Pty, Ltd. v. Surfco Hawaii . .............
Finger; Nevada v. ... ..ottt e
Fink ». United States . ........ ... i
Finlan ». Dallas Independent School Dist. ..................
Finley ». United States ......... . ... . . .. ...
Finnw. Indiana . ....... ... . . . .
Fior D’Italia, Inc.; United States v. .......................
Fiore v. United States ...........c.ouiiiiiiinnne...
Fiorentino v. Vanderbilt .......... ... .. .. . . . ..
Firetag v. Commissioner .............. ...,
First Data Resources, Inc.; Washington v. ..................
First National Bank of Bethany; Germanov. ................
Fischbein v. Tucker . ....... ...
Fischbein; Tucker v. ....... . i
Fischer v. Zarvela .......... .. i,
Fish; Regal Fish Ltd. v. ....... .. it
Fisher v. Cockrell .. ... ... .. . i,
Fisher v. United States ............ ...,
Fitzgerald v. Schriver . ....... ... . it
Fitzgerald ». Virginia .......... . ... ... i
Fitzwater; San Franciscov. ........ ... ... . . . . ...
F. K. v. Towa District Court for Polk County ................
Flagg v. Withrow .. ... ... . . . i
Flagner; Wilkinson v. .. ... ..o
Flanagan v. Cockrell ... ... ... ... i,
Flanigan v. Cockrell .......... ... ... . i,
Flanigan v. General Electric Co. .. ....... ... .. ... . ...



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXIII

Page
Flaxman; Radicv. ....... ... . . e 832
Fleece v. Rhines . ....... ... .. . . i, 817
Fleetwood Homes of Fla. ». Massanari ..................... 814
Fleming v. Burlington N.& S.F. R.Co. .................... 905
Fleming v. LeMaster .......... ... .. . ... 1015
Fletcher v. Alabama . .......... ...t 1024
Fletcher v. Pennsylvania State Univ. ...................... 807
Fliteline Maintenance, Inc. v. AlliedSignal, Inc. .............. 1081
Florence v. Herrera ............ ... iiieeiinnnnnnnnnnn 1002
Flores v. Lamarque . ...........o.uuuuiteeeennnnnnnnnnnn 956
Flores v. United States .......................... 1007,1024,1094
Flores-Cardona v. United States ......................... 1010
Flores-Gonzales ». United States ......................... 939
Flores-Juarez v. United States ........................... 901
Flores-Molina v. United States ................ ... ... ... 1006
Flores-Ramirez ». United States ......................... 1033
Flores-Sanchez v. United States .......................... 1099
Florida; Anderson v. ...t 964
Florida; Birdsong v. .. ...t 1024
Florida; Blackwood v. . ... ...t 884
Florida; Boley v. ... ... 850
Florida; Bottoson v. . ... ... .. e 1121
Florida; Bracetty v. . ... i 865
Florida; Bradley v. ........ i 1048
Florida; Brancaccio v. ..., 1022
Florida; Bryant v. .. ... 1025
Florida; Cherry v. . ...ttt e es 878
Florida; Clark v. ... ..ot e e e 965
Florida; Dumas v. . ....... i 1047
Florida; Giles v. . ... .. i e 975
Florida; Guzman v. . ......... .. .. 0 i, 1139
Florida; Hanson v. . ....... .. i, 1091
Florida; Herring v. .. ...ttt e e e 885
Florida; Holland v. . ........ . i, 834
Florida; Hollingsworth v. ........ ... ... ... 1091
Florida; Houle v. . ... ... e 841
Florida; Isom v. ... .. e 1088
Florida; Jennings v. . ... 1096
Florida; Jones v. ... .. i e 857
Florida; Kight v. .. ..o e 1093
Florida; King v. . ... e 1118
Florida; LaMarca v. ......... i, 925
Florida; Lopez v. ...ttt e e e e 1092

Florida; LUCKY . ..t e e e e e e 1000



LXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Florida; Matos v. ... i i 1002
Florida; McCall v. ... .. i e 880
Florida; MoSSeri 0. ... ..ottt 1143
Florida v. Muhammad . .. ......... ... .ttt 944
Florida; Muhammad v. ............ ... i, 836
Florida; Myhand v. .. ....... .. 946
Florida; Newsome v. . ... ... i 841
Florida; O'Neill v. .. ... i e 1092
Florida; Parker v. . ... i 1105
Florida; Peterson v. ......... ... ... ... ... 801,802,1125
Florida; Porter v. ....... .00 e 1004
Florida; Robenson v. .. ... i 1069
Florida; Robinson v. ........ ... .. i, 975
Florida v. Rogers ... ... i 886
Florida; ROZers 0. . .ot e e e et 1044
Florida v. State Contracting & Engineering Corp. ............ 1131
Florida; Stephens v. . ... 1025
Florida; Strachn v. ........ ... i, 1093
Florida; Sumlar v. . ... .. e 1058
Florida; White v. .. ... . e 857
Florida; Williams v. ... .. ... it e e 1087
Florida; Wilson v. . ... . i 859
Florida Bar; McAliley v. ... ..ot et 1048
Florida Bar; Ramos v. ........ ... .. 819
Florida Bd. of Regents; Starkes v. ........................ 879

Florida Dept. of Business and Professional Regulation; Walsh ». 1022
Florida Dept. of Children and Families; Natural Parents of J. B. v. 817

Florida Dept. of Corrections; Daily v. ...................... 1136
Florida Dept. of Corrections; Martinez v. ................... 1026
Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection; Burgess v. ........ 1040
Florida Dept. of Revenue; Bernard Egan & Co.v. ............ 995
Florida Dept. of Revenue; TA Operating Corp. v. . ............ 893
Florida Dept. of Revenue; TravelCenters of Americav. ........ 893
Florida Power Corp.; Adams v. .. ... oo 1054
Flournoy v. Johnson ........ ... ... ... .. ... . . . . .. ... 834
Flowers v. Alabama . ........ ...ttt 901
Flowersv. Haley ......... ... . . 0., 835
Flowers v. United States ........ ... ... . .. 1095
Floyd v. Luebbers . ........ i 1059
Floyd v. North Carolina .......... ... ... ... . ... 1092
Foggy v. Arizona . .......... . . . . 845
Folks v. United States .......... . ... .. 830
Fontanez ». United States ............ .. ... ... 0. .. 1031

Footland v. Evans .. ... .o 834



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXV

Page
Foot Locker; Brown v. . ....... ..o, 817
Forbes v. Texas . ......... i, 909
Ford v. BOWErSoX . ...ttt e e et 1068
Ford v. California ......... ... ... .. .. . . .. 1075
Ford v. Cockrell ........ .. .. . . . 0 i, 1089
Ford v. Frame . ........... .0 951
Ford ». Nevada Prison Dept. ........ ... ... . . . ... 847
Fordv. Pliler . ....... ... . . . i 963
Ford v. United States ........... ... i nn.. 943,1070
Fordjour v. Cohen . ........ ... ... i, 802
Fordjour v. Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp. ............. 803
Fordjour v. GMAC Mortgage Corp. . .......ouiiiiinnnnnn.. 802
Ford Motor Co.; Brown v. .. ... ... oo 954
Ford Motor Co. v. McCauley . .......... ..., 1126
Ford Motor Credit Co.; Dixon v. . ...t 952
Forew. Hadsell ......... .. .. . . . i, 819
Forehand v. Georgia . ........ ... ... .t 973
Forest v. Bowersox . ......... i e 1141
Forrest v. Cain . ........ .. .. .. . . i 975
Forrester v. United States ............... ... ... ...... 830
Fort v. United States .......... ... ... 977
Fortier v. United States ........ ... ... ... ... ... ... . . ..... 979
Fort Lauderdale; Rice-Lamar v. .......................... 815
Fort Worth Police Dept.; Stevens v. ....................... 844
Foster v. Georgia ........... ... 1070
Foster; GIbbs v. ... vt e 838
Foster v. Hubbard .......... ... ... ... ... . . ... 859
Foster; Taylor v. ... ... 900
Foster Co. v. Dawson Construction Plant Litd. ............... 815
Fowlkes; OLiver v. . .... .o e 1002
Foxx v. Department of Navy ............. .. ........... 997,1158
Foye v. South Carolina ........... ... ... i, 919
Fraga-Araigo v. United States .............. ... ... ...... 1146
Frame; Ford v. ......... . . . e 951
Francer v. Small .. ... .. . . . 954
Franchise Tax Bd. of Cal.; Beckwith v. . .................... 1070
Franchise Tax Bd. of Cal.; Deluxe Corp. v. .................. 1079
Franchise Tax Bd. of Cal.; Hoechst Celanese Corp. v. ......... 1040
Francis; Gutman v. ........ ... ... ... . . e 1133
Francis v. United States . ............ ... ... ... ... ...... 931
Francisco Garcia v. United States . ........................ 902
Francisco Gonzalez v. United States ....................... 835
Francisco Lizardo v. United States ........................ 897

Francisco Medina v. Small ............ ... .. ... ... .. .... 873



LXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Francisco Pedro v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... 902
Franco v. United States ............. ... ... ... ... 1023
Francois v. Cain . ......... .. i 1089
Franconia Associates v. United States ..................... 1073
Frank; Briggman v. . ....... ... . . . . 868
Frank; Herrschaft v. . ... ... ... i 870
Frank; Michigan State Unemployment Agency v. ............. 1080
Frank; O'Neill v. . ... e 963
Frank; Pettijohn v. ......... ... ... . i 962
Frank; Romansky v. ........ ... . i 961
Franke; Northwest Village Ltd. Partnershipv. .............. 972
Franklin; Adams v. . ... i e 1021
Franklin ». United States . ........... .. .. 1009
Franklin County Children Services; Parker v. ............... 915
Fraserv. Dennis . ........ .. . e 1068
Frausto-Perez v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... ... 1117
Frazier v. Poston ......... .. .. ... ... . . . . ... 909
Frazier v. Texas .. ...... it 1000
Frazier v. United States . ........... i, 920
Freemanv. Dallas .......... .. ...... .. . . .. 817
Freeman v. Dormire ................ .. . i 963
Freeman v. United States ......... ... ... ... .. ... .. .... 912,929
Fregoso v. United States .......... ... ... . .. 865
Freidman; Sovereign Equipment Co.v. .................... 814
French v. Cockrell ......... ... . . . .. . ., 918
Frenchik ». California . .. ............ ... ... ... ... ...... 909
Frey v. United States .. ....... ... ... i, 819
Freyesleben v. Fairfax County ........... ... ... ... ... ... 824
Friedland; White v. ....... .. .. . . ... e 817
Friedman; Allnutt v. . ...... ... ... .. .. . . . . 814
Friend v. United States ............. ... .. 1169
Friends of Gateway ». Mineta .............. .. ... ....... 1128
Fritts v. United States ......... ... ... i, 1106
Froelich ». United States ............... .. .. 939
Fryv. Martinez . ......... .. i 1083
Fryar; Wise v. . ... i e 1079
Frye v. Comair, Inc. ......... ... ..., 1141
Fuentes-Zuniga v. United States ......................... 1106
Fugazzi; Barker v. . ... . . . 1140
Fujitsu Ltd.; Federal Express Corp. v. . ..., 891
Fulcher ». United States .......... ... . .. 939
Fulkerson; Central States, S. E. and S. W. Areas Pension Fund v. 821
Fuller ». California .. .......... ..., 871

Fuller; Maness v. . ...t 947



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXVII

Page
Fuller ». Minnesota Office of Lawyers Professional Responsibility 828
Fuller v. Rayburn . . ... ... .. . i 824
Fuller v. Schriro . . ... .o e 871
Fulton County Dept. of Family and Children Services; Williams ». 1164
Fun v Hendricks ........... ., 1060
Funderburk ». CSX Transportation, Inc. ................... 949
Furby ». Chrysler Corp. . ... ...t 828,1156
Furlong; Gay v. . ... 1089
Furnish v. United States ............c. ... 1031
Furr v. Cockrell .. ... ... . i 1059
Fusaro v. Hialeah Housing Authority ............... ... ... 824
F/V Quality One v. Gowen, Inc. . ............. .. ... ..., 886
Gabow v. Kentucky .. ... 832
Gaddini . Bonomi . ......... . ... 973
Gadson v. United States ...........cuiiiin... 1171
Gadye, TN 7€ . v v oo e 989
Gage 0. Cainl . .o e 885
Gagliardi v. Alabama . ........... ...ttt 893
GaINES, [N 7€ v v vt et e e 812
Gaines v. United States .......... ... .. ... ... ... .. ... 906,910
Gaines v. White River Environmental Partnership ........... 952
Gainesville v. Cannabis Action Network, Inc. . ............... 1110
Galaza; Castillo Arbolellav. ............ ... ..., 851
Galaza; Donaghe v. . ........ ... . . . . 839
Galaza; Haddock v. . ... . i e 853
Galaza; Proctor v. ...... ... . .. . . .. 1003,1159
Galaza; Smith v. . ....... ... . e 908
Galindo v. California . ......... .. ... i 837
Galjour; Harris v. . ... 1020
Galland v. Clovis ..ot e e e 826
Gallardo-Marquez v. United States ............. ... ........ 1031
Gallardo-Navarro v. United States ............. ... ........ 1006
Galle v. Director, Office of Workers’ Compensation Programs ... 1002
Galle v. Ingalls Shipbuilding, Inc. . .......... ... ... ... ... 876
Gallegos Solis v. United States ................ ... ........ 1108
Galley; Barnes v. . ... 1033
Gallo v. United States ........ ..., 1115
Galvan-Aguilar v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... ... 1154
Gamarra-Betancourt ». United States ..................... 1094
Gamble v. Alabama . .. ... ... .. . 858
Gamble; Dallas v. ... . e e 934
Gammon; SAVAZE V. . vttt ettt et e 859
Gandy v. TeXas . ..ot v i e 911

Gangale v. Penson Financial Services, Inc. . ................. 1019



LXVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page

Gann v. United States .............. .. ... 1006
Garcia, I 7€ . . .o v vt e 811
Garcia v. Alameida .......... ... . ... . i 912
Garcia; Brooks v. ... . e 1026
Garcia v. Eaton Rapids Bd. of Ed. .................... .. 997,1157
Garcia; Glass 0. .o vv it e 970
Garcia; Hamilton v. . ... .. ... . . . . . 802
Garcia v. Henry ... ... 1055
Garcia; Hughes v, .. ... o 1109
Garcia v. Lambert ......... ... ... .. . . . ... 958
Garcia; Lopez-Ramirez v. ........ . ... . i 857
Garcia; Manuel Solis . .. ...ttt 839
Garcia; Ramirez v. ........ .. ... . e 841
Garcia v. Roger Ernst & Associates ....................... 1040
Garcia v. United States . . ... ... 823,
847,848,850,875,887,902,920,1102,1147,1150,1169

Garcia-Aguilar ». United States .......... ... ... .. ... ... 939
Garcia Bertadillo v. Cockrell . .......... ... ... .. ... .. 875
Garcia Cisneros v. United States ......................... 813
Garcia-De Loera v. United States . ........................ 1099
Garcia-Gomez v. United States . ............ ... .. 1117
Garcia-Hernandez v. United States . ....................... 1030
Garcia Lizama ». U. S. Parole Comm™n ..................... 904
Garcia-Lonzo v. United States . ............. ... .. 909
Garcia-Lorenzo v. United States .. ........... ..., .. 875
Garcia-Luna v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... 915
Garcia Madrigal . United States .............. ... ........ 1169
Garcia-Mariscal v. United States ............. ... ........ 1150
Garcia-Moreno v. United States .......................... 904
Garcia-Paniagua ». United States ............. ... .. ... ... 939
Garcia-Parra v. United States . ............ ... ... ........ 1150
Garcia-Perez v. United States . ............ ... ... . ....... 831
Garcia-Rodriguez v. United States ........................ 1010
Garcia-Vallejo v. United States .............. ... .. ... ... 1010
Garcia-Ybarra v. United States .......................... 1006
Garcia-Zavala v. United States . .......... ... .. 980
Gardine; Wray 0. ..o e s 1045
Gardner v. Georgia . ... ..... i e 960
Gardner v. New Jersey . ... ... .o 1133
Gardner v. Seabold . ........ ... .. ... . 1089
Garibaldi v. Orleans Parish School Bd. .................. 1078,1172
Garibay v. Small . .. ... e 978
Garibay-Jimenez v. United States ........................ 904

Garner; Howard v. . ...ttt 834



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXIX

Page
Garraghty; Mayo v. . ..ottt 839
Garraghty; Morke v. .. ...t 832
Garraghty; Parsons v. . ... ... i 859,873
Garraghty; Rojas v. ... . 961
Garrett v. Cockrell . ... .. ... . . . . 1002
Garrett; Mitchell v. . ... 873,1157
Garrett v. United States . ........... i 1149
Garrido-Hernandez v. United States ....................... 1169
Garrisonw. Saffle ...... ... .. .. 867
Garrison v. United States . ........... .. 1170
Gart; Logitech, Inc. v. . ... 1114
Garvey; Custer County Action Assn. v. .................... 1127
Garza v. Cockrell .. ... .. .. 835
Garza Garcia v. Lambert ........ ... ... ... . . . . . .. 958
Garza-Hernandez v. United States ........................ 869
Gastonv. Hanks . ........ ... 870
Gatewood v. United States ........ ... ... .. 1107
Gaudelliv. Eisner .. ... ...ttt 1082
Gaunt v. Pittaway . ........ i 950
Gay v. Furlong .. ... 1089
Gearinger; NeWman 0. .. .......uineeeennnnnnnnnnnn 927
Gearinger; Russell v. ... ... . . i 1045
Geddes ». Mill Creek Country Club, Inc. ................... 1055
General Accounting Office; Poole v. ....................... 807
General Electric Co.; Flanigan v. ......................... 1065
General Motors Corp.; Bothwellv. ........ ... .. ......... 863,1157
General Motors Corp.; Hinton v. .. ... . .o .. 883
General Motors Corp.; Laytonv. ........ ... ... ........ 1069,1173
General Motors Hourly-Rate Employees Pension Plan; Lloyd v. 856
Gentala v. TUCSON . ...ttt 946
Georgia; Brannen v. . ........ ... 1163
Georgia; Butts v. ... .. 1086
Georgia, Byrd 0. . ... e 1070
Georgia; Colwell v. .. ... ... i i 972,1157
Georgia; Daker v. .. ........ . 1093
Georgia; Forehand v. .......... ... ... .. i, 973
Georgia; Foster v. . ...t 1070
Georgia; Gardner v. ... ...... . 960
Georgia; Holloway v. .. ... 912
Georgia, Hunt v. . ... . o 1116
Georgia; Ingram v. . ... .. 1002
Georgia; JONes 0. . ..ttt e 839,1157
Georgia; Ozuno-Ramirez v. . ....... ... .. ... ... ... 977

Georgia; Peterson v. .. ... e 955



LXX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Georgia; Prevatte v. . ... ... 1163
Georgia; Rivera v. . ....... . i 901
Georgia; SIrmans . .. ....utt ittt 831
Georgia; TUINEr V. . ...ttt ittt 838
Georgia; Vargas 0. . ... ...ttt e 803
Georgia; Wrigley 0. ...t e 1129
Georgia-Pacific Corp.; Penobscot Nation v. .................. 1127
Georgia State Bd. of Pardons and Paroles; Gilreath v. ......... 1037
Georgia State Bd. of Pardons and Paroles; Mincey v. .......... 988
Georgia State Bd. of Pardons and Paroles; Parker v. .......... 1072
Georgia State Bd. of Pardons and Paroles; Spivey v. .......... 1119
Gerawv. Hassenfeld ........... .. ... .00t nnn.. 919,1158
Gerlach; Sharriefv. ...... ... . . . . . . . 950
Germano v. First National Bank of Bethany ................ 810
Gerritsen v. Pontesso . ... . i e 933
Gerrow v. United States . ........... . i 830
Gersten; Sibley v. . ... 827
Gharibian ». California .......... ... .. .. i .. 875
Ghidoni ». Hill County S. A. Ltd. ....... ... ... .. ..o, 1133
Giacumbo v. United States ............ . i, 866
Gibbs v. California ......... ... . i 838
Gibbs v. Foster .. ... 838
Gibbs v. Grimmette .......... . . ... 1136
Gibbs v. United States ......... ... ... 929
Gibson; AI-MoSawi 0. ... e 850
Gibson; Behrens v. .. ...t e 910
Gibson; Breed’'Love v. . ... ..ot 1093
Gibson; Brown v. . ... ... 1057
Gibson; DaimlerChrysler Corp. v. . ...... ... 1104
Gibson v. Johnson ... ....... . 1036
Gibson; JOhNSON . . ... ... e 1029
Gibson v. Mineta . . ...ttt e 866
GibSOn; MOOTE V. . v v vttt ettt e 1000
Gibson; Romano v. ......... .. e 1046
Gibson; ThOMPSON 0. .« v v vttt ettt et e et e e eeeees 1003
Gibson v. United States .............ciiiiiiiiinnne... 1117
Gibson; Woodruff v. . ... e 1045
Giebel v. Sylvester . .......... . 858
Gilbert v. Withrow . ...... .. .. . . . . 1059
Gilchrist v. Anthony . ........ ... . i 1059
Gilchrist v. Supreme Court of Ariz. ........ ... ... . ....... 996
Gilchrist v. United States ............ .. 974
Gilerease 0. TeXas . .ottt e 911

Giles v. Florida . . ... oo e e 975



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXXI

Page

Giles v. University of Miss. .. ... oot 890
Gillette v. United States .. ...... ... ... ., 982
Gilllam v. Smith ....... .. .. 1141
Gillis; Mason 0. .. vvt ettt e e 978
Gillis; Tuan Van Tran v. . ... ... ittt e i nn 1060
Gilmore; Brown v. . ... . . e 996
Gilmore v. United States .......... ... .. 1107
Gilreath v. Georgia State Bd. of Pardons and Paroles ......... 1037
Gilreathv. Head .......... ... ..., 913,1037,1052
Gilyard v. United States . ............. . i 1094
Ginn ». United States . ........ .. . i 1065
Ginther v. Ginther Trusts .. ...... .. .. ... 814
Ginther Trusts; Ginther v. . .......... ... ... ... ... .. 814
Gisbrecht ». Barnhart ............................... 1039,1125
Giuliani; Coney Island Resorts, Inc. v. ..................... 1054
Giuliani; Cummings 2. . . ..o vt vttt e e 879
GIUTA, 11 7€ ottt e 811
Gladstone v. Merrill Liynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith Inc. ....... 901,
959,998,1036,1159

Glass v. Alabama . ......... .. 978
Glass 0. Garcia . ......oi it e e 970
Glauser 0. TeXas . .t ettt e e 1129
Glazier; Coats 1. .. vi it e 844
Gleason v. United States ........... ... 1098
Glendale Union High School Dist. ». Lutz .................. 890
Glenn v. Life Ins. Co. of North America .................... 893
Global Naps, Inc. v. Federal Communications Commn ......... 1079
Glover v. Cockrell ... ... 845
Glover v. United States ........ ... ..., 1145
GMAC Mortgage Corp.; Fordjour v. .......... ... .. ........ 802
Godfrey v. HObby . ... e 962
Godman ». United States ............. .. .. 1107
Godon v. North Carolina Crime Control and Public Safety .. . ... 813
Goetz v. Department of Agriculture ....................... 1040
Goetz and Sons v. Department of Agriculture ............... 1040
Goldberg v. Ellett . . ... i 1127
Goldin; Kennedy v. . .....ouiiiiiiii e 886
Goldstein, In 7re . ... .o e 805,1124
Goldstein v. Pennsylvania Unemployment Comp. Bd. of Review . 999
Goldstein; Whiteford v. .. ... .. ... ... ... 854
Gomez; Beauclair v. ....... ... .. ... . . 1066
Gomez; Boldware v. ......... ... . i e 854
Gomez; Smith v. ... e 976

Gomez-Castillo v. United States ............. ... .. ....... 939



LXXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Gomez-Fonseca v. United States . ......................... 939
Gomez Gutierrez v. United States ........................ 916
Gomez-Simon ». United States . ............. ... .. 1107
Gomez-Sotelo v. United States ........................... 1171
Gonzaga Univ.v. Doe . ........ . i 1103
Gonzalez, In re . ....... .. e 811
Gonzalez v. Bakersfield .. ............ ... ... ... . . . . . ... .. 837
Gonzalez v. Miller . ....... ... .. i, 918
Gonzalez v. United States .. ... 833,835,898,901,911,913,923,931,935,1172
Gonzalez-Bautista v. United States ........................ 1006
Gonzalez-Cabrera v. United States ........................ 1006
Gonzalez-Chavira v. United States ........................ 1143
Gonzalez-Granados v. United States ....................... 981
Gonzalez-Guerrero v. United States ....................... 1007
Gonzalez-Pacheco v. United States ........................ 939
Gonzalez-Pletez v. United States ......................... 913
Gonzalo Suarez v. United States . ......................... 1166
Goodman Oil Co. of Lewiston; Idaho State Tax Comm™n v. ... ... 1129
Goodrich Co.,; Newton o. . ..o v v vttt 1134
Goodson v. United States .............. ... i, 1043
GOOAWIN, I 7€ v v o ettt e e e 811
Goodwin v. Missouri .........ciiiiiiii i 903
Goolsby v. Atlanta Independent School System .............. 1137
Goonanwv. Kane . . ... ... ... . .. 997,1101
Goord; Oppenheimer v. .. ...... .o 1027
Goreyca; Palazzolov. . ... ... 828
Gordon ». Kings County Hospital Center ................... 1140
Gordon v. Missouri . ..........iiinii i 892
GOre V. MOOTE . . v v vttt et e e 1124
Gorman; Barnes v. ...... ... 1103
GOSS V. MISSISSIPPL « v i e 1090
Gossett v. Dunhill of Cary, Inc. . ... ... .. ..o ... 828
Gottlick; Allmond v. . ... i e 959
Government Employees v. United States ................... 1113
Governor of Ca.; ANderson . .. ......oueterrnnnneeennn 1119
Governor of Cal.; Reiman v. . ........... ... ..., 996
Governor of Ga.; Saba v. ... ... e 918
Governor of Ind. ». Indiana Civil Liberties Union ............ 1162
Governor of La.; Gibbs v. . ... ... .. 838
Governor of N. J,; Eisensteinv. .......................... 1134
Governor of N.Y.; New York State National Org. for Women ». 1128
Governor of N. Y,; Vasquez v. . ..o ovviiiiii i 965
Governor of Ore; Hart v. . ... i, 834

Governor of Tex.; Bazzellv. ...... ... ... ... .. . . . ... 880



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXXIII

Page
Governor of Utah v. David C. . ........ ... ... ... ... 822
Governor of Va,; Brown v. ........... ... ... ... ... 996
Gowen, Inc.; F/V Quality One v. ......... ..., 886
Gowing ». Michigan .......... ... ... .., 871
Graham v. Brightler . .......... .. . .. . . i 923
Graham v. Howes . ..... ... ..t 1090
Graham v. Principi .......... ... 979,1102
Graham ». United States ......... ... ... .. . .. 906
Grand, I 7e . . .. e 806,1124
Grant; Cohen v. . ....... .. e 949
Grant v. Hollins . ........ ... i 1060
Grant v. Justice Court ........... ..t 832
Grant; Liebel v. .. ... ... e 1018
Grant v. O'Kelly ... ... e 1089
Grant v. United States ......... ... .. .. 836
Grass . Ignacio . .......... i 883
Grassio. Hood . ....... ... 1148
Grass Valley Terrace v. United States ..................... 1073
Graver v. Monsanto Co. . ... 995
Graves, In 7€ . ... e e 811
Graves v. Carlton . ..........o.i it e e 1089
Graves v. United States ........... ... ... 969,982
Gray, In 1€ . . oo e e 948
Gray v. Cockrell .. ... . 841
Gray v. Entergy Operations, Inc. ......................... 818
Gray v. Knowles . ........ .. i 1002
Gray v. United States . .......... . i 1030,1085
Grays 0. Sandy . .. ...ttt e 975
Grayson; Paffhousen v. ....... ... .. ... 903
Grayson ». United States ............ ... .. 1117
Greasham v. Booher ......... .. ... ... . . . i 884
Greathouse v. United States . ........... ... ... .. ... 1148
Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Co. v. Beyel Brothers, Inc. ....... 993
Great Northern Paper, Inc.; Penobscot Nationv. ............. 1019
Great-West Life & Annuity Ins. Co.v. Knudson .............. 204
Green, In 7e . ... 1077,1126
Green v. Bellerive Condominiums Ltd. Partnership ........... 824
Greenwv. Dewalt . ....... . ... 870
Greenv. Hodges .. ... 1145
Greenv. Kingston . . ... ... . . 870
Green v. New York City Dept. of Corrections ............... 911
Greenv. Pliler . ... ... ... 1137
Green v. South Carolina . ............. ... ... .. 845

Green 0. TeXas ..ottt e 852



LXXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Green v. United States .......................... 830,924,968,998
Green v. Virginia ............ ..ot 837
Greenberg; National Geographic Society v. ................. 951
Greene v. Arkansas . ....... ...t 858
Greene 0. AYers ... ...ttt e 871
Greene v. California . ........ ... ..., 911
Greene v. Imagine Entertainment ........................ 1082
Greene v. Tennessee Dept. of Corrections .................. 1130
Greene v. United States .......... ... . ... 1170
Greenwood Village ». Federal Aviation Administration ........ 1064
Gregory ». United States ........ ... .. .. 909
Gregory; U. S. Postal Service v. ..........ccuiiiiiiiinnn.. 1
Greiner; Bolden v. . ....... ... ... ... 1091
Greiner; Casey 0. ittt et 865
Greiner; Dougherty v. . ..... ... . .. 898
Greiner; Hector v. ... ... . i e 840
Gremminger v. California . ....... ... ... ... . .. 953
Grendell v. Supreme Court of Ohio ....................... 955
Gresham v. United States . ............. .. 915
Gribcheck v. Potter .......... .. . ... . i 896
Griesser; National Railroad Passenger Corp. v. .............. 970
Griffen; Janneh v. .. ... .. . . 839
Griffin, In re . . .o oo e 1161
Griffin . Anderson . . .......outtiint i 923
Griffin v. Cockrell ... ... ... . i 948,1125
Griffin v. Columbus . ........ .. . . 1060
Griffin v. Moore .. ... ...t 837
Griffin . Newland . ........ ... .. ... . . i 919
Griffin; Revocable Inter Vivos Trust of Mabel Marie Griffin v. . . . 996
Griffin v. United States .......................... 831,1009,1024
Griffith v. New Jersey Dept. of Environmental Protection ... ... 1161
Griffiths, In re . ... e 1123
Griggsv. Maryland . ............ . i 1141
Grigsby v. Angelone . ........ ... 911
Grimes v. St. Joseph .. ... ... .. 1019
Grimmette; Gibbs . ... .. e 1136
Grine v. United States ........ ...t 1022
Grinnell Fire Protection Systems Co.v. NLRB .............. 818
Grist v. U. S. Parole Comm™n ............ ..., 871
Griswold, In 7e . . . ...t e 1016
Groeber v. U. S. Postal Service . . ........ ... . .. 971
Grogan v. Cincinnati ex rel. Cosgrove .................o.... 1084
Grooms v. North Carolina . .............. ... 838

Group One, Ltd.; Hallmark Cards, Inc. v. ................... 1127



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXXV

Page
Grupo Acerero del Norte, S. A. de C. V.; Ecoban Finance Ltd. v. . . . 814
Grzeskowiak v. Hvass .. ... ... i 920
Guajardo-Hernandez v. United States . ..................... 932
Guam; Chargualaf v. . ... ... . . 843
Guanipa v. United States ............ ... ... . . ... 871,1050
Guanlao v. LOONnEy ... ...ttt 866
Guarantee Life Ins. Co.; Razviv. ........ ... . ............ 1041
Guatemala v. Tobacco Institute, Inc. ....................... 994
Gudino-Lopez v. United States ............ ... ... 901
Gudmanson; Denny v. .. ... 938
GUErIN, I 7€ . .ottt e 971
Guerra-Fion v. United States ............. ... ... ..., 1011
Guerra-Rion ». United States ............ ... .. .. 1011
Guerrero v. Cockrell . ........ ... . ... ... 958,975
Guerrero-Barajas v. United States ........................ 1113
Guerrero Flores v. Lamarque . ......... ..., 956
Guerrero-Mendoza v. United States ....................... 980
Guerrero-Suarez v. United States . ........................ 1154
Guerro-Arias v. United States .......... ... .. .. 847
Guevarra-Rodriguez v. United States ...................... 869
Guillen v. Stewart . .......... ... 1089
Guillen-Ochoa v. United States .......... ... ... 968
Guillory v. Smith . ....... ... . . . 1059
Guitron-Reyegosa v. United States . ....................... 1097
Gulf Correctional Institute; Petersonv. .................... 801
Gulf Power Co.; Federal Communications Comm™n ». .......... 327
Gulf Power Co.; National Cable & Telecommunications Assn. v. 327
Gulliford; Thrash v. ......... . i, 1020
Gulosh v. Seidner . ......... . . i 910
Gumbs v. Kelly . ... 915
Gundy; Brown v. . ... e 861
Gunnelly In re . ..o e 812
Gurary v». United Diagnostic, Inc. . ....... ... ... .. ... ... 826
GUSS 0. NOTTIS oottt e e s 885
Gustavo v. United States .......... ... .. .. 1097
Gutierrez, In re .. ... 805,1038
Gutierrez v. Cockrell . ......... .. ... . . . 835
Gutierrez v. Duncan ........... .. ... .. i 867
Gutierrez v. United States ................. ... ... ..... 823,916
Gutierrez-Herrera v. United States ................ ... ... 901
Gutierrez-Lopez v. United States .......... ... .. ... ... ... 922
Gutierrez-Mendina v. United States ................ ... ... 1108
Gutierrez-Pulido v. United States ............. ... .. ... ... 1108

Gutierrez-Varela v. United States . ........... ... . ... .... 939



LXXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Gutman v. Francis . .......... . 1133
Gutman v. Gutman ............ ... .. ... 828,1133
Guyton v. Cockrell ........... . . . i 960
Guzman v. Federal Express Corp. ........ccouiiiinninnna.. 950
Guzman v. Florida . .......... . .. . i 1139
Guzman v. TIHNOIS . . ... 1030
Guzman v. United States .............. ... .. ... ....... 867,1171
Guzman-Cota v. United States .......... ... ... ... ... ... 928
Guzman De Paz v. United States ......................... 916
Guzman-Jimenez v. United States ........................ 1154
Guzman-Madrigal v. United States ........................ 1108
Guzman-Navarro v. United States ........................ 939
Guzman-Ordaz v. United States ........... ... ... ... ... ... 939
H. A L v e 1063
H. ». Erie County Dept. of Social Services .................. 1090
Haber ». United States . ............ . .. 915
Hack v. President and Fellows of Yale College ............... 888
Haddock; Dettlaff v. ....... ... ... 1131
Haddock v. Galaza . .......... ... i, 853
Hadsell; Fore v. . ....... . i 819
Haeger v. Lansing .......... ... ... . .. 936
Hafdahl v. Cockrell . ......... . .. i, 1047
Hagan v. Coggins .. ...ttt 1136
Hagan v. United States . .......... ... .. .. 1022,1158
Hahn; Alvarado v. . ... .o e 1046
Hahn; Harvey v. .. ..o e 802
Hahn Automotive Corp. v. Takacs ............. ... ........ 889
Haight v. Kentucky ........ ... .. .. . i, 998
Hale, Inre . ... o e 987
Hale v. Moore . . ...t 1060
Haley ». Chesapeake’s Public School System ................ 953
Haley; FIOWErS 0. ..ttt e e e e e et 835
Haley ». United States ............. ... 1031
Haley; Wray 0. ..o et e e et 1024
Hall; Allah v. .. ... e 838
Hall; Bromley v. ...... ... i i 1067
Hall ». California .......... ... ... 909
Hall w. TIHnois . . ..o oo e 834,972
Hall; JamesWhite v. ....... ... .. e 878
Hall; Lovett . ... .. i 914
Hallv. Moore ......... ... ... 1089,1136
Hall; Pierce v. . .. ... e 1091
Hall; Thomas v. . ... oo e 838

Hall; Trainer v. . .... ..o e 833



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXXVII

Page
Hall v. Williams .. ... 837
Haller, Inre .. ... ... . i 806
Hallman v. Presley . ......... . 1162
Hallmark Cards, Inc. v. Group One, Ltd. ................... 1127
Hallum ». Trans-State Lines, Inc. . . ....................... 829
Ham ». United States . ......... ... 871
Hambrick ». United States ............ ... ... . . .. 968
Hameetman; Capital Landmark IT». ...................... 822
Hamilton v. Cockrell . ..... .. ... . i, 958
Hamilton v. Garcia . .......... .0, 802
Hamilton ». United States .......................... 909,972,980
Hamilton County Dept. of Human Services; Wooldridge v. ... ... 952
Hamlett; Portee v. ....... .. . . 1070
Hammel ». State Farm Mut. Automobile Ins. Co. ............. 1023
Hammer v. United States ........ ... i, 831
Hammett v. United States ............. ... . .. . . ... 866
Hammond ». Vaughn . ............ . ... . . . 837
Hammonds v. Roe . ... ... 961
Hammoud; Eljack v. . .......... . . i 892,1036
Hammoudah ». Rush-Presbyterian-St. Luke’s Medical Center . 836,1156
Hamp v. United States ................ ... 1107
Hampel v. United States ......... .. .. ... 964
Hampton ». California ............ ... .. .. . . . ... 958
Hampton; Dillard Dept. Stores, Inc. v. ..................... 1131
Hampton v. Leibach ........ ... ... ... ... .. ... ... ..... 1123
Hampton ». United States ......... ... ... ... .. . ... 933
Hampton ». Virginia . ....... ... ... i 885
Hand v. Oklahoma . ........ ... .. ... .. i, 911
Hands ». Unemployment Compensation Bd. of Review of Pa. . . .. 841
Haney; Ferguson v. ....... . . .. . . . i 1081
Haney v. United States .......... ... .. .. 926
Hanks; Gaston v. ... ..ot 870
Hanks; Higgason v. . ...ttt e it 803
Hanks; Piggie v. . ... i 1092
Hanks; Riggs v. .. ... e 844
Hanks; Trowbridge v. ...... ... i i 961
Hanna, Inre . ... .. e 804,1123
Hanna Perkins School ». Simmons-Harris .. .............. 1077,1111
Hannon; Angelone v. . ... i 1131
Hannon v. Department of Justice ............. ... .. ....... 1065
Hanover Ins. Co.; Austinw. .. ... ... i 954
Hansard v. Redding Rancheria ............... ... .. ....... 1114
Hansen v. Caldwell Diving Co. . ......... ..., 1041

Hansen v. Davis . ... .. e 876



LXXVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Hansen ». United States . ............ .. ... ... ... 916
Hansonov. Florida ......... ... ... ... .. 1091
Hanson v. United States . .............. . ... 1050
Happel v. United States ......... .. ... 1104
Harbert International Construction Co.; Jackesv. ............ 954
Harbin ». United States ........... ... ... .. ... 937
Harbury; Christopher v. ........... .. i, 1064
Hardesty v. United States ......... ... ... . .. 918
Hardin, Inre . ... ... e 1161
Hardin ». United States ............. ... ... ... ... 920
Hardwick ». Varner ......... ... ... ... . .. 958
Hardy . Alabama . . ........... .0 s 1043
Hardy ». North Carolina . .............. ... 840
Harlow v. Moore . . ......c ittt 922
Harman v. Emrich .......... ... ... . ... ... . . . . ... 958
Harnish v. American Airlines, Inc. ........................ 1040
Harold ». United States ............. ... ... ... .. 1145
Harpo. Yukins . ..... .. i e 917
Harper v. Medical Section, Travis County Jail ............... 1059
Harper v. United States ......... ... ... . .. . . ... ... 858,396
Harper v. Welborn ........ ... ... . . .. 915
Harrah’s Casino; Mitchell v. ............ .. ... ... .. ...... 1085
Harrelson; Kaska v. ....... . . ... i, 860
Harrisv. Clark .. ... i et 1059
Harris ». Coca-Cola Bottling Co. Consolidated ............... 1118
Harris v. Doraville ......... ... .. .. ... .. 995
Harris v. Galjour .......... . .. 1020
Harris v. Johnson ......... .. .. ... ... i, 909
Harris v. Moore . ....... ... i, 1090
Harris v. Saunders .......... .. ... i 834
Harris v. Scott . ... ... 936
Harris . Texas ... ..ottt e i 891
Harris ». United States ......... 852,883,1050,1064,1085,1105,1107,1160
Harris ». U.S. District Court ............ ... .. ... ... ... 1088
Harris v. Workers’ Compensation Appeals Bd. of Cal. ......... 1086
Harris; Yancey v. ... .. e 1155
Harris County ». Simi Investment Co. ..................... 1022
Harrison v. Artuz ........ ... i 1091
Harrison; Eddy Potash, Inc.v. ..... ... ... ... ... .. ... 1019
Harrison v. Moore . . ... 1059
Harrison v. Omohundro ................ ... ... ... u. . ... 975
Hartv. Katz ... ... 836
Hart v. Kitzhaber ......... .. .. ... .. .. . . . .. 834

Hart v. United States . .........ci .. 1163



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXXIX

Page
Hartje v. United States .......... ... .. .. 1116
Hartwell ». United States . ............ . .. 917
Harvey v. Hahn . ........... .. . . ... . . 802
Harvey v. United States . ............ .. .. 909
Hasan v. Howerton .. ......... .. .. i, 870
Hasan v. United States ......... ..o .. 905
Has No Horses v. United States ............. ... .. ........ 1150
Hassenfeld; Gerav. . ......... .. .. 919,1158
Hassette v. United States . ........... .. .. ... 1108
Hatcher; Millines v. . ... i 916
Hatcher v. United States .......... ... .. . ... 840
Hatteberg v. Adair Enterprises, Inc. ...................... 890
Hatten ». United States .......... ... . .. 912
Haven v. Schuette ........... .. . ... . i 837
Haviland; Cripps 2. .« oo v ittt 928,1158
Hawaii Dept. of Public Safety; Taylor v. .................... 840
Hawkins v. Neiberger . ... ... ..o 950
Hawk Sawyer; Daly v. . ...... ... 883
Hawk Sawyer; Dolenz v. . ... 1165
Hawk Sawyer; Keys v. ... 1049
Hawley v. United States . ............ .. 1151
Hay v. United States ........ ... ... 858
Hayden v. United States ........... ... ... .. .. 969,1151
Hayesv. Barbo . ........ . . i 1089
Hayesv. Mills . ... ..o o e 1044
Hayes v. Potter ......... ... . . ... .. . i 1009
Hayes v. United States .......... ... ... ... .. . ... 901,932,1013
Haymon v. New York ........ ... ..., 1026
Haysv. Newsom .. ... ... 871

Hazard Control Technologies, Inc. v. Hazard Mitigation Supply, Inc. 1082
Hazard Mitigation Supply, Inc.; Hazard Control Technologies, Inc.v. 1082
H & D Tire & Automotive-Hardware, Inc.; Pitney Bowes Inc. v. 894

He v. United States .......... .. ..., 966
Head; Carr v. . ... e 905
Head; Gilreath v. .. ........ . ... .. i, 913,1037,1052
Head; High v, ... ... i 1015
Head; Housel v. . ... i i e 1172
Head; MIncey v. ...ttt e e 988
Head; Parker v. ... ... 0 e 1046
Head; Spivey 0. . o oo e 1119
Head v. United States .............. ... . ... 803
Headwaters Forest Defense; Humboldt County ». ............ 801
Heard v. United States .. ....... ... ... ... 883

Heckel v. Washington ........... ... ... .. 997



LXXX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Hector v. Greiner . ......... ... 840
Hedges, Inre ... ... 811
Hedrick; Jones v. ... e 1151
HeereMac v. o. f,; Statoil ASA v, . ... . ... 809,1127
Heimermann, In re .. ... .o 1039
Heimstra v. Berghuis .............. . ... . . . .. 1060
Hein ». California . .......... ... . i 890
Heitman ». United States .............. ... ... ... ...... 894
Held ». United States ............c .. 1010
Helms v. Rumer . ......... . . . . i 838
Helsethv. Burch . ........ .. . . . . . . . i, 1115
Hemmerle v. Lauderdale Reporting Service . ................ 803
Hempfling v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... 888
Henderson v. United States .......................... 1013,1094
Henderson v». Wisconsin ............... .. 1033
Hendricks; Funv. ....... . i 1060
Hendricks ». South Carolina Title Ins. Co. .................. 957
Hendricks; Williams v. . ... . i 1025
Hennessey; Nary v. ... ..o 840,1172
Hennessey v. Vaughn . ............... ... . . . 1143
Henry; Basile v. ...... ... i e 850
Henry; Garcia v. . ...t 1055
Henry; Johnson v. . ... . 849
Henry ». United States ........... .. .. ... 829,901
Hensley v. Northwest Permanente Retirement Plan and Trust .. 1082
Henson v. Syngenta Crop Protection, Ine. .................. 1134
Henson; Syngenta Crop Protection, Inc. v. .................. 1126
Hentz v. MiSsiSSIppi .« .« oottt e 1139
Herbert; Marvin v. ........ . i 849
Herbert; Matias v. ........ . i 838
Herbert; Taylor v. . ...t 906
Heredio-Mercado v. United States ........................ 939
Hereford v. McCaughtry . ........ ... i, 870
Heritage Bank v. Redcom Laboratories, Inc. ................ 997
Hernandez v. California ................ ... ... ... ....... 926
Hernandez v. Cockrell ........... ... .. ... .. 1043
Hernandez ». Kuhlmann ................................ 1026
Hernandez v. Newland ................ ... ... ........... 1086
Hernandez ». Ratelle ............... .. ... ... ... ........ 958
Hernandez v». United States ....... 831,902,916,935,939,1007,1030,1098
Hernandez Anzures v. Smith . .......... ... .. ... ... ...... 1086
Hernandez-Avalos v. United States ....................... 935
Hernandez-Carmona v. United States ...................... 1108

Hernandez-Espinoza v. United States ...................... 1117



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXXXI

Page
Hernandez-Garcia v. United States ............ ... ... ...... 1012
Hernandez-Hernandez v. United States .................. 965,1148
Hernandez-Leon v. United States ......................... 979
Hernandez Morales v. United States ...................... 1140
Hernandez-Navarro v. United States ...................... 915
Hernandez-Olivares v. United States ...................... 1169
Hernandez-Palacios ». United States ...................... 939
Hernandez-Perez v. United States ........................ 1097
Hernandez-Ramirez v. United States ...................... 1030
Hernandez-Sanchez v. United States ...................... 914
Herrera; Florence v. ........ . e, 1002
Herrera v. United States ............ ... .. ... 883,1018
Herrera-Gonzalez v. United States ........................ 1117
Herring v. Florida . .......... . .. . i, 885
Herringv. Keenan ........ ... ... .. . . .. 840
Herron ». Schriro .......... ... . .. ... 1059,1173
Herron v. Woodruff ......... ... ... ... . ... .. .. . . . ... ... 1076
Herrschaft . Frank .......... ... ... . . .. 870
Herschaft v. New York City Campaign Finance Bd. ........... 888
Herson ». Oregon Driver and Motor Vehicle Services Branch ... 1113
Hertzberg v. SRAM Corp. ..o v v it i e eeaas 1130
Herzog v. Thompson .. ... 1045
Heston; Patel v. ... ... i 816
Hetherington, Inre . ...... .. . . ... i 810
Hetherington ». United States ........................... 1050
Hetreed v. Allstate Ins. Co. . ... ... ... .. 972
Hewlett v. Office of District Attorney ..................... 1141
Hialeah Housing Authority; Fusarov. ..................... 824
Hialeah Housing Authority; Jimenez v. ......... ... .. ....... 824
Hibbert v. United States .......... ... .. 1012
Hickman; Chavez v. ......... ... ..., 1141
Hickman». Nash .......... .. . i, 917
Hicks v. Cockrell . ......... . i 1089
Hicks v. Snyder . ..........iiiiiiiiiii 901
Hicks v. United States .............. i, 1012
Hidalgov. Rice . ...... . i i e 974
Hieu Trung Tran v. United States ........................ 1098
Higgasonv. Hanks ........... ... .. ... .. 803
Higgason v. Lemmon . .......... ... .. .. i, 1052
Highv. Head ......... . i 1015
Hightower v. Continental Cablevision of Jacksonville ......... 887
Hightower; Wilburn v. . ...... ... . i 882
Higuera-Cruz v. United States ......... ... ... .. .. ...... 968

H. I. H. Casualty & General Ins., Ltd.; Pacific Fisheries Corp. v. 944



LXXXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Hilgert v. Mark Twain/Mercantile Bank . ................... 833
Hill v. Administrative Hearing Officer for Cuyahoga Cty. . . .. 1044,1159
Hill; Bridgette v. . ... 854
Hill v. Clinton . . ... e s 973
Hill . Cockrell ... ... e 842
Hill . EIting .. ..o e 866,1036
Hill v. HopKins .. ...ttt 924
Hill; Kleve . ..o oo e e e 948
Hill w. Luebbers ... ...ttt e e e 885
Hill . Sparkman . .......... . 1144
Hill ». United States ......................... 966,1033,1095,1170
Hill ». Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. ... ...t 944
Hill County S. A. Ltd.; Ghidoni v. . ........ ... .. ..., 1133
Hillery, In re . ..o e e 1054
Hill House ». Comcast Cablevision of Philadelphia ............ 823
Hillhouse v. MoOTe . .......iiiiiiiii i 836
Hillhouse v. Wackenhut Corrections Corp. .................. 1138
Hilliard v. Moody . ........ . 1144
Hills ». California . .......... . . 1077
Hillsborough County; Chenoweth v. ....................... 1131
Hillsman v. Peterson .......... ... ... .. .. 929
Hilvety ». World of Powersports, Inc. ..................... 1067
Hines; Knowles v. . ... i 1043
Hines v. Mississippi Dept. of Corrections ................... 852
Hines v. New York City . ....... ..., 858
Hines ». United States ............. .. .. 931
Hingle; Smedvig Tankships, Ltd. v. ........... ... . ... ... 1134
Hinkle v. Countz . .. ... .. i e 1088
Hinkle ». Johnston . ........ ... . . ... . i 1088
Hinkle; Marable v. ......... . . . . i, 1028
Hinkle; Moore v. . ..o o vttt e 868
Hinton v. General Motors Corp. ..........oueiiueinnne... 883
Hipp v. Liberty National Life Ins. Co. ..................... 1127
Hirschfeld v. New York ......... ..., 1082
Hishaw v. United States ..., 882
Histed v. E. L. du Pont de Nemours & Co. .................. 1101
Hitch v. Moore ... ... 837
Hoa Nguyen ». California ........ ... ... ... ... ... 904
Hoang Viet Huu Nguyen v. Cockrell . ........... ... ........ 1164
Hobby; Godfrey v. . . ..ot 962
Hochevar v. United States ......... ... .. ... . . .. 823
Hodges; Green v. . ...ttt 1145
Hoechst Celanese Corp. v. Franchise Tax Bd. of Cal. .......... 1040

Hofbauer; Aliv. ... .. e e 1067,1172



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXXXIII

Page
Hofbauer; Chapman v. . ......... ...t iiieeinnnnnnnnnn.. 916
Hofbauer; Cobos v. . .......c. e 846
Hofbauer; Williams v. .. ... .. i 964
Hoffman; Arave v. . ....... .. . i i 944
Hogan v. Booker ... ........ . . . 866
Hoke v. Stewart . ...... ..o 846
Holberg v. Texas . ..ottt 972
Holbrook ». Nationwide Mut. Ins. Co. . ................... 886,1063
Holcomb ». Holecomb . ....... ... ... 906
Holcomb ». Uplinger .. .........o i 906
Holder; Facundo v. ... ...ttt e e 872
Holguin . Texas . ...t i 1133
Holguin-Rios ». United States ............ ... ... ... ...... 1006
Holiday; Joseph . . . ..ot 1060
Holland ». Bellaire Corp. . ...... .o 1112
Holland v. Florida . .. ....... .o 834
Holland ». United States . ......... ... . i, 1095
Hollander v. American Cyanamid Co. ...................... 993
Holland Line-Westours v. National Parks and Conservation Assn. 1104
Holley v. Mitchem . .. ........ . . . i 1141
Holley v. United States . ......... ... ...t 968
Hollingsworth . Florida . . ............ ... .. 1091
Hollingsworth ». United States .............. ... .. ....... 1100
Holling; Grant . . ........ i 1060
Hollis ». United States ...........ccouiiiiiinnnn.. 1050,1171
Holloman ». United States ............ ... ... . ... 865
Holloway v. Georgia . ....... ...t 912
Hollowell v. Cockrell . ........ . . ... . i, 1116
Holman ». North Carolina . ............ ... ... . ... 910
Holmes; Canta v. ........ ... . . ... 960
Holmes v. McGInnis . ........ ..o 958
Holmes v. Nevada .. ...t 1059
Holmes v. Tenet Healthsystem Medical Inc. ................. 895
Holmes v. United States ............... ... ... ........ 1099,1154
Holmes Group, Inc. v. Vornado Air Circulation Systems, Inc. . . .. 1016
Holt; Parker v. ... ..t e e e 1023,1173,
Holt v. United States ..........c o, 1050
Holub ». United States ......... ... . .. 966
Home Depot, U.S. A, Inc; Hurst v. ...... ... .. ... ... ... 818
Honeywell, Inc. v. Equal Employment Opportunity Comm’n . ... 987
Honeywell, Inc.; Litton Systems, Inc. ». .................... 1109
Hong v. United States .......... ... ... .. 823
Hongo v. Cain ... .ot 1139

Honsted; Larsen v. ......... ..., 927



LXXXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Hood; Grassi v, . ..... .o e 1148
Hood v. TIHNOIS ... 1115
Hook, Inre . ..o e 963
Hooker v. MiSSiSSIPPI « « v v oottt e e e e e 1091
Hooks v. North Carolina . ............ ..., 1155
Hooks . Oklahoma . ...... ... .. ... . 963
Hooks; Tippit . ..o e 928
Hooks v. United States . .............. .. 1033
Hooper; Pascow. ....... i i 951
Hopew. Pelzer ... ... ... i 1073,1120
Hope v. United States ......... ... .. .. 966
Hope Lutheran Church v. Shepherd of Valley Lutheran Church . 1082
Hopkins; Hill w. ... e 924
Hopkins; Malcom v. . ... 1139
Hopkins ». United States ............. ..., 834
Hopkins; WilcoxX 0. ..ot 1139
Hopper; Brown v. . ... 828
Hopper; Hubbard v. ....... ... ... ... i 1136
Hornv. Fahy . ... ... .. i i 944
Horning v. Bogan . .......... . .. . . 1108
Hornung; Roquemore v. ............ ... .. 907
Horton v. Dragovich . ........ ... .. i, 885
Horton v. Towa . ... i 928
Horton v. Martin .......... . . . i 1002
Horton v. United States ......... ... ... 890,1171
Hoskins v. Arizona . ........ ..o 970
Hoskins v. Federal Communications Comm’n ................ 918
Hostin v. Arizona Schools for Deaf and Blind ................ 1081
Hotel Employees; Ross v. ... ..o 1162
Houle v. Florida . .......... . i, 841
House v. Booker . .......... . i 870
Housel . Head ... ........ .. i 1172
Houser v. United States . ............ ... 909
Housley v. Oklahoma . ........... ... ... i, 871
Houston; Kelly v. . ... i 1066
Houston; Piotrowski v. ........ ... .. 820
Houston; Pound v. .. ... . i 1031
Houston Community College System; Avery v. ............... 887
Houston Housing & Urban Development; Mitchell v. .......... 1001
Howard . Garner .. ........ ... 834
Howard ». Jersey City Housing Authority .................. 956
Howard ». Litscher ... ...... ... . . i 1167
Howard v. Moore .......... ... 837,911

Howard v. New York Times Co. .. ...coviiiniiieinnn.. 997



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXXXV

Page
Howard ». United States .............. ... .. ..., 888,968
Howards; Taylor v. .. ... 1061
Howell ». United States ............ ... ..., 831,852
Howerter v. Kansas ........ ... ... ... .. 1080
Howerton; Hasan v. ........ . ... ... .. 870
Howery; Allstate Ins. Co. v. .. ... .o 993
Howes; Cotton v. ... ... ... . i, 870
Howes; Graham v. . . ... ... i e 1090
Howsam ». Dean Witter Reynolds, Inc. .................... 1161
Hoyle v. National Credit Union Administration .............. 894
Hoyle v. United States ......... ... ... 949
Hu v. United States ........... ... 816,1107
Huang ». Scudder . ......... . i 1132
Hubbard; Exrvin v. ... ... i e 1086
Hubbard; Foster v. ........ . .. 859
Hubbard v. Hopper . . ........ i 1136
Hubbard; Hughes v. . ........ . . i 838
Hubbard v. Indiana . . ......... ... ... i 869
Hubbard; Shackleford v. ........ ... ... ... . ... 944
Hubbart ». California ........... ... ... ... 1143
Huddleston ». United States ............ ..., 1051
Hudson v. Angelone . .......... ... i, 835
Hudson; Arkansas Presbytery of Cumberland Presby. Church v. 945
Hudson v. Cain .. ..ovit e e et 1138
Hudson v. IIlN0is ... ..ot et 858
Huesca v. United States .............. . .. 822
Huett v. Vaughn . ..... .. .. . . . . 1091
Huffman; Sprenz v. . ... . 1029
Hughes v. Garcia ........... .. i, 1109
Hughes v. Hubbard . ........ .. .. . .. i, 838
Hughes; Salters v. . ... . 836
Hughes v. Small . ... ... . . . i 835
Hughes v. United States . ............. .. .. 1170
Hughes Aircraft Co.; United States ex rel. Lujanv. ........... 1040
Hughes Training, Inc.; Cook v. . ....... ..., 1172
Huitron-Arellano v. United States ........................ 904
Hulsey ». United States ............... .. .. 922
Humboldt County v. Headwaters Forest Defense ............. 801
Hummel v. Pennsylvania . ............ ... ... ... ... 997
Humphrey v. Department of Justice ....................... 1124
Humphrey; Memorial Hospitals Assn. v. .................... 809
Humphrey v. United States ......... ... . .. ... 1033
Humphrey; Watts v. .. ..o 857

Humphreys v. Meadows . ........ ... 1022



LXXXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Hung Hoa Nguyen ». California ............... ... ........ 904
Hunt v. Georgia ........... .. i 1116
Hunt v. IIHnois .. ..ot e e 979
Hunt v. United States . ........ ... i 969
Hunterv. Elo ... ... 846
Hunter ». West Linn-Wilsonville School District 3JT .......... 1130
Hunter v. Withrow .. ..... ... . .. . . i 885
Huntington National Bank v. Minnesota Hotel Co. ............ 994
Hurd v. Miller . . . ..o e e 1144
Hurley ». United States ............. . .. 929
Hurley; Urban v. .. ... e 1123
Huron v. United States . ........ .. ... 923
Hurst v. Home Depot, U.S. A, Inc. ... o, 818
Hurt; Camden Properties Corp. v. ... ..., 997
Hurtado v. Tucker . ........ ... . . ., 925
Husain ». United States ............. .. .. 823
Huskey v. Duncan .. .......... . . .. 832
Hutchins v. United States .. ......... . ... 1094
Hutchinson ». Louisiana . ......... ... ... ... 892
Hutchinson; Monroe v. ....... . .. ..., 979
Hutchinson; Monroe-Bey v. .. ... ... i 979
Hutchinson; Reid v. ....... ... . . .. . i 979
Huu Lam v. United States ........................... 1013,1159
Huu Nguyen v. Cockrell .......... ... ... 1164
Huu Nguyen v. United States . ............. ... ... ........ 1145
Hvass; Grzeskowiak v. . ... ... . ... i i 920
Hyde, Inre ... .. 990
Hyland ». California ............ ... . . .. 1145
Hyland v. Stevens . ......... i 897
Hyman v. Moore . ..... ... i 1089
Tannaccone v. Massanari ..............c0uiiiiiinnnn.. 894,1118
Ibanez-Aguilar v. United States .............. ... .. ...... 876
Ibarra-Cruz v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... ... 981
IBP, Inc.; Rodriguez v. .. ... ... .0 1055
Idaho Judicial Council; Bradbury v. ....................... 1115
Idaho State Tax Comm’n v. Goodman Oil Co. of Lewiston ...... 1129
Idowu v. Board of Immigration Appeals . ................... 911
Ifeagwu v. United States ............ ... . i, 933
Ignacio; Grass 0. ..ot e 883
Ignacio Iracheta v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... 902
Ignacio Lazo v. United States ............ ... ... .. ...... 1098
Ignacio Sanin ». United States ........... ... ... ... ... ... 1008
Tlinois; Arsberry v. . ... e 1062

Illinois; Assenato v. .. ... i e 997



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXXXVII

Page
Ilinois; Bibbs 0. ..o oot e 1164
Ilinois; Brooks v. . ... .. e 1146
Ilinois; Broyles . ...t 1164
Ilinois; Caban v. . .. .. .. e 1162
Ilinois; Carney v. . ...ttt et e e 1008
Illinois; Casillas v. ...t e e 1043
Illinois; Coleman v. . ... it 1069
Illinois; Consul General for Republic of Poland in Chicago v. . . .. 945
Illinois; Dibble v. . ... .. e 830
Ilinois; Dillard v. . ... .. e 978
Hlinois; Edinburgh v. . ... .. . 903
Ilinois; Edward v. . ..... . 1023
Hlinois; Eppinal v. . ... e 967
Hlinois; Esslinger v. . ... 1057
Illinois; Eveans v. ... ...ttt et 1058
Illinois; Guzman v. . ....... .ttt 1030
Hlinois; Hall v, ..o e e e 834,972
Illinois; Hood v. . ..o i it e e e 1115
Ilinois; Hudson v. .. ... e 858
Ilinois; Hunt v. .. ... e 979
Illinois; Jackson . .. ...ttt e 967
Hlinois; Johnson v. . ... . 839
Ilinois; Joneson v. . ... .. 896
Illinois; Kizer v. . ..ot e et e 1029
Illinois; Kolakowski v. ... ... it i e 1003
Ilinois; Mahaffey v. . ... ... . . i 807,1029
Ilinois; McDonald v. .. ... o i e 1005
Tlinois; MOY0 0. .o vv ittt e e e et 1044
Hlinois; Primm v, ... ... . . e 1009
Ilinois; Redmond v. . ........ . . i, 1048
Illinois; Roberts v. . ... i 833
Ilinois; Robinson v. . ... 1012
Illinois; Scott v. ..ot e 873
Illinois; Sherman v. . ...t 907
Ilinois; Smith v. . ... ... 886
Illinois; Sutherland v. ........ .. .. i 1105
Illinois; Thurston v. . ... .. e e 1090
Ilinois; Wagener v. .. ...ttt 1011
Ilinois; Washington v. . ...... ... .. i 929
Ilinois; Williamson v. .. ... ittt i a 1028
Ilinois; Williams v. ... ... e e 1025
Tlinois; Young . . ..ottt e e 1029
Illinois Central R. Co.; Brown v. . ......... .. ..., 1041

Illinois Dept. of Corrections; Williams v. . .................. 1001



LXXXVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Illinois Human Rights Comm’n; Koulegeorge v. .............. 886
I1 Soo Cho v. United States ............ ..., 850
Imagine Entertainment; Greene v. ........................ 1082
Imaginetics, Inc.; Corrigan v. . ... ... . i, 1020
INS; Ashihunduv. ........ . . i 1132
INS; Davies 0. . ovvi i e e 875
INS; Dryden v. ..o et 810
INS; Levy 0. oo e e 860
INS; Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestra v. .................. 819
INS; Moreno Sierra v. ... ...viiin ettt 1071
INS; Orta 0. .o e e e e 845
INS; Valerio-Ochoa v. ... ... i i 821
INS; Villarreal-Alarcon v. . . ... ..ottt 1065
Independent Petroleum Assn. of America v. U. S. Forest Service 1018
Independent School Dist. No. 656; LeVake v. ................ 1081
Indiana; Atwell v. ... ... e 876
Indiana; Ben-Yisrayl v. . ... ... i 830,1164
Indiana; Coleman v. .......... ... tiiiiennnnnnnnnnnn 1057,1158
Indiana; Finnv. . ..., .. . e 1133
Indiana; Hubbard v. ......... ... ... i, 869
Indiana; Lambert v. .. ..... ... . .. . i e 1136
Indiana; Oman v. ......... .. .. i 814
Indiana; Patterson v. ....... ... ... ... . . . 961
Indiana; Stephenson v. . ....... ... ... 1105
Indiana Civil Liberties Union; O'Bannonv. ................. 1162
Indiana State Personnel Dept.; Srivastava v. ................ 924
Industrial Comm’n of Ariz.; Woods v. ...................... 873
Infante v. Artuz . ... . 871
Infinity v. Jones . ... ... 865
Ingalls Shipbuilding, Inc.; Galle v. ......... ... ... ... ...... 876
Inge v. Luebbers . .......... i 1091
Ingle v. Cockrell .. ... ... i 837
Ingle; RIOS 0. oo v oo 1058
Ingraham v. Moore . ....... ...ttt 838,1036
Ingram v. Georgia . ......... ... 1002
Innovative Properties, Inc.; Kunglev. ................... 820,1052

In re. See name of party.
Intellectual Property Development; TCI Cablevision of Cal. v. .. 895

Intercity Maintenance Co. v. Local 254 ... .................. 818
Internal Revenue Service; Beresfordv. .................... 896
Internal Revenue Service; Christian v. . .................... 819
Internal Revenue Service; McDermott v. ................... 1106

International. For labor union, see name of trade.
International Amateur Athletic Federation; Slaney v. ......... 828



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED LXXXIX

Page
International Bank for Reconstruction and Dev.; Dujardinv. .. ... 1066
Interstate Litho Corp.v. Brown .......... ... ... .. ....... 1066
Invisible, Inc.; Tillison . . ... i ittt 996
Toane v. Santa Clara County .. ........ ..o, 836
1-125 Proponents’ Committee v. Montana Chamber of Commerce 817
Towa; Agardi v, . ..o e 1027
Towawv. Anthony ... ... . 1129
Towa; Horton v. ... ... 928
Towa; Lowe 0. ..ot e 886
Towa District Court for Polk County; F. K. v. ............. ... 1069
Towa Utility Bd,; Burke v. ........... . i 920
Iracheta v. United States ............ .. ... 902
Irenas; Tilliv. . ..o oot e 1038
Irons . United States .......... .. .. .. 1104
TIrvino. Stine .. ... e 909
Irwin Mortgage Corp. v. Culpepper . ........... ..., 1118
Isais v. United States ....... ... ... i 901
Isais Espartz v. United States ................ ... ........ 901
Isaula v. United States ......... ... ., 965
Island Creek Coal Co.; Tibbs v. ......... ... ..., 1087
Islas-Bravo v. United States . ........... ... . ..o ... 916
Isomw. Florida .. ... e 1088
Israel; Carpenter v. . ... 1078
Israel . United States .......... ... ... 831
Israel Munoz v. United States ............... ... oo, 1097
Isreal v. Ayers . ... ...t e 1136
ITNX ». Alpha Business Group, Inc. ...................... 1114
Ivy v. United States . .........o i 936
Iwegbuv. Payne .. ... . 871
Izvestia Newspaper; Konanykhine v. ...................... 890
Jackes v. Bill Harbert International Construction Co. ......... 954
Jacks 0. Ohio . ... e 974
JACKSON, I 7€ . . oot 812
Jackson; Adams 0. . .. ... 860
Jackson v. Barnhart ......... .. . ... 1156
Jackson v. Cain . . ... e 1058,1088
Jackson; Clay . .. ..ot e 842,1157
Jackson; Field v. ... ... i 1060
Jackson v. IIlNOiS ... ..ot 967
Jackson v. Louisiana . . ........ ... . 1047
Jackson; Maranian v. . ....... it e 1138
Jackson v. Massanari . ........ ... 801
Jackson v. Mecklenburg County ........................ 856,1101

Jackson v. MiSSisSippi - . v vvv i e 1139



XC TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page

Jackson v. Moscicki .. ..o v v 845
Jackson v. Tangreen . ....... ... ... 953
Jackson 0. Texas . .o e 1025
Jackson v. United States .............. ... ... . . . ... ..., 831,
836,847,898,912,929,1012,1013,1100,1159,1167,1170

Jackson v. West Telemarketing Corp. . ..................... 972
Jackson; Williams v. ... ... . . 964
Jacobs v. American Express Co. . ... 953
Jacobs v. Louisiana . . ... .. 1087
Jacobs v. Rice County . . ...... ..o i 1134
Jacobs v. United States .......................... 917,1014,1139
Jacobs v. WU . oo e 1021
Jacquinot v. United States ........ ... . .. . i 1116
Jalowiec v. Ohio .. ...t e 964
Jambu v. United States ......... .. i 916
James v. Atherton ........ ... . . .. ... 843
James v. Cockrell . ...... ... .. 904
James v. Dallas . ... ..o 1113
James v. Mann . ... ... 849
James v. United States ........... ... ... 864,933
JamesWhite v. Hall ........ ... . . ... . 878
Janicich; Bartolettiv. ....... ... .. . .. 952
Janik v. AMICA Mut. Ins. Co. . ... .o 817
Janneh v. Griffen .......... ... . . . 839
Jaramillo v. Pinkerton .......... ... ... ... .. . . i, 849
Jaramillo v. United States .................. ... ....... 878,1157
Jaramillo-Mendez v. United States ............ ... .. ....... 981
Jarrell v. TeXas . ...ttt e e 974
Jarvis; Caudill v. . ... ... 1029
J. B. v. Florida Dept. of Children and Families ............... 817
Jean-Henriquez v. Bryant . ....... ... ... ... . . . . . .. 1044
Jean-Henriquez v. Mera .......... ...t 1046
Jeffers v. Chandler ......... ... ... i 1001
Jefferson ». Captain D’s Restaurant ....................... 820
Jefferson v. Shoney’s Inc. ........ ... ... .. . .. 820
Jefferson v. Smalls . ... . 946
Jefferson v. United States .......................... 829,967,1032
Jefferson County; Richards v. ........ ... ... .. .. ... ... ... 1019
Jeffreys v. United Technologies Corp. . .......... ... 1092
Jeffries v. Kapture ........ . . .. i 835
J. E. M. Ag Supply, Inc. . Pioneer Hi-Bred International, Inc. .. 124
Jemmerison v. Cockrell . ..... ... ... ... . ... . ... 1001
Jenkins v. Dukes ....... ... ... 859

Jennings v. Florida . ....... ... . 1096



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XCI

Page
Jennings v. Kellogg USA, Inc. ... ..., 1134
Jennings ». Portuondo . ........ ... ... i 1003
Jerry Goetz and Sons v. Department of Agriculture ........... 1040
Jersey City Housing Authority; Howard v. ............... ... 956
Jessen v. United States ........ ... . ... i i, 1168
Jester v. United States .. ...... . ... .. i 938
Jestine v. United States ......... ... . i 1146
Jetter 0. Texas ... ...t e e 915
Jie Hu v. United States . ......... .o, 816
Jimenez v. Hialeah Housing Authority ..................... 824
Jimenez v. TeXas . ... ..ottt 933
Jimenez v. United States .................. 847,859,1043,1140,1151
Jimenez-Jauregui v. United States ........................ 1151
Jiminez Alvarez v. United States ............. ... .. ....... 1154
J & L Services v. Stites . ... 825
JMC Telecom, LLC v. AT&T Corp. ..o, 822
Joanne A. Aboff Family Trust; Kirby McInerney & Squire, LLP v. 889
Joelson v. O'Keefe . .. ... i 851
Joerger v. Asheroft . ... ... . 1023,1102
John Deere Ins. Co.v. Nueva . ..... ... ..., 1127
Johns v. Luebbers . ... ... 988
Johns v. MASSOUrT . ..o v vttt e 988
JOhnson, In e . . ..o 971,991
Johnson v. Adams . ......o ittt e e 807
Johnson v. Alameida ........ ... ... . 961
Johnson v. Angelone . ....... ... ... .. 845
Johnson v. Blair .......... . ... 915
Johnson v. Boyd . ........ .. . 1041
Johnson; Bruns v. . ....... .. . e 1058
Johnson; Burgess v. .. ... 875
Johnson v. Circuit City Stores, Inc. ......... ... ... ... ... 856
Johnson; CUITY 0. ..o vttt e e 975
Johnson v. Department of Health and Human Services ........ 954
Johnson v. Duncan ............. ... 854
Johnson; Flournoy v. . . ... 834
Johnson v. GIDSON . .. oottt e 1029
Johnson; GIbSON . ...ttt e 1036
Johnson; Harris v. ... ... i 909
Johnson v. Henry . ........ .. . 849
Johnson v. Illinois . . ... 839
Johnson v. Johnson . ......... ... . ... 1067
Johnson; Kansas City S. R.Co. v. ....... ... 816
Johnson; Kimball v. . ...... .. ... . 1142

Johnson v. King . ..... ... . . 857



XCII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page

Johnson v. Lambert ......... ... ... .. ... . . ... .. 1140
Johnson v. Luebbers ......... ... .. i 1026
Johnson v. MeClung . ........ ..o 1028
Johnson v. Neilson .......... ... .. 910
Johnson v. New York ......... ... ... ... .. . .. 1075
Johnson v. New York City Emp. Retirement System Pension Plan 1091
Johnson v. Palmateer ................. ... ... . . . . ... ..., 926
Johnson; Paradise Valley Unified School Dist. v. . ............. 1055
Johnson; Paschal v, ........ .. ... . ... . . . . . 855
Johnson; Phillips v. .. ... 807
Johnson; Pierce v. . ... e 1090
Johnson v. Potter ........... . . ... . . . . 955
Johnson v. Principi ....... ... .. . i 855,1036
Johnson; Ray w. ... ... o 864,1157
Johnson; ROSS 0. . oo v it e 873
Johnson; Ross-Elv. ... ... 873
Johnson; Ryan v. .. ... i 889
Johnson v. Taylor .......... . ..., 1080
Johnson v. Texas . ... ...t e 972
Johnson v. Tupperware, Inc. .. ........ ... ... .. ... ... 879
Johnson v. United States ............. ... i, 829,
847,851,855,863,879,884,914,934,936,941,943,1032,1085,1095,

1098,1147,1150-1152

Johnson v. Virginia ......... ... i 868
Johnson v. Ward . ......... ... ... e 1046
Johnson v. Wisconsin .......... ... ...t 1043
Johnson v. Wyoming .. ...... ... ... 809
Johnston; Carter v. . ... ...t 854,1101
Johnston; Hinkle w. ........ ... ... .. .. . . i 1088
Johnston v. Monroe County Court ...................... 824,1101
Johnston v. United States ............................ 1049,1166
Jonassaint v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... .. ... 1167
JONES, [N 1€ . o e e 948
Jones v. Angelone . ......... ... 946
Jones v. Booker . ...... ... 1043
Jones; Brown v, . ... ... e 1085
Jonesw. Bruton ......... ... ... 913
Jonesv. Bryant . .. ... 906
Jones v. Butterworth ........ ... ... ... ... ... . . .. .. 974
Jones w. Cockrell .. ... ... ... e 1001
Jones v. DUsing . ... .. 861
Jonesw. Florida . ......... .. ... . i 857
Jones v. Georgia . ... ... e 839,1157

Jones v. Hedrick . ... .o 1151



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XCIII

Page
Jones; Infinity v. .. ... 865
Jones v. Martin .. ... 833
Jones v. Maynard . ........... .0 1047
Jones; Mcelntyre v. .. ... 1047
Jones v. Merit Systems Protection Bd. . .................... 810
Jones v. Michigan .......... ... ... ..ttt 954
Jones; Montgomery v. . ... 858
Jones v. Ohio . ... 1004
Jones v. Oklahoma . ........ ... . .. 906
Jones v. Provena St. Joseph Medical Center ................. 874
Jones; Rogers v. . ... 1140
Jones; Smith v, ... ... e 1136
Jones v. United States ..... 840,861,884,909,926,936,974,1035,1051,1151
Jones v. WiSconsin . ........oiiiii i 1153
Joneson v. Illinois .. ... 896
Jordan v. Battles . ......... . . ... 902
Jordan v. Luebbers ... ........ .. .. 833,1156
Jordan v. Mississippi . v i it 1085
Jordan v. United States ............ ... ... ... . ... 855,897
Jorge-Carlos ». United States .......... ... ... .. ... ... 935
Josephv. Holiday ......... ... . . . i, 1060
Joseph v. United States .......... ... . . i 1104
JSG Trading Corp. v. Department of Agriculture ............. 992
J. T. Lanier Agency ». Old Republic Ins. Co. ................ 893
Juarez v. United States ......... ..., 1006
Juarez-Grageda v. United States .............. ... ........ 912
Juarez-Tafoya v. United States ......... ... ... ... ... ... 847
Juarez-Villalon v. United States ......... ... ... ... ....... 864
Judge v. California ............ . i 878
Judge, Circuit Court of Pulaski County; Watts v. ............. 857
Judge, Superior Court of Cal., San Diego County; Casserly v. ... 1144
Junco v. Moore . ... 825
Juntunen; Darne v. ... ... ... e 807
Jupiter v. United States .......... ... ... i 977
Jury 0. Ovarez . .........oiiiiiiiii e 1025
Justice v. Massie . . ...t e 924
Justice v. United States .......... ..., 1062
Justice Court; Grant v. ....... ... . ... .. e 832
K. v. Iowa District Court for Polk County .................. 1069
Kabushiki Co.; Festo Corp. v. ... ..o 1053
Kahl, Inre ... o e 948
Kahl v. United States .. .........o i, 941
Kaimana ». United States . ........... ... . .. 1051

Kaiser Aerospace & Electronics Corp.; TDY Industries, Inc. v. .. 827



XCIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Kaiser Foundation Medical Group; Wilburnv. ............ 1066,1158
Kalamazoo; Rosenberg v. ... ... ... ... . . . . .. 902,1158
Kalmanov; Walker v. . ....... . i 878
Kalski ». California Assn. of Professional Employees .......... 1000
Kamara v. Virginia . ......... .. i 1026
Kane; Goonan v. . ...... ittt 997,1101
Kansas; Connelly v. . ... 1081
Kansas v. Crane ... ....... i 407
Kansas; Howerter . .. ........ .. 1080
Kansas; LaFavre v. .. ..o o i e 1080
Kansas v. Nebraska ......... ... ... ... 1038
Kansas; Scott 0. ... e 1047
Kansas; Smithv. ..., ... . 1066
Kansas City S. R. Co. . Johnson ............. ... ... ...... 816
Kaplanv. Barnhart ........ ... ... ... ... ... . 1061
Kapture; Jeffries v. .. ..o 835
Kapture; Thomas v. . ... i 1105
Karr v. United States . ..., 1150
Kashelkar v. MacCartney ........ ..., 807
Kashelkar . Ruben & Rothman .......................... 896
Kaska v. Harrelson .. ........ . . i 860
Kassbaum; Steppenwolf Productions, Inc. v. ................. 815
Kaszynski, In e . ... 806
Kato v. United States . ..., 885
Katten, Muchin & Zavis; Benjamin v. . ..................... 895
Katz; Hart v. ... .. e 836
Kaufman & Cumberland, L. P. A,; Omlinv. . ................. 1022
Kauzlarich . Yarbrough . ........... .. ... . . . 1090
Kaylo; Moore 0. ... e 1008
Kayode v. United States ......... ... i, 1147
Kayser v. Roadway Package System, Inc. . ................. 1020
Keav. Cockrell . ......... i 881
Kearney; Bennings v. ....... ... e 838
Kearney v. Does 1-13 . . ... . i 1104
Kee v. Equifax Services, Inc. . ........... ... ... 960
Keewv. Rowlett . ... ... 892
Keeler v. Reese .. ... 861
Keenan; Herring v. .. ... 840
Keeney v. United States . ........ . ... i, 890
Keffeler’s Estate; Washington State Social and Health Servs. v. 1122
Keissling . United States ........ ... .. ... . . . 1095
Keith v. United States ........ ... ... i, 965
Keller v. Larking .. ........ i 973

Keller v. Washington .......... .. ... . ... 1130



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XCV

Page
Keller; Wilson v. .. ... i i 1001
Kellogg v. New York ......... ... .. . ..., 822
Kellogg USA, Inc.; Jennings v. . .........coviiinininn... 1134
Kelly, In re . . oo e e 1016
Kelly; Boomer v. . ... 1047
Kelly; GUMDS 0. .o et e 915
Kelly v. Houston . . ... 1066
Kelly; MAitrano v. . . ..ottt e e et 1115
Kelly v. Moore . ...... .0t 978
Kelly v. Noble . ... e 886
Kelly; Republican Party of Minn. ». ....................... 1054
Kellyv. Small . ... e e 962
Kelly v. South Carolina .. ............ ... ... ... 246,809
Kelly Springfield Tire Corp.; Melvinv. ..................... 835
Kemna; Carter v. ..... ... i 1085
Kemna; Lee v. ... e 362
Kemna; Parker v. ....... .0 e 1061
Kemna; Washingtonv. ...... ... ... .. ... . .. 1002
Kemna; Williams v. .. ... . i 864
Kemna; Wilson v. ... ... e 898
Kemp ». Medtronic, Inc. . ........... ... i 818
Kemp v. Tyskiewic . .. ..ot 1138
Kemper Ins. Cos. v. Federal Express Corp. ................. 1020
Kendrick ». American Amusement Machine Assn. ............ 994
Kennedy v. Goldin . ........... ... 886
Kennedy v. NOrTiS . ...ttt 861
Kennedy ». United States ............ ... ... . ... ... 933,934,1158
Kennell v. Allen ... ... 854
Kenney; Malcom v. . ...t 1028
Kent; Sims v. .. ... e 1045
Kentucky; Colbert v. ........ .. 964
Kentucky; Gabow v. . ...t 832
Kentucky; Haight v. ...... ... ... . . . i 998
Kentucky; Rogers v. . ... 1164
Kentucky; Tharp v. . ... i 928
Kentucky, Nat. Res. & Env. Prot. Secretary ». United States ... 973
Kentucky Retirement Systems v. EEOC ................... 1079
Kercher; SWoyer v. .. ...t 831
Key; Aranda v. ... 960
Key v. United States .......... . i, 927
Keyboard; Boyd v. . ... 909
Keyes v. California . ........ ... . .. i, 921
Keys v. Hawk Sawyer . ..........iiinnnnnnnnn. 1049

Keys v Lewis . ..o e 1146



XCVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Khan v. Accurate Mold, Inc. . ........... ... ... ...... 1133
Khiem Tran ». United States .......... ... ... ... 890
Khouriv. Ault . ... . 880
Khreativity Unlimited, Inc. v. Mattel, Inc. .................. 822
Kia P.v. New York City . .... ... 820
Kibler; Milstead v. . ... i 888
Kidd, Inre ... o e 1064
Kifer ». United States .......... .. ... .. 1100
Kight v. Florida . ........... . .0, 1093
Kikivarakis v. United States .. ......... ... ... .. ... 931
Kilgroe v. Pacific Maritime Assn. .......... ... ..., 953
Kilpatrick v. Meadows . ........ ..o, 835
Kimv. PacificBell ........ ... . . . i 996
Kim v. United States .......... .. ... i 1082
Kimo. White ... ... e e 1135
Kimball v. Johnson .......... . . .. i, 1142
Kimberlin ». United States .. ...... ... .. .. 829
Kimberly-Clark Corp. v. Tyco International (US), Inc. ......... 890
Kimble v. Montgomery County Bd. of Ed. .................. 1058
Kimes v. United States . ........ ... .. i 1085
Kincaid ». Sacramento County ......................... 945,1172
King; Davis 0. ..ot 957,1158
King v. Florida .. ... e 1118
King; Johnson v. . ... ... . e 857
King v. Lappin . ...... .o 840
King; Maloney v. . ...ttt 1059,1159
King; Nnanna v. .. ...t 844
King v. North Carolina .. ....... ... ... ... .. 1147
King v. Stubblefield ......... ... .. . . 816
King; Thomas 0. .. ...utttt ittt et es 802
King v. United States ............. ... ... ...... 865,920,969,1095
King v. Washington Hilton and Towers .................. 899,1063
Kingen; Boczar v. ........ e 952
Kings County Hospital Center; Gordon v. . . ................. 1140
Kingsley v. United States . ............ ... ... 859
Kingston; Green v. . ......... ..ot 870
Kingston; Mulecahy v. ...... ... ... ... .. . .. 915
Kinlaw v. Securities and Exchange Comm™ ................. 1042
Kinlow v. Milwaukee . ....... ... . ... ..., 822
Kinney Shoe Corp.; Brown v. ......... ... .. 817
Kirby McInerney & Squire, LLP v. Joanne A. Aboff Family Trust 889
Kirillov v. United States . ......... ... i, 1043
Kissimmee River Valley Sportsman Assn. . Lakeland . ........ 1040

Kittrell, In re ... ... e 824



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XCVII

Page
Kitzhaber; Hart v. ....... ... .. . . . . . . i 834
Kizer v. IIiNnois . . ... ..o 1029
Kizzee v. Cockrell ... ... ... . i 914
Kleinv. Edwards . ......... ... .. 907,1173
Kleve v. Hill .. ... .. i 948
Knight v. Bucknam . .............. ... i, 1040
Knight v. Maleng . ......... . i, 820
Knight v. Schmitz .. ..... ... ... . . 1022
Knight ». United States ............ ... ... ... 851,946
Knights; United States v. ........... . i 112
Knisley v. Workers’ Compensation Appeals Bd. of Cal. ........ 1003
Knowles; Baez v. ... ... .. e 976
Knowles; Gray v. ...t 1002
Knowles v. Hines ......... ... .., 1043
Knox County; Brown v. . ........ ..t 820
Knubbe v. Detroit Bd.of Ed. ............. ... ... ......... 1133
Knudson; Great-West Life & Annuity Ins. Co.v. ............. 204
Knutson v. United States ............. ... ... 1029
Kobiv. Leonard .......... ... .00, 1106
Koehler v. United States .............. ... ... ... .. ... 1168
Kohn v. AT&T Corp. . vvv ettt et e e e eeeas 823
Kolakowski v. Illinois . ....... ..., 1003
Kolbasook v. McCOy . ..o v vttt 906
Kollock v. United States . ............. . .. 935
Konanykhine v. Izvestia Newspaper . ...................... 890
Kontakis v. Morton ........ ... ... .. i 959
Kooiman; Romney v. . ... 873
Koon v. South Carolina . .............................. 912,1000
Kopke; Societa Cooperativa L'Arciere v. . .................. 1079
Korman ». United States ............ ... ... . ... ......... 969
Kornegay ». United States ........... ... ... .. .. ....... 933,1158
Kortebein v. American Mut. Life Ins. Co. .. ................. 1128
Kortebein v. AmerUs Life Ins. Co. .. ..., 1128
Koscove; Bolte . . ... e 1128
Koster v. United States ........... ... .. .. 822
Kostzuta v. Massanari ................. .. 978
Koulegeorge v. Illinois Human Rights Comm™n .............. 886
Kowalskiv. Baldwin . ....... .. ... .. ... . i 1122
Kozinski v. California ................. ... ... ... ... .. 1019
Kratsas v. United States .............. ... ... ... ....... 929
Krause v. Nemenz ............ .00, 848
Krause v. United States ............. .. ... ... . . ... ..., 1100
Kreutzer v. Luebbers .......... ... ..., 863,1157

Krilich v. United States .......... ... 1163



XCVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Krizek v. United States ......... ... .. .. i, 1067
Kroncke v. Saldate ......... ... . . ... . i 1070
Krosby v. Browning . ........... ...ttt 819
Krumm v. Painter ............ . . . 1043
Kuhlmann; Hernandez v. .............. ... ..., 1026
Kukes v. California .. ..... ..., 804
Kulka ». California ........... .. . ... i, 957
Kungle ». Innovative Properties, Inc. . ................ ... 820,1052
Kurian ». New York City Human Resources Administration .... 1026
Kuykendall; Park v. . ... 1137
Kwok; Eells v, ... e 827
Kyler; Williams v. . ...t e e et 1060
Kysor Industrial Corp.; Urrutiav. ........... ... .. ........ 913
Low B H. o e 1063
Low Rollins ... 975
L.v. U.S. Postal Service ........ .o, 953
Labelle; Martin v. ........ i e 827
LaBlanche ». University of Iowa ......................... 946
LaBombard ». United States ............. ... ... ... 895
Labor Union. See name of trade.
Labunog v. United States . ........... ... ... ... 862
LaCoss v. Dalsky . ..... ..ot 833
Lacy; Rochell v. ... . 859
LaFavre v. Kansas . ... ... o 1080
Lafferty v. Utah ....... .. . .. . . i 1018
Lafont v. California ........... ... ... .. .. 1164
LaHue ». United States ............................. 1083,1084
Lake Charles; Washingtonv. . ..... ... ... ... .. ... .. ... 989
Lake Charles Pilots, Inc. v. Doxey ........... ... ... .. 895
Lakeland; Kissimmee River Valley Sportsman Assn.v. ........ 1040
Lallo, Inre . ... e 805,1124
Lam ». United States ............ ... .. 1013,1159
LaMarcav. Florida . .. ... 925
Lamarque; Allen v. .. ...t 1003
Lamarque; Blackwellv. ....... ... ... ... ... ... .. ..., 902,1158
Lamarque; Clark v. . . ... 959
Lamarque; Estepv. ... . 1000
Lamarque; Guerrero Flores v. . ..... ... ... ... 956
Lamarque; Mack v. . ... 842
Lamarque; Miles v. . ...t 924
Lamarque; Villasenor v. . ....... ..o 1087
Lamarque; Washington v. . ........... . .. i 970
Lamb v. Alaska ... 975

Lambert; Garza Garcia v. . ... 958



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED XCIX

Page
Lambert v. Indiana . . ...... ... ... 1136
Lambert; Johnsonv. ....... ... ... ... ... . . . 1140
Lambert; Pawlyk v. . ........ . .. 1085
Lambright; Stewart v. . ....... .. 1118
Lammers v. Columbia County ............. ... ... ........ 879
Lancaster State Prison; McKinney v. ...................... 1146
Landeros-Tejada v. United States ............. ... ........ 880
Landonv. Ralls . ... 1041
Landrum v. United States ............ . ... .. 905
Landry v. Cambra . ......... ..o 1025
Lane v. United States . ........ ... ... i 835
Langford v. Ellis .. ........ . i 1070
Lanier v. Old Republic Ins. Co. . ....... ..., 893
Lanier Agency v. Old Republic Ins. Co. . ................... 893
Lansing; Haeger v. ...... ... i 936
Lansing; Ricks v. ... 999
Lantzv. Banks ........ ... . . . . 991,1080
Lapides v. Board of Regents of Univ. System of Ga. . ........ 991,1122
Lapping King v. . .o e e 840
La Quinta Inns, Inc.; Armstrong v. ........ ... ... ... ...... 1055
Lara v. United States . ..., 1006
Lara-Adame v. United States ........... ... ... ... ... ... 907
Larkins; Keller v. . ....... . i 973
Larrimore v. Moore . ....... ...t 977
Larsen; AVETY 0. . oot e s 870
Larsen v. Honsted . ........ ... ... . i, 927
Laskodi v. California ........... ... ... .. 920
Laster v. United States ......... .. .. .. .. 1151
Las Vegas Sands, Inc. v. Local Joint Executive Bd. of Las Vegas 973
Lauv. Meddaugh . .......... . i 833
Lauderdale Reporting Service; Hemmerle v. ................ 803
LaVenture, Inre ....... .. ... e 1017
Law 0. Camp .. ov i e 1162
Law v. United States ......... ... i, 1018,1118
Lawracy v. United States . .............. .. .. 1062
Lawrence v. United States . ........... ..o, 1150
Laws v. Ratelle . ......... .. i 848
Laws v. United States ......... ... ... .. 997
Lawson v. Federal Trade Comm™m . ....................... 1042
Lawson v. Newland . ........... .. ... ... 957
Lawson v. United States ............... ... ... ....... 1147,1168
Lay v. United States ......... ... . i, 901
Layden v. United States . ............ ., 981

Layton v. General Motors Corp. ..........coviueenn... 1069,1173



(¢ TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Lazaroff; Childers v. . ... ... i 864
Lazaro Gonzalez v. United States ........................ 923,931
Lazo v. United States . ........... .., 1098
Lazor v. California .......... ... ... ... . . ... 807
L. B. Foster Co. v. Dawson Construction Plant Ltd. . .......... 815
Le v. United States . .......... .o, 1145
Leak v. United States . . ...... ... .. 1054
Leath v. United States ......... ... .. ... 1167
Leavitt v. David C. . ... ... e 822
Leavitt v. E1Paso ........ .. ... .. . i, 1055
Lechuza Villas West v. California State Lands Comm’n ........ 973
Ledesma-Aceves v. United States . ........................ 939
Ledesma Zepeda v. California ................ ... .. ...... 1068
Ledezman-Amezquita v. United States ..................... 869
Ledford v. Turpin .. ...t 1138
Ledford v. United States ............ ... ... ... ..., 955
Lee v. Abrahamson . ......... ...t 1048
Lee; AISton 0. . .o oot e 1102
Lee; El Shahawy v, ... 828
Leev. Kemna . ........... i, 362
Leev. McKenzie . .........c i, 1082
Lee v. Penn National Ins. Co. .. ......... ... ... . ........ 899
Leewv. Ponani .......... ... . . i 944
Leev. Romine . .......... ...ttt 960
Lee; ROSe 0. oo it e 941
Lee; Sartori 0. ...t e 927
Lee; SKIPPer 0. . .o e 843
Lee v. Sun Life Assurance Co.of Canada ................... 1066
Lee v. United States ........... .. ... ... ... ... ..... 866,940,1172
Lee, Smart, Cook, Martin & Patterson P. S., Inc.; Tullis ». ... 1020,1157
Legard v. United States ............. .. 1108
Legg, Inre ... e 807,1124
Leibach; Hampton v. .. ... ..o i 1123
Leijav. Elo . ..o o e 918
Leinbaugh ». United States .............. ... ... ... ... 899
Lemaire v. Danos & Curole Marine Contractors, Inc. ....... 1079,1158
LeMaster; Clark . . ... i 1015
LeMaster; Fleming v. .. ...t 1015
LeMaster; Santillanes v. .. ........... .. . .. 922
LeMaster; Tarin v. ....... i 1164
Lemay ». United States ........ ... ..., 1166
Lemmon; Higgason v. . ....... .o i 1052
Lemon v. United States ............. .. ... ... . ... ... 931

Lemus v. United States .......... ..., 1099



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CI

Page
Lemus-Lemus v. United States .......... ... ... ... ....... 939
Lennix ». Air Liquide of America ............. .. .. ... ... 828
Lenz v. Virginia ......... . . i 1003
Leonard; Kobiv. . ... .. e 1106
Leon-Carrillo v. United States ............ ... .. ... ... ... 939
Leos v. United States . ...t 1005
Leslie v. California . .......... . i 1045
Lespier v. United States .. ... i 941
Lester v. United States .......... ..., .. 931
Lettner v. Massanari . ........ ..ottt 928
LeVake v. Independent School Dist. No. 656 . ............... 1081
Leverette v. Bell ... ... .. 993
Levine v. March . ......... .. i 1080
Levy v. Cockrell ... ... 1000
Levy v. Immigration and Naturalization Service ............. 860
Levy v. United States . ........ ... i, 941
Lewis 0. Cain . ... e e 829
Lewis v. California .. ...... ... 1045
Lewis v. Cockrell .. ... . i i 999
Lewis v. Dees . .o 863
Lewis v. DuCharme . ......... ...ttt 999
Lewis; Keys 0. v oo e 1146
Lewis v. Michigan Dept. of Corrections .................... 1004
Lewisv. New York . ... .o 833
Lewis v. Orange County ... ... ... itinennnnnnnnnnnn. 1041
Lewis; Rolls v, .. ..o e 1143
Lewis; Thomas v. . ...... i 839
Lewis v. United States ................ 814,978,1008,1107,1153,1154
Lewis; Vang v. . ... e 1090
Lewis; Zacharie v. ......... . .. i e 976
Lewis v. Zero Breese Roofing Co. ...................... 877,1036
Leys v. Wells Fargo Armed Service Corp. .................. 944
Leyvav. California . .......... .. i, 915
Liberty National Life Ins. Co.; Hippv. . ... ... oo 1127
Lichtenberg ». United States ............................ 860
Lichtenberg-Cooke v. United States ....................... 860
Liebel v. Grant ... ..ot e e 1018
Liefert v. United States ......... ... .. .. 1152
Life Ins. Co. of North America; Glennv. ................... 893
Light, Inre ... 990
Lightbourn; Wisconsin State Engineering Assn. v. ........... 1080
Lightfoot v. United States ......... ... ... ... . . . .. ... 904
Lile; McKUne v. . .... .ottt 808

Lilly & Co. v. Barr Laboratories, Inc. . .. ................... 1109



CII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Linahan; Thomas v. ......... .. .. ... 1053
Lindamood v». Office of State Attorney ..................... 1021
Lindsey; Brown v. .. ...t e 1164
Lindsey; Lord v. . ... 840
Lindsey ». United States .......... ... ... ... 1028
Liner v. Dontron, Inc. .. ....... ... . 1021
Liner ». Radio Station WYCA-FM ......... ... .. .. ....... 1021
Lines ». United States ......... ... ..., 906
Lingle v. Cain . .. ..o e 1025
Lintonw. Randle .. ... ... . 1012
Linton v. Walker . ........ .. . . . 1155
Lipman v. United States .. ............ ..o ... 1165
Lippert v. Mechling . ........ ... .. i, 849
Lippman; Affronti v. . ... .. 826
Lipscomb v. Angelone ... ....... ..., 1027
Lira v. United States ........... .. 1153
Litchfield; Windsor Housing Foundationv. .................. 885
Lite-On Peripherals, Inc.; Burlington Air Express, Inc.». ...... 1129
Litscher; Howard v. ........ ... ..., 1167
Litscher; Pemrich v. ....... ... ... .. .. . . . i 999
Litscher; Skamfer v. . ... .. i e 1034
Litscher; Vogliotti v. .. ... i 1027,1159
Little v. United States ........ ... .. ... i, 969
Little Flower Children’s Services; McReynolds . ............ 947
Little Rock v. Young ........ .. ... .. i 1129
Little Six, Inc.; United States v. ........... ... ... ... ...... 1052
Litton Systems, Inc. v. Honeywell, Inc. .................... 1109
Liva ». Northside Independent School Dist. ................. 1141
Livingston; Otte v. . ... i 1162
Lizama v. U. S. Parole Comm™n . . ......... ..., 904
Lizardo v. United States . ............ ., 897
Lizzi v. Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority ...... 1081
Llahsram v. Cockrell ........ ... .. .. . ... 921
Lloyd v. General Motors Hourly-Rate Employees Pension Plan . . 856
Lloyd v. United States ......... ... .0t 941
Loarca v. United States .......... ... ... 942

Local. For labor union, see name of trade.
Local Joint Executive Bd. of Las Vegas; Las Vegas Sands, Inc. v. 973
Local Joint Executive Bd. of Las Vegas; Sands Hotel Casino v. . . 973

Local 254; Intercity Maintenance Co. v. .................... 818
Lochbaum ». St. Paul Ins. Cos. .. ..., 1066
Lock; Carpenter v. . ...t 1091

Lockett; Louisiana Dept. of Transportation and Development v. . 818
Locklear v. United States .. .......... ... 1034



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CIII

Page
Loe v. United States . ......... ... ... ... 974,1134
Loftinw. Loftin . ...... .. . . . 888
Lofton v. United States .............c. ... 921
Logan, Inre .. ... o e 1161
Logan ». United States ........... ... ... ... 863,895,1151
Logitech, Inc. v. Gart . .......... .. i 1114
Lomas-Flores v. United States ........... ... ... ... ....... 942
Lomax ». United States ......... ... ... .. 905
Lombardi v. United States ............ ..., 1005
Londono, Inre . ...... ... e 811
Long v. Silver . ..o 894
Looney v. Federal Deposit Ins. Corp. ............ ..., 921
Looney; Guanlao v. . ........ .o 866
Lopezv. Florida ... ... i 1092
Lopez v. United States ............ 873,885,898,920,938,942,1049,1167
Lopez-Adan v. United States ............ ... .. ... 1099
Lopez-Alcantara v. United States ............. ... ... ...... 981
Lopez-Araujo v. United States .............. ... .......... 939
Lopez-Carillo v. United States ............. ... ... ... ... 939
Lopez-Contreras ». United States . ............ ... .. ... ... 1006
Lopez-Espinoza v. United States ......................... 1099
Lopez-Garcia v. United States ......... ... ... .. .. ...... 920
Lopez-Gutierrez v. United States ..................... 876,916,939
Lopez-Hernandez v. United States ........................ 935
Lopez-Martinez v. United States ......................... 902
Lopez Munguia v. Los Angeles County Superior Court ........ 999
Lopez-Prado v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... ... 980
Lopez-Quintero v. United States ........... ... ... .. ...... 967
Lopez-Ramirez v. Garcia . .. ......... . i, 857
Lopez-Ruiz v. United States . .......... ... ... .. ..., 847
Lopez-Solis ». United States ............ .. .. 878
Lopez Tirado v. Moore . ....... .00t 906
Lord; CoOper 0. .. e 910
Lord v. LindSey . ...ttt 840
Lorenzo; Bonnell v. .. ... ... . . . 951
Los Angeles County ». Streit ............. ... ... ... ..., 823
Los Angeles County Superior Court; Lopez Munguia v. . ....... 999
Lotches v. Oregon . ......... i 833
Lottv. Bagley . ... 1147
Loudoun County Public Schools; Ratner v. .................. 1114
Louis v. Artuz . ... . 845
Louis v. United States ......... ... .., 931
Louisiana; Abadie v. ......... ... .. e 864

Louisiana; Adams 2. . ...... it 862



CIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Louisiana; Armstrong v. . ....... . i 1058
Louisiana; Broaden v. .......... ... ... .. ... ... ..., 884,1172
Louisiana; Byes v. ... ... o e 899
Louisiana; Courtney v. ....... ..ottt 1070
Louisiana; Deruise v. ........ i 926
Louisiana; Hutchinson v. .. ... .. ... ... ... .. i .. 892
Louisiana; Jackson v. . ...... ... . .. . . . . e 1047
Louisiana; Jacobs v. ....... .. ... . 1087
Louisiana; Lutcher v. ........ .. .. ... .. 1139
Louisiana; McCoOy 0. ..ottt e e et 974
Louisiana; Olivier v. ......... . it 1085
Louisiana; Scott v. ... . e 1116
Louisiana; Shanks v. ....... ... . . . . . . i 867
Louisiana; Taylor v. ... ... 844
Louisiana; Tezeno v. .. ........ it 1000
Louisiana; Whitley v. . ... i 873
Louisiana; Williams v. .. ... . ... ... . i 846
Louisiana; Woodfox v. . . ... . it e e 1027
Louisiana Dept. of Transportation and Development ». Lockett . . 818
Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestrav. INS................... 819
Love v. United States . ..., 1023
Loveday v. Berghuis . .. ...... ... 909
Lovell ». Claiborne Manor Nursing Home, Inc. .............. 1082
Lovett v. Hall ... ... . 914
Loving ». United States ............ ... . .o, 949,968
Lovitt v. Virginia .......... . . . 815
Low; American Ins. Assn. v. ....... .. 809,1120
Lowe v. Iowa . ... e 886
Lowell v. United States .......... ... . .. 925
Lowe’s Home Centers, Inc.; McGuire v. .................... 1081
Lozano ». California ........... ... ... i, 1146
Lozano v. Ramirez . ......... ... ..., 957
L.T.w. Colorado . ...ttt e e e 852
Lucas; Arizona v. . ... e 1014
Lucasv. Blaine . ........ o 906
Lucas v. United States ..........c.oiuiiiiininnne... 1098
Lucas v. Welborn . ... i 946
Lucky v. Florida . .. ... 1000
Ludwig v. Northwest Airlines, Inc. ....................... 818
Luebbers; Amrine v. .. ...t e 963
Luebbers; Athanasiades v. . ............ ... i, 827
Luebbers; Basile v. . ........ ... . . 1029,1159
Luebbers; Brown v. . ....... ... 1135

Luebbers; Calmese v. ... ..ottt 850



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED cv

Page
Luebbers; Floyd v. . ... 1059
Luebbers; Hill v. ... ... e 885
Luebbers; Inge . ...t 1091
Luebbers; Johns v. ........ . . . . e 988
Luebbers; Johnsonv. ....... ... ... .. .. . . . 1026
Luebbers; Jordan v. ............. i 833,1156
Luebbers; Kreutzer v. .. ...... ... ... 863,1157
Luebbers; Owsley v. ... ..o 903,1102,1121
Luebbers; Roberts v. . ... . i e 946
Luebbers; SImmons v. . . ...t 924,1158
Luebbers; Tokar v. . ......... i 861
Luevano-Vela v. United States .............. .. ... ..., 980
Lujan v. Hughes Aircraft Co. .......... ... .. . . .. 1040
Luke v. New York . ........ . 1025
Lukens 0. CoOK ... viit et 915,999
Luna v. Cockrell ... ... i 956
Luna ». United States ......... ... ... .. 1062
Luna-Moreno v. United States .............. .. ... ... 969
Luna-Vasquez v. United States . ............ .. .. ... .... 981
Lund; Ewart v. .. ..o e 1164
Lundgren v. Mitchell ............... .. ... ... . . ... ... ... 1151
Lutcher v. Louisiana . .. ........ ... i 1139
Lutz; Glendale Union High School Dist. v. .................. 890
Ly v. United States . .......... .0, 1152
Lycon, Inc. v. EVI Oil Tools, Inc. .. ...... .. ..o, 892
Lyford; Brown v. . ........ . e 817
Lynch v. Shields .. ...... i 960
Lynchburg College; Edelman v. ......... ... ... ... ....... 808
Lynn v. Thompson . ........ i 1131
Lynomwv. Widnall .. ... . . i 821
Lyon v. Agusta S.p. AL . 1079
Lyon v. Senkowski .. ... ..ot 909
Lyons v. MSSOUTT . . ..ottt e 976
Lyons v. United States .. ..........c .. 899
Lytle; Cardenas . .. ....uuuiin ittt 862
M. v. Board of Ed. of Bradley-Bourbonnais H. S. Dist. 307 ... 1020,1157
M. v. Board of Ed. of Henderson County ................... 818
M. v. Family Options . ........ ... ... 948
Maarawi v. Vermont ... ........ .. 1134
Maas v. California . .. ....... .o 876
Mabini ». United States ......... ... ... i, 930
M. A. C. v. District of Columbia ............... ... ........ 867
MacCartney; Kashelkar v. ............ .. .. .. 807

MacDonald ». Chicago . ....... ..o, 1113



CVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Macedo-Molina ». United States ........... ... ... ... ... ... 1051
Machinists v. United Airlines .......... ... ... ... 889
Macin-Herrera ». United States .............. ... ........ 1007
Mack; Dozier v. . ... ..o e 929
Mack v. Lamarque . ......... .o 842
Mack v. Ohio ... it e e 863
Mack ». United States . ........ ... .. 868
Mackey v. United States . ............. i 1097
Madding; Chojnacki v. .. ...... ... 957
Maddock; Schilling v. .. ...t 844
Maddock; SImS 0. . ...ttt e 859
Maddox v. Elzie . ....... ...t 836
Maddox; ROSS 0. v vi it e 824
Madeiros v. Wisconsin . ......... ...ttt 1023
Madrid v. MOOTe . .. oottt it 904
Madrid Salazer v. TeXas . ... ..ot 855
Madrigal v. United States .............. ... ........ 966,1032,1169
Magallon-Guerrero ». United States ....................... 966
Magana-Ojeda v. United States ............ ... ... ........ 847
Maggard ». United States ......... ... .. .. 1168,1172
Maggiore; Pricer v. . ... ..o 996
Maghe v. Oklahoma . ......... ... ... 841
Magness v. Russian Federation .......................... 892
Magwinoff v. Vizeaya ........ ... . i 807
Magyar; Northv. ....... . . . i 1025
Magyari v. United States ........ ... ..., 998
Mahaffey v. IIlinois .. ..... ..o 807,1029
Maharg, Inc. v. Van Wert Solid Waste Management Dist. ...... 1079
Mahoney v. United States ......... ... 0., 998
Mai An Vanv. Duncan .......... ... ..., 903
Maimonides Medical Center; Adu-Beniakov. ................ 1136
Maine; Bowler v. ... ... i e 893
Maine; Burdick o. . ....... e 1145
Maine Dept. of Human Services; Marcellov. . .............. 867,1036
Maine Dept. of Human Services; Tourville v. ................ 1068
Maisonneuve ». United States ............... ... .. ...... 925
Malcom v. Hopkins . ........ ..o, 1139
Malcom v. Kenney . ......... .o, 1028
Maldonado ». United States .......... ... ... . . ... 1152
Maldonado-Hernandez v. United States .................... 934
Maldonado Segura v. Texas ........ ...t 911
Male Juvenile v. United States ........... ... ... 929
Maleng; Knight v. .. ... . 820

Malesko; Correctional Services Corp. v. .. ...covvvvnneo .. 61



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CVII

Page
Malkin ». United States ......... ... ... 821
Mallard Bay Drilling, Inc.; Chaov. ....... ... ... .. 235
Malner; Cominsky ©. ... ..o it 1083,1158
Maloney; Evicci v. ..o 845
Maloney v. King .. ... ..o 1059,1159
Malvia v. Alameida . ........... .0t 998
Maness v. Fuller . . ... 947
Mangold ». Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Dept. . . 839
Manhattan Beach Unified School Dist.; Wyner v. ............. 1140
Manhattan East Suites Hotels; Williams v. . ................. 1087
Manjarrez-Cervantes v. United States ..................... 1108
Mannv. Brown . ........ e 1131
Mann; James v. . ...t e 849
Mann v. Thalacker ............ ... . ... 810,1018
Mann v. United States .......... ... nnn.. 862,1168
Manning ». School Bd. of Hillsborough County ............... 824
Manns ». Principi .. ......oo i 964
Manterola v. United States . .............. ..., 1107
Manuel Romero ». United States ......................... 841
Manuel Solis v. Garcia . ......... ... 839
Manukian ». United States ............. ... ... ... 1071
Manville; Duncan v. ......... .. i e 867
Mao Chiul 0. AYers ... ..ottt ittt e 1061
Marable v. Hinkle . ........ ... .. i 1028
Maranian v. Jackson ......... .. ... . . . . . e 1138
Maravilla ». United States ......... ... ..., 968
Marbly v. O'Neill ... ... e 1107
Marcella v. Murphy . ........ 1132
Marcello v. Maine Dept. of Human Services ............... 867,1036
March; Levine v. . .. ..ot e 1080
Marcial v. United States . ........... . .. 939
Marek v. United States ......... ... .., 813
Marez-Echeverria v. United States ........................ 902
Marin v. United States .. ..., 1108
Marin-Cardona v. United States .......................... 1096
Marines Marcial ». United States ......................... 939
Marin-Navarette ». United States ........................ 941
Marioneaux 2. TeXas . . ..o vt vttt ettt 838
Marji v. United States .......... ... . 908
Markham, In re .. ... ... e 1039
Mark Twain/Mercantile Bank; Hilgert v. ................... 833
Marquez v. Williams .. ........ . i 961
Marquis v. United States ............cco ... 913

Marr; Moore 0. ..ot e e 1068



CVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Marroquin ». United States ......... ... ..., 1140
Marschinke v. United States .. ........ ... ... .. 1152
Marshall v. Delta Family Care Disability and Survivorship Plan 1162
Marshall v. United States .......................... 925,927,1115
Martin, Inre . ... ... e 811
Martino. Cain ........... 0t 885,1027,1121
Martin ». Court of Common Pleas of Ohio, Cuyahoga County ... 1070
Martin v. Department of Ed. ....... ... ... ... ... .. ..., 945
Martin; Horton v. ... ... . e e 1002
Martin; Jones v. ... ... 833
Martin v. Labelle . ......... . i 827
Martin v. Medtronic, Inc. .. .......... .. ... . 1078
Martin ». Michigan . .......... .. i, 892
Martin . Moore ... ... ..ot e 963
Martin v. Pennsylvania .. ............ .. ... i 1021
Martin v. Pennsylvania Bd. of Law Examiners ............... 1021
Martin v. Quackenbush .. ........ ... .. 1115
Martin o. Stites ... ...ttt e 825
Martin v. United States .......... ... ... ... .. ... 922,972
Marting Vera v. . ... e e 975
Martin v. Welborn . ........ i 925
Martin County; Section 28 Partnership, Ltd. v. .............. 1114
Martin County Bd. of Ed.; Stevenson v. .................... 821
Martinelli ». Minnesota . . ........... i 1160
Martinez v. Borg . ....... . . . e 1048
Martinez v. Cockrell . ....... ... . ... . i 1163
Martinez v. Crystal City Independent School Dist. ........... 817
Martinez v. Florida Dept. of Corrections ................... 1026
Martinez; Fry v. ... 1083
Martinez v. Noel . . ... i 1000
Martinez v. United States ............. 848,881,897,940,942,1006,1150
Martinez-Arambula ». United States ...................... 980
Martinez-Arroyo v. United States ........................ 1150
Martinez-Calderon v. United States ....................... 980
Martinez-Campos ». United States ........................ 1100
Martinez-Carillo . United States .. ....................... 927
Martinez-Ceballoz v. United States ....................... 941
Martinez-Closner v. United States ........................ 1099
Martinez-Cuadros v. United States ............. ... ........ 878
Martinez-De La Rosa v. United States ..................... 912
Martinez-Galvan v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... 900
Martinez-Garcia v. United States ....................... 932,1149
Martinez-Gonzalez v. United States ....................... 1006

Martinez-Hernandez v. United States . ..................... 848



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CIX

Page
Martinez-Lozano v. United States ........................ 1097
Martinez Madrigal ». United States ..................... 966,1032
Martinez-Martinez ». United States ....................... 1010
Martinez-Mendoza v. United States ....................... 938
Martinez-Mijarez v. United States ........................ 981
Martinez-Ortega v. United States . ........................ 1096
Martinez-Parales v. United States ............. ... ........ 902
Martinez-Rodriguez v. United States ...................... 1061
Martinez-Saenz v. United States ......................... 1099
Martinez-Salcedo v. United States ........................ 939
Martinez-Silva v. United States ........... ... ... .. ....... 897
Martinez-Terrasas v. United States ....................... 926
Martinez Terrazas v. United States ....................... 926
Martinez-Vasques v. United States ............. ... ........ 1006
Martinez-Villa ». United States .......................... 869
Martinez-Watson v. United States ........................ 1097
Martinez-Zavala v. United States ............ ... .. ........ 1154
Martinez-Zelaya v. United States ......................... 967
Marvin v. Bigger . ......... i 975
Marvin v. Herbert ......... ... . i 849
Maryland; Griggs . ...t v vttt et e e e e 1141
Maryland; Miles . ...ttt 1163
Maryland; Redman v. . ......... ... . 860
Maryland; Sydnor o. ... .......uiiiiiie 1090
Maryland; Virginiav. ....... ... . ... i 807
Maryland; Vizzini v. . ..... ... 898,1158
MD/DC/DE Broade. Assn.; Minority Media & Telecom. Coun. ». 1113
MD/DC/DE Broade. Assn.; Office of Com., U. C.C.v. ......... 1113
Maschner; Tensley v. .. ...ttt e 1028
Mask; McGInnis o. . ... i e 943
Mason; Bach v. ... ... ... . . . . 1083
Mason v. Board of Regents of Univ. of Okla. ................ 853
Mason v. Gillis . ...ttt e e s 978
Mason v. New Mexico Dept. of Labor ...................... 955
Mason v. Thompson . .........ciiiiiiiiiiiinnnneeann 821
Mason v. United States ...........ouiiinninnnne... 1061
Massachusetts; Buccellav. ........ ... . ... 1079
Massachusetts; Camoscio v. ... ... 1042
Massachusetts; Carro v. ... . i i 1069
Massachusetts; McCauley v. . ... i, 1132
Massachusetts; Rosadov. . ... ... ... i 963
Massachusetts; Sicariv. . ... ... .. i 1142
Massachusetts; Southern v. . ............ ... i 911

Massachusetts; Tague v. . ...t 1146



CcX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Massachusetts Mut. Life Ins. Co.; Segalv. .................. 1041
Massanari; Baumhofer v. .............. ... ... ... .. ... ... 977
Massanari; Bostron v. . ....... .. . . . ... e 896
Massanari; Camarena v. ... .......oouieietiiiiiee 802
Massanari; Fleetwood Homes of Fla. . .................... 814
Massanari; Iannaccone v. ........ ... .. .. i ... 894,1118
Massanari; Jackson v. . ... ... ... 801
Massanari; Kostzuta v. ...... .. ... .. ... .. 978
Massanari; Lettner v. ........ .. ... .. . 928
Massanari; Rousseau v. . .. ... oo ittt 855
Massanari v. Sigmon Coal Co. ........... ..., 808
Massanari; Walker v. . ... . e 813
Massanari; Washington v. . ... i i 947
Massanari; Wilson v. .. ... i 1001
Massey v. Board of Trustees of Ogden Community Committee . . 950
Massie; Justice v. . ... . e 924
Massie; Smith v, ... ... . 904
Masters; Zellis 0. . ..ot e 859
Matesanz; Perez v. ... ... ... . . e 925
Mathews v. California . ............. .. .. 899
Mathias v. WorldCom Technologies, Inc. . . ................ 990,1076
Mathis ». United States ............ ... . . .. 932,1007
Mathison ». United States ........... ... ... . . . ... 860
Matias v. Herbert . ... ... . . i 838
Matima v. Ayerst Laboratories, Inc. . ...................... 810
Matos v. Florida . ... ... 1002
Matriciano; Boggan v. .. ... ... . 966
Matsco, Inc.; Moldo v. ... ... i 1130
Matsco, Inc.; Silent Radio, Inc. v. .......... ... ... ........ 1130
Mattel, Inc.; Khreativity Unlimited, Inc. v. ............... ... 822
Matthews, Inre . ... ... . i 1017
Matthews v. Spalding . ....... ... .. i 809
Mattox ». United States . ...........c .. 1032
Mattson v. O’'Keefe .. ..., 851
Mauricio Isaula v. United States ............ ... .. ... .... 965
Mawhirt v. Ahmed . ......... . e 1080
Maxconn, Inc.; Pocrass v. ......... . 815
Maxfield ». California .......... ... ... i, 833
Maxwell v. United States ........ ... .. 954
May v. Pike Lake State Park ............ ... ... ... ... ... 1068
Mayabb . TeXas . ...ttt ettt 884
Maya-Mosco v. United States ........... ... .. 1100
Maye v. Morgan . ........ ...ttt 880

Mayle; MOONEY 0. ..ttt e ettt e 915



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXI

Page
Maynard; Colling v. . . ..o v vttt 930
Maynard; Crawley v. .. ...t 1080
Maynard; JONes 0. . . ..vvut ittt e 1047
Maynard; Slezak v. ... ..ottt e 1047
Maynard; Tucker v. . ... . 1073
Maynard ». United States .. ..., 1008
Maynard; Wilson o. . ...t 1105
Maynes-Torres v. United States ......... ... ... ... ... ... 913
Mayo v. Garraghty . .......... ..., 839
Mayor of Albuquerque; Cook v. . ... ..., 994
Mayor of New Orleans v. Smith & Wesson Corp. ............. 951
Mayor of New York City; Coney Island Resorts, Inc. v. ........ 1054
Mayor of New York City; Cummings v. .................... 879
Mays, In 1e . . oo e e 1112
Mays v. New England Baptist Hospital .................... 1058
Mazza v. Bratton ......... .. ... ... . . . 887
Mazzei v. Rock-N-Around Trucking, Inc. ................... 885
Mazzuca; Thomas v. . ... ..t i i 908
McAfee v. Transamerica Occidental Life Ins. Co. ............. 994
McAfee v. United States . ........ ... i 1049
McAliley ». Florida Bar .............c. o, 1048
MC Associates v. Cape Elizabeth ......................... 1081
McAtee v. Clark ... ...t e 1003
McBeth-Larry, Inre .. ... oo e 1126
MecBride v. Cockrell . ......... . i, 958,1173
McBride; Piggie v. ... 1005
McBride v. Sabourin .. ....... .o 1046
McBride ». United States . ............ . i, 1151
McBroom v. Cain .. ...ttt e e 1003
McCain v. United States . ...... ... 897
McCalister v. United States ........... ... .. 1012
McCall v. Burlington Northern/Santa Fe Co. ................ 822
McCall v. Florida .. ... ..ot 880
McCall; PacifiCare of Cal., Inc. v. . ......... ... ... .. 951
McCann 0. TeXAS v vt vt ettt e e 917
McCarter v. United States . ..........c.cooiiiinnnee .. 822
McCaughtry; Chambers v. ......... ..., 1165
McCaughtry; Dressler v. ... ... i 898
McCaughtry; Hereford v. . ......... ... ., 870
McCaughtry; Wilks v. .. .. ..o e 881,1157
McCauley; Ford Motor Co. v. . ...t 1126
McCauley v. Massachusetts ........ ... ... . .. 1132
McClain 0. Moore .. ...ttt e 876

McClain ». United States ........... ... .. 1030,1159



CXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
McClatchy v. United States ........ ... .. 896
McClinton v. United States ............. ... .. . ... ... 920
McCloud v. United States . ..., 940
McClung; JOhnSon o. .. ..ottt 1028
McCole ». Railroad Retirement Bd. ....................... 1135
McConico v. Alabama ... .......ote et 879
MecCormick; Brown v. . ... . e 815
McCoy; Kolbasook v. . ..ot 906
McCoy ». Louisiana . ........oiiiiiiiii i 974
McCoy 0. TeXaS .+ oo oot e ettt 1059
McCoy ». United States ........... ..., 872,898,900
McCready ©. NOYTIS . .vv ittt e e e e eeeees 949
McCright ». U. S. District Court .. ....... ... ... .. 881
McCullough; Baines v. .. ... ..o 1059
McCullough; Vann v. . ... ..o i e s 840,1052
McDaniel; Stevens . ... . 843
McDaniel v. United States ............. ... .. ... ..., 1169
McDanniel v. United States ............ ..o, 1150
MecDermott ». Internal Revenue Service ................... 1106
McDonald . Cockrell ........ ... ... . . .. 1063
McDonald v. IIIHNois . .....vviiine it 1005
McDonald ». United States . ............ ... ... ... 996
McDonald v. Washington . .......... ... ... . . ... 820
McDonald v. Winters ............o it 923
McDonnell Douglas Corp.; Winker ». . ................... 994,1102
McDuffie v. United States ............. ... ..., 1166
McElroy v. McEIroy ... ...t 1143
McFaddenwv. Padula ................................. 880,1101
McFadden ». United States ............ ... ... . ........ 898
McGaugh v. Cockrell ... ... 837
McGhee v. Tisdale ......... ... . 0 i, 1132
McGinnis; Holmes 0. ...ttt e 958
McGinnis v. Mask ...ttt 943
McGinnis; Thomas v. ..o oo e et e e 962,1068
McGinnis; Wakefield v. .. ... . i 912
McGrath; Burkley o, ... ..o 1069,1159
McGrath; Tolliver v. ... ..o it e e e 976
McGrath v. United States . .......... ... . .. 898
McGraw-Hill, Inc.; Postlewaite v. ......................... 997
McGreevey; Eisenstein v, ... ... 1134
MecGruder v. United States .. ... .. 850
McGuire v. CoWley . ...ttt e e 1002
McGuire v. Lowe’s Home Centers, Inc. . .................... 1081

Meclnerney & Squire, LLP v. Joanne A. Aboff Family Trust . ... 889



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXIII

Page
MeclIntosh ». California .......... ... .. .. 866
McIntosh v. United States .......... ... ... ... 888
Melntyre v. Jones . ... e 1047
MclIntyre v. United States ......... ... .. 1012
McKay v. Purkett . ... ... 1068
McKenzie; Lee v, ..o e 1082
McKenzie v. Mutual of Enumclaw Ins. Co. .................. 1130
McKenzie v. United States . ..., 851
McKeon v. Tennessee . ..........ouuuueeeennnnnnnnnnns 1134
McKinley v. Bowlen . .......... .. i 899
McKinney v. California Dept. of Corrections ................ 1116
McKinney 0. Carey . ... ...uuuuunnniiiiieee e 974
McKinney v. Lancaster State Prison ...................... 1146
McKinney v. Roe ... ... 925
McKune v. Lile .. ... 808
McLaughlin ». United States ............ ... .. ... ... 1062
McLean v. United States ......... ... .. .. 1096
McLemore; SOlomOn 0. . ... vttt 1137
McLemore v. United States ........... ... ... . ... 1169
McLeod »v. United States ......... ... ..., 935
McLin v. Board of Police Comm’rs of St. Louis Police Dept. .... 1128
McMahon v. Connecticut . ... i 1130
MecNair; Feurtado v, ... ..o e 964
McNally ». United States . ..........c .. 1035
MecNeal v. United States .. ... .o 1148
McNeil ». United States . ......... .., 1165
McPhee, Inre . ..o e e 805,1124
McQueen v. United States ........ ... ..., 1035
McReynolds ». Broderick ......... ... .. . . . i 802
McReynolds ». Little Flower Children’s Services ............. 947
McSheffrey, In 1e . ... e 810
McSheffrey v. Executive Office for U. S. Attorneys ........... 881
McSheffrey ». U. S. District Court ..................... 1016,1125
Meade v. Pennsylvania ..............c.0iiiiiiinnnnn... 856,1157
Meade Instruments Corp.; Reddwarf Starware, LLC v. ........ 950
Meador v. United States .. ......ccovtiiniinniiinnne... 998
Meadows; Humphreys v. . ... .o 1022
Meadows; Kilpatrick v. . ....... . . 835
Meadows; Moran . . ...ttt 962
Meadows v. United States ......... ... ... 965
Mechling; Lippert v. . ...t 849
Mecklenburg County; Jackson v. .......... ... ... ... . ... 856,1101
Meddaugh; Lau v. . ...ttt 833

Medical Section, Travis County Jail; Harperv. .............. 1059



CXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Medinav. Small .......... .. .. . . .. i 873
Medina-Arias v. United States ........................... 848
Medina-Garcia v. United States .......................... 1097
Medina-Limas v. United States .......................... 907
Medtox Scientific, Inc.; Morgan Capital, L. L. C.v. . ........... 1128
Medtronic, Inc.; Kemp v. .. ..ot 818
Medtronic, Inc.; Martinv. . ... ... i 1078
Meggs v. United States .......... ... .. .. 1171
Mehdipour, In re . ... e 812
Meisel v. Ustaoglu . ........o i 890
Mejia v. United States ........ ... ..., 1035
Mejia-Vasquez v. United States .......................... 1032
Melendez v. United States ............................ 913,1030
Melson v. Vaughn .. ........ . . i 1143
Melvin v. Kelly Springfield Tire Corp. .............c..oo .. 835
Member of Congress v. O'Neill . ........ ... ... ... ... ... 992
Memorial Hospitals Assn. . Humphrey .................... 809
Memphis Housing Authority ». Thompson .................. 823
Menchaca v. United States ............. ... ... ... 1162
Mendel; Corey v. ...ttt 809
Mendez v. Clarke . .........uiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 844
Mendez; Sallee v. ...ttt e 970
Mendias-Chavez v. United States ......................... 930
Mendoza v. United States .................. 872,897,1023,1051,1097
Mendoza-Estrada v. United States ........................ 848
Mendoza-Maldonado ». United States ...................... 980
Mendoza-Martinez v. United States ....................... 912
Mendoza-Medrano v. United States ....................... 1099
Mendoza-Picazo v. United States ......................... 907
Mendoza-Rivas v. United States .......................... 1051
Mendoza-Sandoval v. United States ....................... 848
Mendoza-Villa v. United States . .......................... 939
Menendez v. United States . ..., 920
Menor v. Finance Factors, Ltd. .......................... 994
Mentavlos v. Anderson . ..........c.oueeee e 952
Mera; Jean-Henriquez v. . ... .. ... 1046
Mercer, In 1e .. ... e 805,1124
Mercer v. United States ............... ... ... 1150
Merchants Bank; Swoyer v. ...... ... ... . . . . i 831
Merck & Co.; Apotex USA, Inc. v. ..., 1172
Mercury Marine; Sprietsma v. . ...... ... i 1112
Meridyth ». United States .......... ... .. 938
Merit Systems Protection Bd.; DeMaiov. . .................. 953

Merit Systems Protection Bd.; Jonesv. ................. ... 810



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXV

Page

Mermell v. United States ......... ... ..., 973
Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith Inc.; Gladstone». ........ 901,
959,998,1036,1159

Merriweather v. Deloach .. ........... ... .. ... ..., 840
Merriwether, In re ... ... e 989
Mesa v. United States ........ ..., 912
Metheney v. United States ........ ... ... 902
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co.; Ensignv. ................. ... 956,1102
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co.; White v. ........... ... .. ... ... 1065
Metropolitan Property & Casualty Ins. Co.; Snead v. .......... 888
Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer Dist.; Barnes-Jewish Hospital v. .. 893
Meyer v. North Carolina ............... ..., 839
Meyer; Shaia 0. . ..o e 893
Meyers; Allen v. . ... 1018
Meyers; Byrd v. ... .. e 1027
Meyers; SzareWiCZ 1. ... v vttt ettt ettt e 833
Meyst v. United States . ........ ... 1168
Meza-Casillas v. United States .......... ... . ... ... 848
Meza-Roman v. United States ............ ... ... . ....... 1005
Miami Nation of Indians of Ind., Inc. v. Norton .............. 1129
Michael v. United States . ..., 857
Micheaux v. United States ......... ... . ... 1008
Michigan; Boles v. .. ...t 926
Michigan; Burns v. ....... .. . e 1027
Michigan; Clark . . ...ttt e 869
Michigan; Denard v. . ....... ... 962
Michigan; Dixon v. . ...t 1048
Michigan; Ferqueron v. . ..... ... ... i, 871,1172
Michigan; GOWIng v. . ... .ov ittt e 871
Michigan; Jones v. . . ...ttt e 954
Michigan; Martin v. . ....... i 892
Michigan; Oliver v. .. ...ttt e e 1116
Michigan; Taylor v. . ... .out ittt et 1115
Michigan; Thousand v. .. ........0iute et 1131
Michigan; Yellow Transportation, Inc. v. . ................. 948,1112
Michigan Attorney Grievance Comm’n; Allgaier v. ............ 1002
Michigan Bd. of Law Examiners; Dubucv. .................. 954
Michigan Court of Appeals Judges; Tidik v. ............... 862,1157
Michigan Dept. of Corrections; Lewis v. .................... 1004
Michigan Dept. of Corrections; Mulazimv. ......... 947,989,1017,1125
Michigan Dept. of Corrections; Thompson v. ................ 857
Michigan Dept. of Treasury, Revenue Division; TIG Ins. Co.v. .. 1056
Michigan State Unemployment Agency v. Frank ............. 1080

Mickens v. Taylor ... ...ttt 809



CXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Microsoft Corp. v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... ... 952
Miles v. BUrgess . .. ...t e 884
Miles v. Lamarque . ...........ouoiiteeeeeennnnnnan 924
Miles v. Maryland .. ........ .o 1163
Miles v. United States ......... ..., 1035
Mill Creek Country Club, Inc.; Geddes v. ................... 1055
Miller; Alldata Corp. 0. ..o vttt et 1128
Miller v. Champion . . ........ .ottt ennnnnnnnns 1140
Miller; Gonzalez v. . ........ i e 918
Miller; Hurd v. ... ... e 1144
Miller; O’Connell v. ... ... i e 1090
Miller v. United States ................ 874,927,1011,1035,1169,1173
Miller-El w. Cockrell .. ... 1122
Miller-Stout; Dorenbos v. . ... 1138
Millhouse, In re . ... . e 1104
Milligan ». Pennsylvania . ............. ... . ., 1044
Milligan ». United States ......... ... ... .. 1013
Millines ». Hatcher . ......... . .. ... i, 916
Millirons ». Smith .. ... . 1071
Mills ». Barnhart ........... . .. .. . . 1085
Mills 9. EI0 . oottt e e 914
Mills; HAYES 0. oo v oo e e 1044
Mills v. Wiser Oil Co. .. ...t 1084
Milstead v. Kibler . ... ... 888
Milwaukee; Kinlow v. . ........ ... 822
Milwaukee County; Payne v. ....... ... ... ... . . ... 994
Mims; Bayoud v. . ... 832,1091
Mims v. United States .......... ... ... ... ... 880,1132
Mincey, In re . ..o e 988
Mincey v. Georgia State Bd. of Pardons and Paroles .......... 988
Mincey v. Head .. ... .ot 988
Mineta; Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. ..................... 103
Mineta; Cordero . . ..........uuuiiiieneeeeennnn. 827,1118
Mineta; Dungan v. ........ .. . 973
Mineta; Ellerbe v. . ... ... i e 895
Mineta; Friends of Gateway v. ........... ..., 1128
Mineta; Gibson v. .. ...t e 866
Minh Thuy v. United States ........ ... ... .. 1032
Minix ». Columbia River Park Hospital .................. 921,1118
Minix ». Tri Cities Health Services Corp. ................. 921,1118
Minnesota; Beck v. . ...... . e 1092
Minnesota; Bogren v. . ........ ... 816
Minnesota; Butterfield v. ............ ... ... .. ... ... ..... 932

Minnesota; Martinellliv. ............ ... ... ... .. 1160



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXVII

Page
Minnesota Hotel Co.; Huntington National Bank ». ........... 994
Minnesota Office of Lawyers Pro. Responsibility; Fuller v. ..... 828
Minority Media and Telecom. Coun. ». MD/DC/DE Broadcasters 1113
Min Shun Hu ». United States ........... ... ... ... ... ... 1107
Miramontes-Mariscal v. United States ..................... 1005
Miramontes-Villegas v. United States ...................... 1108
Miranda ». Asheroft ........ . . . 1018
Miranda ». United States ........ ... ... ... 980
Miranda De Villalba v. Coutts & Co. (USA) International ...... 953
Miranda-Valdovinos ». United States ...................... 913
Misenheimer v. Wyoming . ........ ...t 1092
Mississippi; Carr 0. . ..ot 1026
Mississippi; Cotton v, ... oo 838
Mississippi; Del Toro v. ..o v vt 1145
MissisSippi; GOSS 0. v e 1090
Mississippi; Hentz v, ... oo 1139
Mississippi; Hooker v. . ... 1091
Mississippi; Jackson v. ... e 1139
Mississippi; Jordan v. . ... 1085
Mississippi; Moore v. . ..ottt e 10568
Mississippi; Roberson v. . ... .. i 1086
Mississippi Dept. of Corrections; Hinesv. .................. 852
Missouri; Black v. . ...... . . 1153
Missouri; Bucklew v. ... ... 964
Missouri; Cardona-Rivera v. ............ ... 826
Missouri; Christeson v. . ... . i 978
Missouri; GoodWin . ...t ii e 903
Missouri; Gordon v. . . ...t 892
Missouri; Johns v. . ...... . e 988
Missouri; Lyons o. . ...ttt 976
Missouri; Monath v. . ... ... .. ... .. . . . . 966
Missouri; Rafaeliv. ... o 957
Missouri; Rathv. ... .. . . 997
Missouri; Rousan v. . ... ... ... e 1017
Missouri; Shelton v. . ... i e 902
MiSSOUTT; SEOTEY V. v e e e ettt e e e 921
Missouri; Thurston v. . ...t 995
Missouri; Tokar v. .. ..o ou ettt e e e 1029,1159
Missouri; Whalen v. . ... . .. . 1030
Missouri Bd. of Probation and Parole; Newbold v. ............ 834
Missouri Bd. of Registration for Healing Arts; Fallonv. ....... 993
Missouri Dept. of Elementary and Secondary Ed.; Asbury ». .. .. 890
Mitchell . Bowman . .......... ...ttt 1044

Mitchell v. Cockrell . ... ... e 841



CXVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Mitchell; Coleman v. . ... i 977
Mitchell v. Garrett .......... ... .. .. .. 873,1157
Mitchell v. Harrah’s Casino . ...t 1085
Mitchell ». Houston Housing & Urban Development . .......... 1001
Mitchell; Lundgren v. . ...... ... i 1151
Mitchell ». North Carolina ...............ccc0uiiiiininnn.. 1000
Mitchell; Peeples v. . ..ottt 1155
Mitchell v. TeXas ... ...ttt 988
Mitchell v. United States ............... ... ... ..., 856,923,928
Mitchell; Wickline v. . ... . i i 1004
Mitchem; Burton v. . ... .. i e 864
Mitchem; Eckles v. ... ... i e 842
Mitchem; Holley v. . ...t 1141
Mitchem; Steele v. ... .. i e 1087
Mitrano v. Kelly . ...t 1115
Modden v. Cockrell .. ... ... .o 1017
Mohammed; Wells v. . ... i i 1143
Mohave Valley Irrigation and Drainage Dist. v. Norton ........ 1041
Moldo v. Matsco, Inc. ... ... it e 1130
Molin ». United States .......... ... 981
Molina-Flores v. United States ................ ... ... ... 897
Molina-Valenzuela v. United States ....................... 1097
Monahan ». DVI Financial Services, Inc. ................... 893
Monath v. MisSSouri . . ...ttt e 966
Monday ». United States ........... ... ..ttt 914
Moniz ». United States . ......... ... .. 1116
Monk v. Reed . ... ... 1025
Monreal, In re . ....... .. e 811
Monroe v. Hutchinson .. ...... ... .. .. i 979
Monroe-Bey ». Hutchinson ............. ... .. ... .. ... ... 979
Monroe County Court; Johnstonwv. ...................... 824,1101
Monsanto Co.; Graver 0. ... ... v vt ittt 995
Monson v. Blodgett . ...... ... ... . 873
Montana; Birkholz v. . .. ... ... .. e 1026
Montana Chamber of Commerce; 1-125 Proponents’ Committee . 817
Montana Chamber of Commerce; Vaughey v. ................ 817
Montana Comm’n on Character and Fitness; Ditton». ......... 1046
Montanez v. Cotton . .......... .. i 870
Montanez v. Vaughn . ......... .. . ... . i 862
Montcalm Center for Behavioral Health; Walker v. ........... 881
Montes-Lira v. United States .......... ... ... . .. 1153
Montes-Manzano ». United States ........................ 860
Montgomery, Inre ...... ... 811

Montgomery v. Jones . ....... ... 858



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXIX

Page
Montgomery v. Trisler ........ ... ..., 1081
Montgomery v. United States ............. ... ......... 1008,1034
Montgomery County Bd. of Ed.; Kimble v. .................. 1058
Montgomery County Municipal Court; Williams ». ............ 869
Montoya v. California . .......... ... .. .. 958
Montoya v. Romero ......... .. ... . . i 998
Moody; COmMPO V. vttt e e 976
Moody; Hilliard v. . . ....cov it 1144
Moody Foundation; Scheve v. . ...........ccuiiiiiiiinnna.. 1156
Mooney v. Mayle . . ...ttt e 915
Moore; Adams v. . .... .ot 1156
Moore v. ANerson . .. ....uuuuetnit et 843
Moore; Barber v. . ...... ... 901
Moore; Belton v. . ... ... 999,1046
Moore; Benson v, ... .. e 923
Moore . Booker . . ... ..o e 1024
Moore; Borinstein v, ....... ... .. ... . 1093
Moore; Bottoson v. .. ... .. e 956
Moore; Bowman v. ... ... ... e e 962,1158
Moore; Brown v. ..., .. e 1136
Moore; Bunch v. . ... ... ... e 1004
Moore; Campbell v. .. ... .o 852,870,1157
Moore; Carter v. . ... e e 1093
Moore; Chandler v. . ......... i 1057
Moore; Charles v. . ..... .o 1088
Moore; Clark v. . .. ..ot e 1144
Moore; Core . . ovv ittt e 916
Moore; D’Agostino . ... 960
Moore; Dasinger 0. . ... .ot 868,1036
Moore; Davis 0. . ... e 1070
Moore; Delisi 0. ... .ot e 1092
Moore; Doak v. . ..o ot e 898
Moore v. Dormire . ......... ... 1137
Moore; Ezell v. . ... e 1093
Moore; Fernandez v. .. ........o ittt 978
Moore . GIDSON . .. v vttt e 1000
Moore; GOTe 0. ..o v it e 1124
Moore; Griffin v. . ...... . i 837
Moore; Hale v. ... ... .. e 1060
Moore; Hall v. . ... o i e 1089,1136
Moore; Harlow v. . ... i 922
Moore; Harrison v. ... i i 1059
Moore; Harris v. . ... e 1090

Moore; Hillhouse 0. ... ...t e 836



CXX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Moore . Hinkle ... ... i 868
Moore; Hitch v. . ... ... e 837
Moore; Howard v. .. ..oouii it 837,911
Moore; Hyman v. . ... ... 1089
Moore; Ingraham v. . ... ... 838,1036
Moore; JUNCO 0. . oottt e 825
Moore v. Kaylo . ...t e 1008
Moore; Kelly . ..o 978
Moore; Larrimore 0. . ... ..o uin ettt e 977
Moore; Lopez Tirado v. . ..o vttt i e 906
Moore; Madrid v. ... i i e 904
Moore . Marr ... .....coiiiiiii it 1068
Moore; Martin v. . ... e 963
Moore; McClain v. . ... e e 876
Moore v. MiSSiSSIPPL « v v v v vt e et e 1058
Moore; Neale v. ... ..o e e 1090
Moore; OLIVEr 0. . ..o vttt e e et 1137
Moore; Orlando 0. .. ..o v v ittt 829,1156
Moore; Ortiz 0. .. oo vttt e 881
Moore; Perez v. . ... .. e 976
Moore; Peterson 0. .. ...t e 856
Moore; Pettway v. ... 935
Moore; Quarterman v. . ....... ... 968
Moore; Redding v. ......... i e 911
Moore; Rogers v. . ... . e 1070
MoOre; SappP . .« v e 908,1071
Moore; Sarmiento v. ........ .. i 1088
Moore; Schmidt v. ....... ... 913
Moore; SErrano v, . ... ..uut it e 868
Moore; SEVIET V. . v v vt 1139
Moore; Sibley 0. .o e 926
Moore; SODIN V. oo e 878
Moore; Sorrell v. . ... e 957
Moore; Taylor 0. . ...t 1142
Moore 0. TeXas . ...t e e 849
Moore; Thomas 2. . ...t e i 999,1068
Moore; Tinker v. . ... e 1144
Moore; Toliver . . ... . e e e 882
Moore v. United States .......... ... .. 900,1031
Moore; Walker v. . ... i e 873
Moore; Weber v. . ... e 874
Moore; Wells 0. ..o it e 828,965
Moore; Widmer v. . ...ttt et e e e e 1004

Moore; Williams v, .. ..o v ittt 917,1047



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXXI

Page
Moore; Williamson v. . ... i e 903
Moore; Word 0. . ... oot 999
Moore; Yon 0. . ..ot e e 857
Moore; Young v. . ... 864,1101
Mora v. United States .......... ... i, 1097
Morales v. California ........... .. ..., 857
Morales v. Evans ... ... 1135
Morales v. P. F. Laboratories, Inc. ........................ 1080
Morales v. United States ............... ... n... 904,1140
Morales Arreola ». California ........... ... .. .. ... .... 963
Morales-Gaxiola v. United States ................ ... ...... 904
Morales-Pereyra v. United States ......................... 966
Morales-Razo v. United States .......... ... .. .. .. ..., 1098
Morales-Sosa v. United States ........... ... ... . ... 1172
Moran v. Meadows . ... ...ouiutinnie it 962
Moran; Rush Prudential HMO, Inc. v. ..................... 1063
Moranchel-Magana v. United States ....................... 897
Morejon-Pacheco v. Federal Bureau of Prisons .............. 1142
Morelock ». United States .......... ... .. 982
Moreno v. United States .................. ... ........ 1008,1168
Moreno-Arredondo ». United States ....................... 1008
Moreno-Galindo ». United States ........................ 848,913
Moreno-Lopez v. United States ........... ... . ... ... ... 910
Moreno Sierra v. Immigration and Naturalization Service ...... 1071
Morgan; Maye v. .. ...o vttt e e 880
Morgan; National Railroad Passenger Corp.v. ............... 1038
Morgan; Than Van Phamv. ....... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1027
Morgan v. United States . .......... ... .. ... . ... 825,863,907
Morgan; Wheeler v. .. ... o 919,1102
Morgan; WiSe . .. et 1087
Morgan Capital, L. L. C. v. Medtox Scientific, Inc. ............ 1128
Morial v. Smith & Wesson Corp. ... ....covinnnnne .. 951
Morin v. Trustees, Southern Conn. State Univ. ........... 1029,1109
Morke v. Garraghty . ........... ... i, 832
Moro v. IIHNOIS . ... v v e e 1044
Morris ©. Ohio ...t v i e e e 1048
Morris v. United States ......... ..., 1084,1152
Morrisey; WIner v. ... ...t 881
Morris Inc.; Association of Wash. Public Hospital Dists. v. . ..... 891
Morrison v. Cockrell .. ... . .. 849
Morrison; Ditton v. . ....... .. . 846,865
Morrison; Dolenz v. ... ... e 1165
Morrison v. United States ......... ... .. ... 1166

Morrison; Walker v. ... ..ot 909,1158



CXXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Morrow; Porter v. .. ... i e e 1045
Mortenson ». Rock Springs Vista Development Corp. ......... 1018
Morton; Duncan v. .. ....... it e 919
Morton; Kontakis v. ........ .. i 959
Morton; Ulysses I & Co.v. . ..o vi i 992
Moscicki; Jackson v. . ... .. e 845
Moseman v. Van Leer .. ...... ... . .. 1128
Mosher ». Dollar Tree Stores, Inc. ........................ 1041
Mosley; ANderson 0. ... ..vu vt e et ettt 868
Mosley; Smith v. . ... .o 1004
Mosley v. United States ......... ... .. 939
Moss v. United States . ... nnn.. 1097,1135
Mosseriv. Florida ........ ... ... . . . . .. 1143
Mota v. United States . ....... ... .. .. 982
Motes v. United States ...........ccinnnnnnnn.. 956
Motion Picture Pension and Health Plans ». N. T. Audio Visual .. 1109
Mounce v. Boone . ........ .. e 1027
Mountain West Helicopters, LL.C ». Textron, Inc. ............ 1127
Moxley ». United States . ..........coiiiinnna., 865
Moya v. United States ......... ... .. ... 966
Moya-Avila v. United States ............. ... ... ... 966
Moyhernandez v. United States .............. ... .. ...... 1095
Mozqueda-Pisano ». United States ........................ 966
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. Puyallup Indian Tribe ........... 950
Mudie ». United States . ......... ..., 940
Mueller; Boyd v. .. ...t 851
Mueller v. Commissioner ...............c.cuiiiuinnnnnnn. 887
Mueller v. United States .. .......... ... .. .. 1168
Muhammad v. Florida . .. ... . ... .. 836
Muhammad; Floridav. ....... ... .. .. 944
Mulazim v. Chavez .......... ..., 860
Mulazim ». Michigan Dept. of Corrections ......... 947,989,1017,1125
Mulcahy ». Kingston .. ........o i 915
Muller v. Senkowski .. ... 860
Munguia v. Los Angeles County Superior Court ............. 999
Municipal Corp.; COrPUS 0. « v vttt ettt e e e eeeenns 1139
Munoz v. Alameida . .......... ... 877
Munoz v. United States ............. ... ... 1097
Munoz-Hernandez ». United States ...................... 848,1097
Munoz-Lara v. United States ............................ 902
Munoz-Patlan v. United States ............. ... ........... 980
Murdock v. United States . ........... ... ... ... ... 903
Murillo-Contreras ». United States . ....................... 848

Muro-Inclan ». United States ........... ... . ... .. ... 879



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXXIII

Page
Muro-Villa v. United States ........... ... ... ... 878
Murphy ». California . ......... ... ... .. 1069
Murphy v. Circuit Court of Alexandria .................. 1017,1094
Murphy; Marcella v. . ... 1132
Murphy v. Ohio .. ... e 1116
Murphy v. Strack . .......... i 938
Murphy v. Thompson . ...........uteee s 1136
Murphy v. United States ........................ 1073,1166,1169
Murray, Inre .. ..o e 811
Murray v. Restor Telephone Products ..................... 1053
Murray ». Small ... ... 897
Muschette v. Sivley . ...t 824
Musselshell County; Trochmann ». ........................ 997
Mutual of Enumeclaw Ins. Co.; McKenzie v. .. ................ 1130
Muzzi v. Cimarron Software Service, Inc. . .. ................ 819
Myers; Chevron U. S. A. Production Co. v. .................. 823
Myers; Doell v. . ... 1019
Myers . Oklahoma . ... ....... ... ... .ttt 900
Myhand ». Florida . ......... .00, 946
Nabelek v. Scott .. ... 920
Nagarajan v. Scheick . ......... ... ... 888
Nagy v. United States .......... ... ... 932,1036
Nahun-Bulnes v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... ... 878
Namazi v. University of Cincinnati College of Medicine ........ 1087
Nance v. United States . ..., 832
Naperville Ready Mix, Inc. v. National Labor Relations Bd. .... 1040
Napolitano, In re ... ...ttt 989
Napolitano; Banicki v. .. ... ... 937
Naranjo v. United States .......... ... ... . . . . ... 1033,1163
Nary v. Hennessey . ........ ... 840,1172
Nash; Hickman v. ......... .. .. . ... .. 917
Nathan v. Alameida . ........... ... .. 1058
National Assn. for Advancement of Colored People; East Haven v. 1129
National Broadcasting Corp.; Cunningham v. ................ 960
National Cable & Telecommunications Assn. v. Gulf Power Co. . . 327
National Council of Senior Citizens; Omeliv. ................ 1026
National Credit Union Administration; Hoyle v. .............. 894
National Geographic Society v. Greenberg .................. 951
National Home Equity Mortgage Assn.; Facev. .............. 823
NLRB; Advanced Stretchforming International, Inc. v. ........ 948
NLRB; BE&K Construction Co.v. ......... ..., 1074
NLRB; Grinnell Fire Protection Systems Co. v. . ............. 818
NLRB; Naperville Ready Mix, Inc. v. ..................... 1040

NLRB; Petrochem Insulation, Inc. ». ...................... 992



CXXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
National Parks and Conserv. Assn.; Holland Am. Line-Westours v. 1104
National Railroad Passenger Corp. v. Griesser . .............. 970
National Railroad Passenger Corp. v. Morgan ............... 1038
National Satellite Sports, Inc.; Time Warner Cable v. ......... 1156
National Satellite Sports, Inc.; Time Warner Entertainment v. .. 1156
National Telephone Cooperative Assn. v. Exxon Mobil Corp. .... 1020
National Title Resources v. Fidelity Nat. Title Ins. Co. of N. Y. .. 1129
National Union Fire Ins. Co. of Pittsburgh ». Textron Financial 947
Nationsbanc Mortgage Corp.; Farrisv. .................. 1024,1159
Nationwide Mut. Ins. Co.; Baraltv. ....................... 1127
Nationwide Mut. Ins. Co.; Holbrook v. ................... 886,1063
Natural Parents of J. B. v. Florida Dept. of Children and Families 817
Navarro-Acosta v. United States .............. ... ........ 913
Navarro-Arteaga v. United States ........................ 913
Navarro-Ramos v. United States ......................... 913
Navarro-Zuniga v. United States ............. ... .. ... ... 914
Nava-Ruiz v. United States ........... ... .. ... 910
Navrozov v. Novoye Russkoye Slovo Publishing Corp. ......... 1021
Nazimuddin ». Woodlane Forest Civic Assn.,, Inc. . ............ 953
NBC/NBC-KPVI Channel 6; Barrett v. .................... 910
NBD Bank; Williams v. ....... ... i 854
Ndong-Ntoutoum ». United States ...................... 927,1158
Neal v. United States ......... .. i, 1171
Neal ». U.S. District Court ........... ..., 1032
Neale v. Moore . ... ..ottt 1090
Nealy v. United States .......... ... i, 1023
Nebraska v. Central Interstate Radioactive Waste Comm'n . . . .. 889
Nebraska; Kansas v. . ...... . i 1038
Nebraska; Redmond v. ................ ... ... .. .. ...... 1033
Nebraska v. Wyoming . .. ...ttt 40,1076
Negoce v. Blystad Shipping & Trading, Inc. . ................ 1020
Neiberger; Hawkins . ... ... 950
Neilson; Johnson v. . ........ i 910
Nelson v. Castro ... ..ottt e 1000
Nelson v. Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co. . ..................... 822
Nelson v. United States ..........oouiiiiiininnne... 1153
Nemenz; Krause v. .. ...t e i 848
Neset v. United States .......... .. ..., 824
Neufville, Inre .. ... .o 811,829,1156,1158
Neuhausser v. United States .......................... 879,1157
Neuman Distribution Co.; Wright v. ....... ... ... ... ... ... 1143
Nevada; Berry v. ... e 1045
Nevada; Duncan v. .......... ittt 842

Nevada v. Finger .. ... ... i 1127



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXXV

Page
Nevada; Holmes v. ...... ... . i, 1059
Nevada; Rowell v. . ... ... i i 921,1036
Nevada; Vanisi v. . ....... i 1024
Nevada; Zessman 0. . ... ...ttt 976
Nevada Prison Dept.; Fordv. ........ ... .. .. 847
Nevares v. California ........ ... .. ... 816
New v. United States ......... ..., 955
Newago v. WiSConsin .. ......outeeeennnnnnnnnns 1035
Newbold v. Missouri Bd. of Probation and Parole ............. 834
Newell Recycling Co. v. Environmental Protection Agency ... .. 813
New England Baptist Hospital;, Mays v. .................... 10568
New Hampshire; Rondeauv. ............ ... ... ......... 876
New Jersey; Alden . ... ..ot 834
New Jersey; Cradle v. . ...... ..., 962
New Jersey; Durmer v. . ...ttt 858
New Jersey; Gardner 0. . ........ououuueeeeeennnnnnnnnns 1133
New Jersey; Riley v. ... 925
New Jersey; Timmendequas v. .. ..........cccuuiunnnn... 858
New Jersey; Vaughn Owens v. ... .. 965
New Jersey Bd. of Public Utilities; Co-Steel Raritanv. ........ 813
New Jersey Dept. of Environmental Protection; Griffith v. ..... 1161
Newkirk; Carter v. . ... 1093
Newland; Griffin v. ........ ... . i 919
Newland; Hernandez v. . . ... ... 1086
Newland; Lawson v. ... ..ottt i i e i enn 957
Newland ». Saffold ............. ... ... .......... 971,1053,1064
Newland; Taylor v. .. ... 873
Newland; Thompson . .. ....v vt 1116
Newland; Williams v. . ...... ... . ... 1138
Newman v. Allstate Ins. Co. ... ... i 1092
Newman v. Compton . ........ ..o iteeeennnnnnnnnn. 922
Newman v. Gearinger . . .. ...t enn .. 927
New Mexico; Rockefeller v. .......... ... .. ... .. ... ... 819,1101
New Mexico; TeXas 2. v v v vttt it ettt e et e i enn 971
New Mexico Dept. of Labor; Mason v. ..................... 955
Newsom; Hays v. ... ..ot it 871
Newsome, 11 1€ . ..o v vt e e e 812
Newsome v. Entergy Services, Inc. ....................... 977
Newsome v. Florida . ......... .. .. ... .. 841
Newton ». B. F. Goodrich Co. .......... ... ... . ..., 1134
Newton . Paolino . ......... ... ... . i, 929
New York; Carini 0. ........o i, 856
New York; Curro o. . ....oiiiiie ettt 1145

New York; Diaz v. . ...... i 1048



CXXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
New York; Haymon v. .. ... 1026
New York; Hirschfeld v. ........ ... ... ... 1082
New York; JoOhnson v. ... ....iiinne ettt 1075
New York; Kellogg v. ... 822
New York; Lewis ©. . ...t e i 833
New York; Luke v. .. ..ot 1025
New York; Oyague 0. ... ovv vttt e e 1004
New York; Rosen v. . ...t 899
New York; Stallone v. .. ... 1044
New York; Williams v. .. ... i 847
New York Assn. of Convenience Stores v. Roth .............. 1056
New York City; HInes v. .. ..ottt i e et 858
New York City; Kia P.ov. ... 820
New York City Campaign Finance Bd.; Herschaft v. .......... 888
New York City Dept. of Corrections; Greenv. ............... 911
New York City Emp. Retirement System Pension Plan; Johnson ». 1091
New York City Human Resources Administration; Kurian ». .... 1026
New York State Dept. of Civil Service; Reganv. ............. 1133
New York State Ed. Dept.; Ogbunufafor v. .................. 958
New York State Ins. Fund; Berhanuwv. .................... 1140
New York State National Organization for Women ». Pataki .... 1128
New York State Office of Mental Health; Browne v. .......... 891
New York Stock Exchange, Inc.; D’Alessiov. ................ 1066
New York Times Co.; Howard v. ......................... 997

NextWave Personal Communications Inc.; Cellco Partnership v. . 1121
NextWave Personal Communications Inc.; Verizon Wireless v. ... 1121

Nghia Le ». United States ......... ... ... . ... 1145
Ngoc Bich Nguyen ». United States ....................... 939
Nguyen; Aronovsky v. .. ..ot 1069
Nguyen v. California . .......... ... ..., 904
Nguyen v. Cockrell .. ... ... i 1164
Nguyen v. United States ........... ... .. 939,1145
Nha Khiem Tran v. United States ........................ 890
Nicholas ». North Colo. Medical Center, Inc. . ............... 1084
Nichols ». Oklahoma . ........ ...t 1086
Nichols ». United States ............cvuiiioa.. 933,946,1094
Nieves-Rumbo ». United States .......................... 1014
Nix . Cain oo e 1003
Nnanna v. King . ... 844
Noback v. Trancisco Industries, Inc. . ...................... 1080
Noble, Inre ... e 806,1124
Noble ». California . .......... .o, 1137
Noble; Kelly . oo e e e 886

Noble 0. NOTTIS « v vt oot ettt e e e e e 1132



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXXVIL

Page
Nodal . United States ............ ... 874
Nodd v. United States ......... ..., 875
Noe; Doe 1. .ot e 810
Noel; Martinez v. ......... i 1000
Norbeck v. Basin Electric Power Cooperative ............... 1115
Nordstrom v. Arizona . ....... ..ottt 1046
Nordstrom v. Weule . ........ .0 822
Norfolk Southern Corp.; Ehmannv. ....................... 818
Norris v. Alabama . ........ it 883
NOTFIS; GUSS 0. v i ittt et e e et 885
Norris; Kennedy v. ...ttt 861
Norris; McCready 0. . .vv v ettt e et 949
Norris; Noble 0. . ..o e 1132
Norris v. Oregon Bd. of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision .... 1028
Norris; Pike 0. ... o e 974
Norris; Smith v, ... ... . 920
Norris; Thrash v. ..., .. e 857
Norris . United States ......... ..., 870
North v. Magyar . ...ttt et e 1025
North v. Supreme Court of Ariz. ......... ... ... ... ........ 892
North v. United States .......... .. ... 874,1157
North Carolina; Alston v. ........... i, 1102
North Carolina; Baconv. ............ ... ... ..o, 1012
North Carolina; Buchanan v. . ........................... 843
North Carolina; Call v. .. ... .. e 1046
North Carolina; Campos v. ... ..o v ittt 842
North Carolina; Cummings v. . ... ...ttt 965
North Carolina; Dammons . . ............. ..., 863
North Carolina; Davis v. .. ... ... 839
North Carolina; Floyd v. .. ... ..o 1092
North Carolina; Grooms . . ...ttt 838
North Carolina; Hardy v. ........ ... i, 840
North Carolina; Holman v. ......... ... ... .. 910
North Carolina; Hooks v. . ... .ot 1155
North Carolina; King v. . .......... .0 it 1147
North Carolina; Meyer v. . ........cuueeeennnannnnnnn 839
North Carolina; Mitchell v. .. ......... .. ... 1000
North Carolina; Robinson v. ............ ... ... ... ... .. 1156
North Carolina; Todd v. ....... ..., 1047
North Carolina; Tucker v. .. ... ... 874
North Carolina; Ward v. ............... . ..., 946
North Carolina Crime Control and Public Safety; Godon v. ... .. 813
North Carolina Dept. of Correction; Collier v. ............... 865

North Carolina Dept. of Transportation; Rowe v. . ............ 1130



CXXVIIL TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
North Carolina Growers Assn., Inc.; Reyes-Gaona v. .......... 995
North Carolina Industrial Comm’n; Coley v. ................ 807
North Colo. Medical Center, Inc.; Nicholas v. ................ 1084
North Dakota; Eatonv. ............. ... ... ... ... 964
North Dakota; Nowik v. ........ ... ... i, 855,1101
Northington, Inre .. ... ... i 991,1125
North Miss. Health Services, Inc.; Bruffv. .................. 952
Northside Independent School Dist.; Livawv. ................ 1141
Northwest Airlines, Inc.; Ludwig v. .......... .. ... ........ 818
Northwest Indiana Symphony Society; Wolf v. . .............. 1028
Northwest Permanente Retirement Plan and Trust; Hensley ». 1082
Northwest Village Ltd. Partnership v. Franke ............... 972
Norton; Building Industry Assn. of Superior Cal. v. ........... 1108
Norton; Miami Nation of Indians of Ind., Inc. v. .. ............ 1129
Norton; Mohave Valley Irrigation and Drainage Dist. v. ....... 1041
Norton v. Schriro .. .......o i 854
Norton ». United States . ........... ... 1095
Norton Co.; Rene v. ... i 977
Norwest Financial Hawaii, Inc.; Albanov. .................. 1014
Nosrati-Shamloo ». United States . .............. ... ....... 1030
Novoye Russkoye Slovo Publishing Corp.; Navrozov v. ........ 1021
Nowik ». North Dakota .............................. 855,1101
Nowland ». United States . ........ ... ... .. 927
N. T. Audio Visual; Motion Picture Pension and Health Plans ». . 1109
Nubine ». Stringfellow ........... ... ... .. .. ..., 1016,1125
Nueva; John Deere Ins. Co. v. ... ..o iii i, 1127
Nunez v. United States . ........ ... ..., 921
Nunu ». Del Lago Estates Property Owners Assn. ........... 1041
Nurse v. United States . ....... ... i, 1010
Nussle; Porter v. . ..o oo oot . 516,990
Nwanze v. Philip Morris Inc. . ........ ... ... . .. 962
Oakland Housing Authority v. Rucker ................... 813,1111
Oakman ». United States .......... ... .. 1152
O’Bannon v. Indiana Civil Liberties Union .................. 1162
Obiv. United States . ........ooiiiiiiiiien. 835
Obregon-Segura v. United States ......................... 848
Obremski v. Thompson ......... ... ..., 1067
Ocean Bulk Ships, Inc. v. United States .................... 1065
Ochoa v. United States .. ........ ..., 888
Ochoa-Medrano v. United States ............. ... ... ...... 1006
Ochoa-Roman ». United States .............. ... ... ....... 939
OConnell v. Miller . ........ . i 1090
Oden; Bryan v. . ...t 949

Oden v. Oktibbeha County ........... .. ..., 948



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXXIX

Page
Odle; Woodford v. . .... oo e 888
O'Donnell ». Eidleman . ......... ... ... .. 1055
Odrick v. Varner .. .......oiiii e 1057,1159
Office of Com., United Church of Christ v. MD/DC/DE Broade. .. 1113
Office of District Attorney; Hewlett v. ...... ... ... .. ... ... 1141
Office of Inspector General; Seldowitz v. ................... 813
Office of State Attorney; Lindamood ». .................... 1021
Office of Thrift Supervision; Felt v. ........... .. ... ... ... 1078
Offtech, Inc.; Beaulieu v. ........... ... . ... .. 905
Ogbunufafor v. New York State Ed. Dept. .................. 958
Ogren v. United States . ....... ... ... ., 1054
O’Hallorand; Smith v. . ... . i 1047
Ohio; Brack o. . . ..ot e 964
Ohio; Jacks v, .o vi it e 974
Ohio; JaloWiee 0. . . oot e 964
Ohio; Jones v, ..o v vt e 1004
Ohio; Mack 0. .« v vi it i e 863
Ohio; MOTTIS 0. oottt et e e e et 1048
Ohio; MUrphy v. ... e e 1116
Ohio; OrF 0. it e 972
Ohio; OVerton 0. .. ov v ittt 982
Ohio; Richard v. . ... . . 952
Ohio; Smith v, . ... .. e 1047
Ohio; Stallings ©. ...ttt e e 836
Ohio; Tibbetts 0. . oo v vt e e 1144
Ohio; Walker 0. . oo v it e e e e e 1155
Ohio Dept. of Rehabilitation and Correction; Williams v. ....... 918
Ohio Secretary of State; Schrader v. ...................... 888
Ohman v. United States ......... ... . .. 943
Ojeda-Agundez v. United States . .......... ... ... .. ...... 1097
Ojeda-Guerrero v. United States .......... ... ... .. ....... 1097
Okajima v. Bourdeau ............ ... ... 1128
O’Keefe; Buckhalton v. . ... ... .. i 851
O’Keefe; Caprice 0. ..ttt e e e e et 851
OKeefe; Duvall v. ... ..o e 852
O’Keefe; Joelson 0. ...t e 851
O’Keefe; Mattson v. ... .ot e i 851
O’Keefe; Pattersonv. ...... ... ... . . . i 852
O’Keefe v. United States .......... ... .. .. 857
OKelly; Grant v. .. ..o e 1089
Oklahoma; Beard v. ......... .. . ... ... 1137
Oklahoma; Black v. ........ ... . e 1004
Oklahoma; Dennis v. . ....... i 887

Oklahoma; Hand v. . ...t 911



CXXX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Oklahoma; Hooks v. ......... i, 963
Oklahoma; Housley v. . ...... .o 871
Oklahoma; Jones v. . ...t 906
Oklahoma; Maghe v. . ... 841
Oklahoma; Myers 0. ... ...ttt 900
Oklahoma; Nichols v. ....... ... i 1086
Oklahoma; Parker v. .......... .. ... 1048,1159
Oklahoma; Ponds v. ........ .. . i, 849
Oklahoma; Scott v. ... .. i e 815
Oklahoma; Tillis v. . ... .. i i i 1164
Oklahoma; White v. ....... ... .. i, 959
Oklahoma; Williams v. .. ... . e 1092
Oklahoma Bar Assn.; Tweedy v. . ... .o, 896
Oklahoma City; Oklahoma ex rel. Talv. .................... 814
Oklahoma County Bd. of Comm’rs; Bowie v. . ................ 1043
Oklahoma ex rel. Bd. of Regents of Univ. of Okla. ». Cornforth .. 1162
Oklahoma ex rel. Tal v. Oklahoma City ..................... 814
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co.; Tinkle v. .................... 1055
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co.; Trigen-Oklahoma City Energy v. . 993
Oktibbeha County; Oden v. .. ... ... 948
Oldham v. United States .. ..., 900
Old Republic Ins. Co.; J. T. Lanier Agency v. ................ 893
Old Republic Ins. Co.; Lanier v. ........ ... .. 893
Oleszko v. State Compensation Ins. Fund . . ................. 892
Olguin v. United States .......... ... .ttt 1006
Olivares-Gonzalez v. United States ............. ... ... ... 1155
Olivarez, JUIY 0. ..t ettt e e 1025
Olivas v. Colorado . . . ....cou ittt 1023
Olivas v. United States .. ....... .. .. i, 1006
Oliver v. Fowlkes ... ... 1002
Oliver v. Michigan . ........ ... ... i, 1116
OLVer 0. MOOTe . . .t ettt e et 1137
Oliver v. United States ... ... ... ..ot . 1142
Olivier v. Louisiana . .......... ..o, 1085
Olmeda-Gonzalez v. United States ........................ 938
Olmoes Enriquez v. Alameida .. .......... ..., 1045
Olney v. California .......... ... ..., 1084
Olona v. Williams .. ......... it 846
Oloro v. United States ........... ..., 1100
Olufemi ». DeKalb County Dept. of Family and Children Services 810,1084
Olvera-Rico v. United States ............. ... ... .. ..... 1007
Olvera-Yanez v. United States ............ ... ... .. ....... 905
Oman v. Indiana . ........... i 814

Omar-Muhammad ». Williams . . ......... ... ... ... .. .... 1137



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXXXI

Page
Omeli v. National Council of Senior Citizens ................ 1026
Omlin ». Kaufman & Cumberland, L.P. A. .................. 1022
Omohundro; Harrison v. . ...ttt 975
Omoruyi v. United States . ........... ... .. 1100
Oneida-Herkimer Waste Mgmt. Auth.; United Haulers Assn. v. .. 1082
ONeill 0. BUrks .. ..o e e 961
O'Neill v. Florida . ..... ... 1092
ONeill v. Frank ... ... i 963
O'Neill; Marbly 0. ..o e et e e 1107
O’Neill; Schaffer v. ....... ... e 992
Oneonta; Brown v. ........ .. .. .. ... i 816
Onifer v. Tyszkiewicz ....... ... ... 922,930
Ontiveros-Sanchez v. United States .................... ... 1099
Opara v. United States .. ........ ..., 1098
Opong-Mensah ». Bassoff ............. ... ... ... .. ...... 853
Opong-Mensah ». California Dept. of Food and Agriculture .. ... 1048
Oppenheimer v. Goord . .......... .. ...ttt 1027
Orange County; Lewis v. . ..... ... .., 1041
Orange County School Bd.; Silverav. ...................... 976
Orantes-Mendez v. United States .......... ... .. ... ... ... 931
Orbe v. Taylor . .........iiiii it 1139
Ordonez v. Tafoya .. ... 974
Oregon; Lotches v. . ... 833
Oregon; WInters 0. . ......uuiinniiiiiii i 996
Oregon Bd. of Parole; Travis v. ............ccuiiiiinn... 964
Oregon Bd. of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision; Norris ». . ... 1028
Oregon Driver and Motor Vehicle Services Branch; Bynx ». .... 1113
Oregon Driver and Motor Vehicle Services Branch; Herson ». ... 1113
Oregon State Correctional Institution; Weidner v. ............ 1076
Oregon Steel Mills, Inc. v. Electrical Workers ............... 971
Orisakwe v. United States ............ .. ... .. .. . ... .. 1135
Orlando v. MoOre .. .....iiiii i 829,1156
Orlando Benitez v. United States ......................... 1097
Orleans School Bd.; Parents Against Testing Before Teaching v. 1162
Orleans School Bd.; United States ex rel. Garibaldi v. ...... 1078,1172
Ormet Primary Aluminum Corp.; White v. .................. 1161
Ornelas-Carillo v. United States .............. ..., 938
Orrv. Ohio ..o e 972
Orta ». Immigration and Naturalization Service . ............. 845
Ortega v. United States .......... ... .. 883
Ortega-Delgado v. United States .............. ... .. ...... 1147
Ortega-Fierro v. United States . ......... ... ... .. ... 1006
Ortega-Garcia v. United States . ........ ... ... .. .. ...... 883

Ortega-Sierro v. United States .......... ... .. ... ...... 1006



CXXXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Ortiz v. MoOore . ...ttt 881
Ortizv. Vaughn .. ... 884
Ortiz-Gonzalez v. United States .......................... 1096
Ortiz-Lopez v. United States .......... ... ... .. 1006
Ortiz-Rodriguez v. United States ............. ... .. ....... 939
Ortiz-Valdez v. United States ............ ... .. ..., 1007
Ortloff v. United States ......... ... ... 1084
Oryang v. Bullard ... ... .. ... .. . i 1086
Osborn; Sakthiveil v. . ..... .. i 816
Osborne v. White . ......... i 1070
Osiris Pineda ». United States ........... ... ... ......... 1098
Osorio-Ralac v. United States . .......... ... ... ... ..., 921
Osorio-Silovar v. United States .......... ... ... ... ....... 910
Osuala v. Community College of Philadelphia ... ............. 896
Osuji v. Doctor’s Associates, Inc. . ............. ... ........ 1145
Otte 0. Doe .o oo e 1126
Otte v. Livingston . ........ ... i 1162
Otto v. Securities and Exchange Comm™ ................... 1021
Ours Garage & Wrecker Service, Inc.; Columbus v. ........... 1073
Outler v. United States . ....... ... ... .. 935
Ovalle v. United States .. ..........ctiiininn.. 1168
Ovalle-Jimenez v. United States ............ ... .. .. ....... 1168
Overby v. WitSo ... 1130
Overseas Private Investment Corp.; Ow-Taylor v. ............ 1163
Overton v. Ohio . ..... ... . it 982
Owasso Independent School Dist. No. I-011 ». Falvo ........ 426,1037
Owasso Public Schools v. Falvo......................... 426,1037
Owen v. United States ......... ... ... .. 919
Owens v. Alabama . ......... . .. i 1068
Owens v. NewW Jersey ... ovvv ittt et 965
Owens v. United States . ....... ... ..., 1151
Owens v. Virginia . ... ..o i 1002
Owsley v. Luebbers . ............. ... 903,1102,1121
Ow-Taylor v. Overseas Private Investment Corp.............. 1163
Oxford Global Resources; Snavely v. ...................... 1160
Oyague v. New YOrK .. .....iiiiiiiiiiii i 1004
Ozuno-Ramirez v. Georgia ............. ... 977
P.v.New York City . ... 820
Paalanv. England .. ..... ... ... .. . . 933
Pacheco v. United States .......... ... .. ... .. ... ... 1171
Pacheco-Adame v. United States ......................... 942
Pacheco-Castillo ». United States ......................... 1005
Pacheco-Ramos v. United States ......................... 879

PacifiCare of Cal., Inc. . McCall ......................... 951



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXXXIII

Page
Pacific Bell; Kimv. . ............ . i, 996
Pacific Bell Telephone Co.v. Wayne ....................... 814
Pacific Fisheries Corp. ». H. I. H. Casualty & General Ins., Ltd. 944
Pacific Maritime Assn.; Kilgroe v. . ............ ... ... ..... 953
Pack v. Angelone ........ .. .. . ..., 839
Padillaw. Cambra . ....... ... ... it 844
Padilla v. Texas . ... .. e 961
Padilla-Reyes v. United States ................ ... ... ... 913
Padilla-Sanchez v. United States ......................... 940
Padilla-Venegas v. United States ......................... 1108
Padula; McFadden v. ........ ... .. . ... 880,1101
Paffhousen v. Grayson ...............oiiiiieeennnnnn. 903
Page; Spivey . ..o e 834
Paille v. United States . ........... ... .. 937
Painter; Krumm v, . ... ... . . . 1043
Palacw. Smith ... ... ... . . . 1131
Palacios v. United States ............ ... .. .. ... ... ...... 1013
Palacios-Lizarraga v. United States ....................... 848
Palacios-Portillo v. United States ......................... 980
Palafox v. Cockrell ...... . ... ... . . i 873
Palazzolo v. GOreyca . ...ttt 828
Palma ». United States ........... ... ... 938
Palmateer; Johnson v. . ........... ... .. .. 926
Palmer v. Bertrand . .. ... .. ...... ... ... ... 951
Palmer v. Taylor . ...... .. i 851
Palmer v. United States ........... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... 875
Palomares v. United States ............................. 966
Palomares-Munoz v. United States ........................ 859
Palomino-Rivera v. United States .. ....................... 1147
Pando-Franco v. United States ........................... 899
Pandya v. Edward Hospital ............................. 893
Paolino; Newton v. . ... ... i, 929
Papawv. Fawcett ....... .. ... 1114
Pappas v. UNUM Life Ins. Co. of America ................. 1129
Paradise Valley Unified School Dist. v. Johnson .............. 1055
Paramo v. Candelaria ............. ... ... ..., 1000
Pardo v. United States ........... ... .. ..., 905
Paredes v. United States ............ ... .. .. .. 1167
Paredes-Escobedo v. United States ....................... 908
Paredes-Hernandez ». United States ...................... 847
Parents Against Testing Before Teaching v. Orleans School Bd. . 1162
Parga-Rosas v. United States .............. ... ... ...... 942
Park v. Kuykendall ........ ... ... .. ... . . .. 1137

Parker v. Adams . . ... . oo e 856



CXXXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Parker v. Dormire .............. . . . . ... 923
Parkerv. Florida ......... ... ... .. . i 1105
Parker v. Franklin County Children Services ................ 915
Parker v. Georgia State Bd. of Pardons and Paroles .......... 1072
Parkerv. Head ....... ... .. ... i 1046
Parkerv. Holt . ... ... . . i 1023,1173
Parkerv. Kemna ................ .. .. . .. 1061
Parker v. Oklahoma ................ .. ... ... ........ 1048,1159
Parker ». Securities and Exchange Comm’n ................. 1042
Parker v. Skaggs ... ... e 943
Parker v. United States ...................... 903,1012,1051,1067
Parkhurst ». Department of Ed. .......................... 942
Parks v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... .. ... ... 893
Parnell, Inre . ... ... . . e 970
Parra-Gonzales v. United States .......................... 898
Parra Gonzalez v. United States .......................... 898
Parra-Tellez v. United States ............................ 1011
Parrilla-Sanes v. United States .......................... 937
Parris v. United States . ........... ... ... .. .. ... ... ..., 981
Parrish v. United States . ........... ... ... . . .. 850
Parson ». United States ............ ... ..., 1168
Parsons v. Garraghty .......... .. .. i .. 859,873
Partida; Rivera v. . ... ... i e 845
Paschal v. Johnson ............. ... .. .. . . ... .. . ... 855
Pascov. Hopper ... e e e 951
Passarelli . California .............. ... ... .. ... ... ..... 875
Pataki; New York State National Organization for Women ». ... 1128
Pataki; Vasquez v. . ... 965
Patch Products, Inc.; Waite v. . ........ . ... .. ... .. ... ... 1021
Patelw. Heston ....... ... .. ... 816
Patenaude; Daniels v. . ........... ... . . . 1039
Patent and Trademark Office; Constant v. .................. 996
Patent and Trademark Office; Tereschouk v. ................ 1049
Patrickson; Dead Sea Bromine Co. v. ...................... 1064
Patrickson; Dole Food Co. v. ........ .. .. 1064
Pattersonv. Cain . ........ .. ... 974
Pattersonv. Indiana . ............. .. .. .. .. 961
Pattersonv. O'Keefe . . ........... .. i, 852
Patterson v. Stewart ............ . .. .. ... 978
Patterson v. United States ........... ... ... ............. 853
Patton ». United States ............... ... .. .. ... ..... 871,1007
Patzner ». United States . ......... ... ... . . ..., 899
Paul v. United States ......... ... ... .. ... .. ... 829,1156

Pawlyk v. Lambert . ..... ... .. ... . . 1085



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXXXV

Page
Payne v. Corrections Corp. of America . .................... 922
Payne; Iwegbu v. ... ... 871
Payne v. Milwaukee County ........... ..., 994
Paytonv. Brigano . ....... ... ... . . . 1135
Payton v. United States .......... ... .. . ... .. 1170
Paz-Zamudio v. United States ............ ... .. ... ...... 1032
Peabody Coal Co.; Barnhart v. ........................... 1112
Pealock v. United States . ......................... 914,1035,1159
Pearson v. Component Technology Corp. ................... 950
Pearson v. Comptech ......... ... . ... . ... 950
Pease v. United States ......... ... .. ... 967
Pechanga v. United States ............. ..., 831
Pedro v. United States .......... .. ... . i, 902
Pee Dee Coalition Against Domestic and Sexual Assault; Davis v. 970
Peeples v. Mitchell ....... ... ... ... .. . .. 1155
Pees, Inre ... o e 806
Pegasus Group v. A & L Energy, Inc. . ..................... 1022
Peguero-Carela v. United States ......................... 1147
Peguero-Ramos v. United States ......................... 1147
Pelly v. United States . ...... ... . . 1117
Pelzer; Hope v. . ..o oot e 1073,1120
Pemrich v. Litscher ........ ... .. . .. . . . . i 999
Pena-Perez v. United States .......... ... ... ... ... 897
Pendas v. United States ........... ... .. 1049
Penigar v. Cockrell .. ... ... ... .. . . . . i 916
Penn National Ins. Co.; Leev. . ... ... ... 899
Pennsylvania; Hummel ». ......... ... ... ... ... ... 997
Pennsylvania; Martinv. ....... ... ... . . . ... .. 1021
Pennsylvania; Meade v. ... ... i i 856,1157
Pennsylvania; Milliganv. ......... ... .. ... ... ... 1044
Pennsylvania; Rogers v. ......... ... i 862
Pennsylvania; Sanders v. ....... ... .. i i 1047
Pennsylvania; Scarcelliv. ........ .. .. .. 887
Pennsylvania; Smithv. ....... ... ... ... . i 829
Pennsylvania; Spotz v. .......... .. . 1104
Pennsylvania; Swab v. ......... ... . . .. e 889
Pennsylvania; Taylor v. ........... ... .. 994
Pennsylvania; Tricarico v. .. ... ... 962
Pennsylvania; Witherspoonv. . ....... ... ... ... ... 891
Pennsylvania; Witman v. . ........ ... i 815
Pennsylvania; Wright v. ... . ... . . 977
Pennsylvania Assn. of Edwards Heirs v. Rightenour .......... 816
Pennsylvania Bd. of Law Examiners; Martinv. .............. 1021

Pennsylvania State Univ.; Fletcherv. ...................... 807



CXXXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Pennsylvania Unemployment Comp. Bd. of Review; Goldstein v. 999
Penobscot Nation v. Georgia-Pacific Corp. .................. 1127
Penobscot Nation v. Great Northern Paper, Inc. ............. 1019
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corp. ». Belfance ................. 819
Penson Financial Services, Inc.; Gangalev. ................. 1019
Penuelas-Montoya v. United States ....................... 981
Peoples v. United States ......... ... ... . i .. 943
Peoples v. Weaver’s Estate . ......... ... ... ... ... 844
Peracchi v. California ............ ... ... ... ... ... ..... 901
Peralta-Moran v. United States .......................... 969
Percan v. United States ........... ... ... ... .. ... .. ... 894
Percy v. United States .......... ... . ..., 1009
Perdomo-Montoya v. United States ....................... 924
Perdue; Ritch v. ...... ... . . . 884
Pereira v. United States ............... ... .. ... ... ... 914,1014
Peres v. United States ........... ... . i, 848
Perez; Belcher v. . .. ... . 920
Perezv. Matesanz . .. ... e e e 925
Perez v. Moore . ..... ... . 976
Perez v. United States ................. 848,883,938,1006,1113,1162
Perez-Aguirre v. United States .......................... 1142
Perez-Castillo v. United States ........................... 1006
Perez-Espino v. United States ........................... 848
Perez Flores v. United States . ........................... 1007
Perez-Garcia v. United States . ........................... 919
Perez-Macedo v. United States ........................... 1142
Perez Menchaca v. United States ......................... 1162
Perez-Olivo v. United States . ............................ 917
Perez-Palomares v. United States . . ....................... 1098
Perez-Peralta v. United States ........................... 938
Perez-Rios v. United States ........... ... ... ... ..... 966
Perez-Sanchez v. United States .......................... 940
Perforadora Central, S. A. de C. V.; Submersible Systems, Inc. ». 1055
Perkins; American Electric Power Fuel Supply, Inc. v. ........ 994
Perkins School v. Simmons-Harris ..................... 1077,1111
Perla-Benitez v. United States ........................... 1007
Perry; Bazzell v. ... .. . 880
Perry; Curley v. ... oo 922
Perry v. U.S. Postal Service .................ccciii... 965
Pete v. United States ....... ... ... . . i, 1106
Peter L.w. Rollins ... ... i 975
Peterman ». United States .......... ... ... ... ... ... 1008
Peters v. Calhoun County Comm™n ........................ 842

Peterson v. Cotton . ...... ... 843



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXXXVIL

Page
Petersonwv. Florida ........ ... ... ... ... ... . ..... 801,802,1125
Peterson v. Georgia ......... ... . . .. 955
Peterson v. Gulf Correctional Institute . .................... 801
Peterson; Hillsmanv. ........... ... ... ... ... .. 929
Peterson v. Moore . . ...t 856
Petrochem Insulation, Inc. v. National Labor Relations Bd. .. ... 992
Petrone v. United States ........... ... . .. ... ... 1049
Pettijohn v. Frank ...... ... .. ... . . . . . . 962
Pettrey v. West Virginia . .. ........ ... ... oL 1142
Pettway v. Moore .. ... e 935
Petway v. Alabama . ....... ... ... . . . 841
Peyerv.Duncan ........ ... ... . e 962
Pfeilv. Everett . ... ... e 1032
P. F. Laboratories, Inc.; Morales v. ........................ 1080
Pflum v. United States . ........ ... ... 896
Pham v. Morgan ...........tiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeennnn. 1027
Pham v. United States .......... ... . ... 981
Pharmaceutical Research and Mfrs. of America ». Concannon . . . 947
Phifer v. United States .......... ... ... ... 937
Philadelphia; Brown v. ....... ... .. .. . . .. 859
Philadelphia; Pierce v. ......... ... .. .. ... . 1057
Philadelphia Bd. of Ed.; Armstrong v. ..................... 893
Philadelphia Coca-Cola Bottling Co.; Bibby v. ............... 1155
Philip Morris Inc.; A. D. Bedell Wholesale Co. v. ............. 1081
Philip Morris Inc.; Association of Wash. Public Hospital Dists. v. 891
Philip Morris Inc; Nwanze v. .. ..., 962
Phillips; Connor v. . ... .. 826
Phillips v. Johnson . ........ .. ... . . . 807
Phillips; RUpp 0. « o oo oo 1109
Phillips v. United States . ........ ... ... ... 884
Phipps ». United States .......... ... . ... 1013
Piccarreto v. United States .. ......... ... .. 861
Picciotto v. Zabin ...... ... ... . . . e 815
Pichardo ». United States .......... ... ..., 824
Pickens; Fewell v. . .. ... e 894
Piddington v. Wisconsin . ........... ... .. 826
Piedra-Ojeda v. United States ........................... 1150
Pierce w. Hall ... ... . . 1091
Pierce v. Johnson ......... .. ... . . . 1090
Pierce v. Philadelphia ......... ... ... ... ... .. . ... 1057
Pierce v. United States .. ............. ... ... ... ... .... 880,1100
Pierre v. United States . ....... ... ... 1170
Piggiew. Hanks ...... ... ... . . i 1092

Piggie v. McBride . . ... .o e 1005



CXXXVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Pike 0. NOYTIS . o oo oo e 974
Pike Lake State Park; May v. ............... ... ... 1068
Pinav. Cambra .. ..... ...ttt 1164
Pincay v. Andrews .. ... e 885
Pinckney v. South Carolina ............................. 1069
Pine Creek Properties; Aghav. .......................... 919
Pineda ». United States .......... ... .. . ... 1098
Pineda-Benitez v. United States .......................... 1096
Pinkerton; Jaramillow. ........... ... .. i, 849
Pioneer Hi-Bred International, Inc.; Farm Advantage, Inc. v. ... 124
Pioneer Hi-Bred International, Inc.; J. E. M. Ag Supply, Inc. v. .. 124
Piotrowski v. Houston ......... ... .. .. . . .. .. 820
Piperv. Veneman ........... ... i 1134
Pipkin ». United States ........... ... . . ... 1011
Pirello . United States ......... ... . ... ... 1034
Pitcher; Brown v. ... ... e 1057
Pitcher; Chrysler v. ... ... . i 930
Pitney Bowes Inc. v. H & D Tire & Automotive-Hardware, Inc. . 894
Pittaway, Gaunt v. ...... ... . .. 950
Pittman ». California ......... ... ... .. . ... .. .. . . ... 905
Pittsv. Smalls ... .. 1044
Pizano-Corona v. United States .......................... 1100
Placido Angulo ». United States .......................... 884
Platt v. Washington ............ ... .. .. ... .. . . . ... 870
Pleasant v. United States ........... ... ... 908
Pliler; Cooley v. . ..o e 1092
Pliler; Ford v. . ... . e 963
Pliler; Green v. . ...t i e 1137
Plowden ». Romine ........ ... ... .. . . . ... i 833
Plummer v. Roe ... ... . e 847
Poani; Lee v. .. ... e 944
Pocrass v. Maxconn, Inc. . . ... . i e 815
Poindexter; Bragan v. ... ... .. i 980
Poindexter ». United States ............................. 828
Polanco v. United States . ............ ... 855,1057
Polanco-Librado v. United States ......................... 1057
Polido-Ibarra ». United States ............ ... .. ... ...... 1006
Polk v. Stegall . ... ... e 964
Pollard ». United States ........... ... . ..., 980
Polson v. Cockrell ..... ... . . . . . 872
Polyak, Imre .. ... 812,1101
Polymer Industrial Products Co.; Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc. v. . 949
Polytechnic Univ.; Chun-Hsuan Suv. ...................... 946

Pompey v. United States .......... . ... . . . ... 1117



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXXXIX

Page
Ponder v. United States ........... ... ... 1141
Ponds ». Oklahoma .............. ... ... .. ... .. .. 849
Pontesso; Gerritsen v. . .. ..o e 933
Pontoonw. Battle ............. ... .. ... .. 906
Poole v. General Accounting Office ........................ 807
Porras v. United States ........... ... ..., 848
Porras-Rodriguez v. United States ........................ 848
Porteew. Hamlett . ...... . ... ... . .. . 1070
Porter, Inre . . ... e 811
Porter v. Florida ......... ... ... . . . . i, 1004
Porter v. Morrow . ....... . i e e 1045
Porter v. Nussle . ........ i 516,990
Portillo-Sanchez v. United States ......................... 940
Portuondo; Jennings v. . ...... ... 1003
Portuondo; Troiano v. ... ...coviiiet i 959
Portuondo; Williams v. . .......... ... . i 957
Posey v. United States .......... ... . i, 930
Post v. Colorado . ...t 1069
Post v. Court of Appeal of Cal., Second Appellate Dist. ........ 1146
Postlewaite v. McGraw-Hill, Inc. ......................... 997
Postmaster General; Gribcheck v. .. ....................... 896
Postmaster General; Hayes v. .. ..... ... .. ..o .. 1009
Postmaster General; Johnsonv. .......................... 955
Postmaster General; Santos v. .......... ... ... .. . ... 1083
Postmaster General;, West v. . ....... ... ... 900
Poston; Frazier v. .. ... .. e 909
Potash, Inc. v. Harrison ........... ... ... .. 1019
Poteet v. Cockrell ....... ... ... . . 1028
Potter; Gribcheck v. . ... ... .. . . . 896
Potter; Hayes v. . ... 1009
Potter; Johnson v. . ... ... .. .. . . . 955
Potter; Santos v. ... ... e 1083
Potter; West v. ... o e 900
Potter v. Yukins . ...... ... .. .. 855
Potts v. United States ......... ... 853,927
Poulack v. United States .............. ... .. ... ... 864
Pound ». Houston ....... ... ... ... . . 1031
Powe v. United States . ........... .. ... 998
Powell v. Alabama .............. ... . i, 904
Powell; Cooper 0. . ..o e 817
Powell; Dillon v. . ... e e 1078
Powell; Ryan v. . ... ..o e 823
Powell; Thomas v. . ... ..ot e 951

Powell v. United States .......... ... 1010



CXL TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page

Prasad, Inre . ... ... e 1048
Pratch ». California ......... ... ... . .. ... . 919
Pratt . United States ........... .. . . i i 1011
Presely; Hallman v. ...... ... ... . . i, 1162
President and Fellows of Yale College; Hack v. .............. 888
President of U.S.; Schroder v. ........... ..., 1083
Pressler v. United States .......... ... . ... ... . ... 1013
Prevatte v. Georgia ......... ... . . ... 1163
Price v. California . ......... ... ... 977,1045
Price v. Cockrell .. ... ... . . . 849
Price; Davis . ... e 850
Price; Reid v. ... i e 1140
Price v. Superior Court of Cal., Riverside County ............ 1045
Price v. United States . ............... ... ... ..... 903,1105,1158
Pricer v. Maggiore ..........ouiiiiiiiiiiii 996
Prieto v. United States ........ ... ... . ... 950
Prieto-Molinar v. United States .......................... 966
Pri-Har ». United States .......... ... ... 935
Primm o. Illinois ...... ... 1009
Primo v. Colanero Contracting Co. .. ...................... 953
Prince George’s County; Thompson v. . .................... 963
Prince William County; Cox v. . ..., 1019
Principi; Graham v. .. ... ... 979,1102
Principi; Johnson v. ....... . . 855,1036
Principi; Manns v. ... ..o e 964
Prior ». Splash Design, Inc. . ....... ... .. .. . L. 1132
Pritikin ». Department of Energy ........................ 1133
Procter & Gamble Co.; Amway Corp. v. . ..., 945
Proctor v. Galaza .......... ... ... .. . . . . . ..., 1003,1159
Proctor . United States ......... ... .. ... i 1013
Professional Travel Corp. v. Blake ........................ 1115
Prokop v. Department of Agriculture ...................... 1056
Provena St. Joseph Medical Center; Jones v. ................ 874
Prudent ». United States ............ ... ..., 1023
Pruitt v. United States . .........c i, 982
Pruneda-Aguilar v. United States ........................ 1099
Prunty; Anaya Verdugo v. ........... ..., 1137
Prunty; Washingtonv. ...... ... ... .. . . ... .. 852
Prunty; Williams v. . ... ..o 1004
Public Service Comm’n of Md.; United Statesv. .............. 808,
1037,1072,1076,1110,1124

Public Service Comm’n of Md.; Verizon Md. Inc.v. ........... 808,

1037,1072,1076,1110,1124
Puebla-Hernandez v. United States ....................... 912



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXLI

Page
Puente Gomez; Beauclair v. ............................. 1066
Pugh v. United States .......... .. ... .. . ... 843,859,910
Pulaski Fiscal Court; Broughtonv. ........................ 890
Pulido-Noriega v. United States .......................... 848
Purcell v. United States .......... ... . . ... 830
Purchess, Inre . ... .. e 812
Purkett; McKay v. .. ..o e 1068
Puyallup Indian Tribe; Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. ........... 950
Quackenbush; Martin v. .......... ... ... i, 1115
Quality Express v. Roadway Package System, Inc. ........... 1020
QUArles, In 1e . . ... e 1077
Quarterman . MoOYe . .........cittnee e 968
Queen ». United States . ......... ... ... 967,1170
Quesada-Mosquera v. United States ....................... 872
Quest Engineering Development Corp.; Yonter v. ............ 838
Quilling v. United States ......... ... ... .. 1034
Quinn v. Boyd . ... . 1024
Quinones-Garcia ». United States ......................... 848
Quintero v. United States .. .......... .. ... .. 807
Quintero-Herrera v. United States ............. ... ... ... 1150
Quoc Thai Minh Thuy ». United States ..................... 1032
Qureshi v. United States ......... ... .. ... ... ... 1105
Qwest Corp.; Tacoma v. . ...... .o 1079
Radcliffe; Rainbow Construction Co.v. .................... 1020
Radicv. Flaxman ........... .. ... i, 832
Radigan; Walden v. . ... .. .o 863
Radio Station WYCA-FM; Liner v. ....................... 1021
Radivojevic v. Air Canada . ........ ... ... i, 907
Radtke v. Senkowski ......... ... ... i i 907
Rafaeli v. Missouri . .........o i, 957
Ragsdale v. Wolverine World Wide, Inc. . . .................. 1053
Raheem; Donnelly v. . . ... 1118
Raibley v. United States . ............. . .. 876
Railroad Retirement Bd.; McCole v. ....................... 1135
Rainbow Construction Co. v. Radeliffe ..................... 1020
Rajiv. United States ........... ..., 891
Raleigh; Steakhouse, Inc. v. . ...... ... ... ... .. .. ... 1113
Ralls; Landon v. . ... ... i 1041
Rambacher v. Rossotti ........ .. ... . i 1083
Rambo v. Delta Family-Care Disability Survivorship Plan ...... 995
Ramirez v. Garcia .. ......... . 841
Ramirez; Lozano v. ........ .. ... i, 957
Ramirez v. United States ............ . .. .. 880

Ramirez-Flores v. United States ......................... 982



CXLII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Ramirez-Gil v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... ... 883
Ramirez-Martinez v. United States ....................... 929
Ramirez-Mejia v. United States .......................... 848
Ramirez-Meneses ». United States ........................ 1140
Ramirez-Morales v. United States ........................ 1030
Ramirez-Palmer; Carter v. ............... 0 iiiunnee... 887
Ramirez-Rodriguez v. United States ...................... 1096
Ramiro ». United States ............. ... ... ... ... ...... 1106
Ramon, Inre . ... ... . . . . e 1126
Ramon Rodriguez v. United States ....................... 1169
Ramos v. Cockrell ........ .. . . ... i 976
Ramosv. Florida Bar ........ ... ... ... ... . ... .. ... ..., 819
Ramos v. United States .......... .. ... . .. 1140
Ramos-Flores v. United States ........................... 1154
Ramos-Lopez v. United States ........................... 1108
Ramos-Santiago v. United States ............. ... .. ... ... 932
Ramsey ». United States .......... ... .. .. 831
Ranchester; Yalowizer v. ........... ..., 1082
Rancho Palos Verdes; Echevarrietav. ..................... 950
Randalls Food Markets, Inc.; Carrabba v. .. ................. 995
Randle; Lintonv. ... ... ... . . . . 1012
Rangel Barron v. United States .............. ... .. ...... 1014
Rankin v. United States ............. ... ... ... . . . . ... ... 1100
Rankins, In re . ... .. e 1039
Rannals; Diamond Jo Casino v. . ..., 1132
Ransom ». California ............... ... ... ... ..., 842
Rashid w. Catoe ........ ... 0 . i, 902
Ratelle; Hernandez v. ........ ... ... .. . ... 958
Ratelle; Laws v. ... .. e 848
Rath v Missouri .. ...ttt 997
Ratner v. Loudoun County Public Schools .................. 1114
Rayv. Alabama . ...... ... ... i 1142
Rayw. Johnson ......... ... .. ... . i 864,1157
Ray; Rollins o, ..o e e e 855
Ray; Thomas v. . ..o e e e e eeees 1123
Ray v. United States .......... ... ... 1166
Raya-Ramirez v. United States .......................... 898
Rayburn; Fullerv. . ... . . . 824
Raygor v. Regents of Univ. of Minn. . .................. 533,947,990
Raymer v. Angelone . ......... . i 1002
Raymond v. United States ......... ... .. .. .. 1033
Raytheon Co.; Sullivan v. ............. ., 1118
Razvi v. Guarantee Life Ins. Co. .......... ... .. ... 1041

Reach v. AlliedSignal, Inc. .. ... ... i 996



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXLIII

Page
Reagan v. Virginia .......... ... . ... . i 1004
Real-Castillo . United States ........................... 938
Rebollar-Yanez v. United States .............. ... ......... 1099
Redcom Laboratories, Inc.; Heritage Bank v. ................ 997
Redd ». United States .............. .. .. 1050
Redding v. Moore . .........iiiiiiiiii i 911
Redding Rancheria; Hansard v. .......... ... ... ... ....... 1114
Reddwarf Starware, LL.C v. Meade Instruments Corp. ........ 950
Redford Township; Bak v. ........ ... ... . ... 1041
Redman . Maryland ............ ... .. .. 860
Redman ». United States .............. ... ..., 1032
Redmond ». TIHNOIS . ...ttt 1048
Redmond ». Nebraska .............. ... ... .. ... ..., 1033
Reed; MonKk 0. ... i e e e 1025
Reed; SWOYer 0. . ...ttt e e s 832
Reedv. Texas . ... i i 955
Reed v. United States . ......... ... ... ... ... ... 981,1169
Reese v. Bayview Electric Co. ........... ..., 807
Reesev. Cain . ... ... ... i 860
Reese; EI-Muhammad v. ............... ... ... i, 861
Reese; Keeler v. ... .. i e 861
Reeves v. Alabama . ....... ... ... ... . . . i 1026
Reeves v. United States ............. .. ... ..., 1067
Rega v. United States ............. ... 1096
Regal Fish Ltd. v. Fish ............. ... ... .. ... ... ... 1115
Regan v. New York State Dept. of Civil Service ............. 1133
Regassa v. United States ......... ... .. .. 1153
Regents of Univ. of Cal.; Spell v. ....... ... ... ... ..., 829
Regents of Univ. of Minn.; Raygorv. .................. 533,947,990
Reid v. Hutchinson ........ ... ... ... . . .. .. 979
Reid v. Price . ... ..o e 1140
Reimanv. Davis . ....... ... . i, 996
Reinholz v. United States .............. . ... 896
Reinishv. Clark ......... ... . . . i, 993
Remoi, Inre ... ... e 1077
Rene v. Norton Co. . ...ttt 977
REN Laboratories of Fla., Inc. v. Weiss .................... 993
REN Laboratories of Fla., Inc.; Weissv. ................... 993
Renobato v. Bureau of Public Debt . ....................... 1084
Renteria-Almodovar ». United States ...................... 875
Republican Party of Minn. v. Kelly . .......... ... .. ... .. ... 1054
Republic of Guatemala v. Tobacco Institute, Inc. ............. 994
Resendez v. United States ............. ... ... . ........ 904

Respass v. Connecticut ......... .. ... . i, 1002



CXLIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Restor Telephone Products; Murray v. ..................... 1053
Rettig, Inre . ... 810,1101
Reuter v. Santa Clara Cty. Dept. of Family and Children’s Servs. 1091
Reutzel v. Super Fresh Food Markets ..................... 818
Reutzel v. Workers” Compensation Appeal Bd. of Pa. .......... 818
Revelo; Connecticut v. . ...... ... .. 1052
Revere v. West Virginia ........... ... ... . . .. 868
Reviere v. Roe .. ... 881
Revocable Inter Vivos Trust of Mabel Marie Griffin ». Griffin . .. 996
Reyes v. United States ....................... 868,917,923,925,966
Reyes-Beltran v. United States ........... ... .. ... ... ... 966
Reyes-Gaona ». North Carolina Growers Assn., Inc. .......... 995
Reyes-Macias v. United States .......... ... ... .. ... 904
Reyes-Torres ». United States .......... ... ... .. ... ..., 1096
Reyes-Valdivia v. United States .......................... 901
Reynaga-Fregozo v. United States ........................ 942
Reyna-Martinez v. United States .............. ... ........ 904
Reyna-Salinas v. United States .......................... 931
Reynolds v. Roberts . ........ . o i 1161
Reynolds . United States ........ ... ... .. 1011
Reynolds Tobacco Co.; Christen v, ........................ 1059
Reynosov. Coughlin .. ... ... .. i 932
Reza-Sanchez v. United States .......... ... ... ... .. ... ... 982
Rezey v. Senkowski . .......... ... i 846
Rhines; Fleece v. ... .. i 817
Rhudy v. United States ......... ... .. .. 830
Rice; Hidalgo v. .. ..o 974
Rice v. Trippett ... ..o 959
Rice County; Jacobs v. . ... ... 1134
Rice-Lamar v. Fort Lauderdale .......................... 815
Richard v. Ohio . ........ ... 952
Richards v. Jefferson County .......... ... ... ... .. ...... 1019
Richards; Schellv. ... ... i e 1164
Richards v. Sondalle . ..... ... ... ... i 982
Richards ». United States .. ..., 998
Richardson v. Federal Bureau of Investigation . .............. 1108
Richardson v. United States ....................... 927,1023,1077
Richard Ter Maat, Inc. v. Browning-Ferris Industries of Ill., Inc. 954
Richmond ». United States ........ ... ... .. 1116
Richter v. Richter ... ... ... . . . 1042
Ricks v. Lansing . .. ... 999
Riddle ». United States .......... ... .. .. 930
Ridley v. United States ............ ... ... 810,1147

Riggans v. United States ............. .. ..., 932



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXLV

Page
Riggsv. Hanks .. ... i 844
Rightenour; Pennsylvania Assn. of Edwards Heirs v. .......... 816
Riley v. New Jersey ... ....oiiiiiiiiii i 925
Rimpson ». United States . ........... .. .. 1051
Ring v. Arizona . ......... i 1103
Ringer ». United States .............. ... .. 1032
Riojas-Leija v. United States ........... ... ... ... .. .. ... 1006
Rio Petroleum, Inc. v. Brown ............................ 1082
Rioswv. Ingle .. ..o e 1058
Rios v. United States ......... ..., 981
Rios-Bardales ». United States . .......................... 938
Rios-Castano ». United States ........................... 1034
Rios-Escobar v. United States ........... ... .. ... ... ... 848
Rios-Ibarra v. United States ............ ... ... ........ 941
Rios Marquis ». United States ................ ... ........ 913
Rios-Mendoza v. United States . .......... ... ... ... ... ... 913
Rios-Perez v. United States .............. ... ... ........ 908
Rios-Rios v. United States ............ ... ... 914
Ritchv. Perdue ........ ... . . . i, 884
Rivas v. United States .............. ... ... .. 1108
Rivas-Ayala v. United States ................ ... ......... 848
Rivera v. Georgia . .......... o 901
Riverawv. Partida ......... ... ... ... . .. . . . .. 845
Rivera v. United States ............... 866,923,1049,1146,1149,1154
Rivera-Alonzo v. United States .......................... 1062
Rivera-Alvarez v. United States .......................... 1034
Rivera-Gonzalez v. United States ......................... 940
Rivera-Padilla ». United States .......................... 1106
Rivera-Ramirez v. United States .............. ... ........ 1034
Rivera-Ruiz v. United States .......... ... ... . .. 982
Riverdale Mills Corp. v. United States ..................... 1127
Rivers v. United States ......... ... ... 863
Rivers v. Wood County .. ..., 889
Rizo v. United States .......... ..., 1084
R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Co.; Christen v. .................... 1059
Roadway Express, Inc.; Watkinsv. ....................... 1114
Roadway Package System, Inc.; Kayserv. .................. 1020
Roadway Package System, Inc.; Quality Expressv. ........... 1020
Robensonv. Florida ......... ... ... ... .. ... .. ..., 1069
Roberson; Braswell v. .. ... .. ... ... i 874
Roberson v. Mississippi .. ..ovviiii i 1086
Roberson v. United States ............................ 915,1040
Roberts v. Department of Army ............. ... .......... 1165

Roberts v. TIHNOIS . . . o oo e e e e 833



CXLVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Roberts v. Luebbers . . ........ i 946
Roberts; Reynolds v. . ... 1161
Roberts v. United States ......... ... ... ... 1022
Robertson v. Bartels ......... ... ... . i i 1110
Robertson ». United States ........... ... ... .. ... 1151
Robinson, In re .. ...t 811,1017,1157
Robinson v. Anderson . ........ ..o 861
Robinson v. Cambra . ......... .. ... .. i 1138
Robinson v. Florida . ........ ... . . ... 975
Robinson v. IIlNois . . . ..ottt e 1012
Robinson ». North Carolina ........... ... ... .. ... ....... 1156
Robinson v». United States ................... 856,895,992,998,1135
Robles v. Cockrell .. ... i 956
Robles v. United States .......... ... .. i 1115
Roblesv. Walsh . ... . 930
Robotic Vision Systems, Inc. ». View Engineering, Inc. ........ 1018
Rocha Leos ». United States .......... ... ... ... . ... 1005
Rochell v. Lacy . ... e 859
Rockefeller v. New MexXico . .......coviiinneeeennnnn.. 819,1101
Rockford ». United States ......... ... .. . .. 1029
Rockmore v. United States .. .........c ... 980
Rock-N-Around Trucking, Inc.; Mazzeiv. ................... 885
Rock Springs Vista Development Corp.; Mortenson v. ......... 1018
Rockwell International Corp.; Vargav. .................... 821
Rodgers v. United States ............ ... ... 856
Rodriguez v. Alameida . ........ ... ... . i 834
Rodriguez v. Department of Justice ....................... 1135
Rodriguez v. IBP, Inc. . ....... .. . 1055
Rodriguez v. Stewart . ........ ... ... . 902
Rodriguez v. Texas . . ...t 917
Rodriguez v. United States ................. 862,914,1005,1097,1169
Rodriguez-Alvarez v. United States ....................... 1100
Rodriguez-Cosio v. United States .............. ... ........ 879
Rodriguez-Garcia v. United States ...................... 938,1008
Rodriguez-Garza v. United States ........................ 1107
Rodriguez-Gutierrez v. United States ...................... 855
Rodriguez Jimenez v. United States ....................... 1043
Rodriguez-Jimenez v. United States ....................... 879
Rodriguez-Llamas v. United States ....................... 848
Rodriguez-Martinez v. United States ...................... 1062
Rodriguez-Montoya ». United States ...................... 938
Rodriguez-Osorio v. United States ............. ... .. ...... 1011
Rodriguez-Padron, In re .. ... 811

Rodriguez Palafox v. Cockrell .......... ... . ... .. ... ... 873



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXLVII

Page
Rodriguez-Rodriguez v. United States ..................... 1007
Rodriguez-Torres v. United States ........................ 913
Rodriquez; Bonds v. . ....... ... 866
Roe; Aware Woman Center for Choice, Inc.v. ............... 1129
Roe; Bowersock v. ..., . . 841
Roe; Dillard v. ... .. e 905
Roe; Dogan v. .. ... o 1092
Roe; Egherman v. .. ... .. 1124
Roe; Hammonds v. . ... i 961
Roe; McKinney v. . ...ttt 925
Roe; Plummer v. ....... .. . e 847
Roe; Reviere v. . ... e 881
Roe;, Watts v. . ... e 825
Roe; Winkelman v. ........ ... . i 929
Roedler v. Department of Energy ........................ 1056
Roger Ernst & Associates; Garciav. ........... ... ........ 1040
Rogersw. Florida . ......... . . i 1044
Rogers; Florida v. . ... i 886
Rogersv. Jones . ...... ... . ... .. 1140
Rogers v. Kentucky ........ ... ... i i 1164
Rogers v. Moore . ....... ..t 1070
Rogers ». Pennsylvania . ............. ... ... . .. 862
Rogers . Texas ... ...t 880
Rogers v. United States ............ ... ... ... 875,926
Rogerswv. Vicuna ......... .. .. ... ... e 1124
Rojas v. Garraghty . ....... ... . i 961
Rojas v. United States ......... ... ... ., 916
Rojas-Rojas v. United States .......... ... ... ... .. ... ... 966
Rollins; Peter L. v. ... ... i 975
Rollins v. Ray ... ..o e 855
ROlS 0. LeWIS . o oo e e 1143
Roman v. United States .............. . .. 864
Roman-Adame v. United States .............. ... .. ...... 938
Roman-Carillo ». United States .......................... 1106
Romano v. GIbSON . .. oo vttt e 1046
Romano; U-Haul International, Inc.v. ..................... 815
Romansky v. Frank ....... ... ... ... .. .. . . .. ... .. ... 961
Romero; Montoya v. . ... 998
Romero v. Stewart . ....... ... . 880
Romero v. United States ........................... 841,941,965
Romero-Cortez v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... 940
Romero-Rodriguez ». United States ....................... 902
Romine; Lee v. . ... ... e 960

Romine; Plowden v. . ....... ... ... ., 833



CXLVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Romney ». Kooiman . ............. ... .. 873
Rondeau v. New Hampshire ........... ... ... .. ... ... 876
Ronquillo Palma ». United States ......................... 938
Roper; Smith v. ... ... 1093
Roquemore v. Hornung . . .. ... .. i 907
Rosado v. Massachusetts ............ ... ... ... ... .. ... 963
Rosales v. Carey . . ...t 1069
Rosales Flores v. United States .......................... 1094
Rosales-Garcia; Thoms v. ... ..o 1063
Rosales-Gonzalez v. United States ........................ 1062
Rosano v. United States . .............. .. 1135
Rosario v. United States .......... ... ... 942
Roschke, Inre . ... ... . . . . e 1064
Rose, Inre ... o o e 812
Rosew. Lee ... 941
Rosenv. New York .. ... i 899
Rosenberg v. Kalamazoo . ........... ... ... ... ......... 902,1158
Rossw. Cockrell . ..... ... 911,1158
Ross v. Federal Highway Administration ................... 826
Rosso. Fillon .. ... 907
Ross v. Hotel Employees .............. . ... 1162
Rossv. Johnson . ......... .. . . 873
Ross v. Maddox . ... 824
Ross v. United States . ........cov .. 972
Ross; Wray v. ..o oot e 959
Ross-Elv. Johnson . ......... . . .. i 873
Rossotti; Rambacher v. . ............. ... ... ... . . .. 1083
Rossotti; Schachter v. ...... .. ... ... .. . 826
Rossotti; Smithw. ...... ... ... . . . 955
Roth; New York Assn. of Convenience Stores v. .............. 1056
Roulain; Boulineau v. ........ .. ... . ... . . i 1088
Rousan v. MiSSOUTT . ...ttt et 1017
Rousseau v. Massanari ........... ... i, 855
Rousseau v. United States ............ ... .. ... 1013
Rowe v. North Carolina Dept. of Transportation ............. 1130
Rowellw. Nevada . ........ ... ... ... 921,1036
Rowlett; Kee v. . . ..o ot e e 892
Rowley; Snider v. .. ... 1068
Royal Beauty Supply, Inc.; Ezzo’s Investments, Inc. v. ......... 993
Royal Caribbean Cruises, Ltd. ». Duarte ................... 886
Roybal v. United States ......... . ... . i, 1145
Ruben & Rothman; Kashelkar v. ......................... 896
Rubio v. Asheroft ... ... 1052

Rucker; Department of HUD w. . ... ... ..o it 1111



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CXLIX

Page
Rucker; Oakland Housing Authority v. ................... 813,1111
Rudd v. Cockrell .. ........ ... .. 1001,1037
Rudd v. United States ......... ..., 882
Rude v. Wyoming . . ........ . 911
Rueda-Flores v. United States ........... ... .. ... ... ... 940
Ruelas-Arreguin ». United States . ........................ 1166
Ruffo. Clarke . . ... o e 1137
Rugiero v. Department of Justice ............ ... ... ... ... 1134
Ruhbayan v. United States . ............. ... ... 1006
Ruiz v. California ........ ... .. . . . i 1087
Ruiz; United States v. ........ ... .. 1074,1126
Ruiz-Gomez v. United States ........... ... ..., 1108
Rumer; Helms v. . ... ... i 838
Runnels; Smith v. ....... ... 1087
Ruotolo v. United States .......... ... i, .. 1057
Rupp v. Phillips . ... 1109
Rushford v. Caines . ......... .. . i, 1081
Rush-Presbyterian-St. Luke’s Medical Center; Hammoudah v. . 836,1156
Rush Prudential HMO, Inc. . Moran ...................... 1063
Rushton; Dunsilv. ....... .. . . . . i 958
Russell; Allen v, .. ... e 1092
Russell; Anderson v. ... i e 949
Russell v. Gearinger . .......... ... ..t 1045
Russey v. ATKansas . ..........oiiiiiinee e 837
Russian Federation; Magness v. . ............ ..., 892
Russworm ». California .......... ... ... ... 1024
Rust; Wilson v. ... ... e 954
Ruth; Slagel v. . ... 922,1052
Rutherford ». United States . ......... ... .. .. 835
R. W. Docks & Slips v. Wisconsin .............c.oviinnn.. 1041
Ryan v. Johnson ........... . . .. i 889
Ryan v Powell .. ... .. 823
Ryan v. United States .............. . .. 998
Ryder; Cullerton v. . ...ttt 1124
Rylander v. Dow Chemical Co. ........................... 996
Saavedra-Martinez ». United States ....................... 848
Sabav. Barnes . ... e 918
Sabourin; McBride v. ....... ... .. ... . 1046
Sac and Fox Nation of Mo.; Wyandotte Nation v. ............. 1078
Sacramento County; Kincaid v. ........... ... . .......... 945,1172
Saderup v. Comedy IIT Productions, Inc. ................... 1078
Sadler v. United States . ....... ... .., 1153
Safeco, Inc; Stern v. .. ..o 953

Saffle; Austin v, ... 877



CL TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Saffle; Garrison v. . ... e 867
Saffle; Scott v. .. o 889
Saffold; Newland v. . ..., 971,1053,1064
Safford; Benson v. . ... .. e 1042
Safrit v. Cone Mills Corp. .. ..ot vt 995
St. Catherine’s Hospital, Inc.; Sanghviv. ................... 1114
St. Joseph; Grimes v. . ...ttt 1019
St.dJulesv. Small ........ . . . . 949
St. Louis Southwestern R. Co.; Thacker v. .................. 1104
St. Louis Univ,; Stanley v. .......... i 963
St. Nicholas; Steppenwolf Productions, Inc. v. ............... 815
St. Paul Ins. Cos.; Lochbaum v. .......................... 1066
St. Vincent Hospital and Medical Center; Dauven v. .......... 851
Sakthiveil v. Osborn . ......... .. i 816
Salas v. United States ............o ... 862
Salazer v. Cockrell . ........ . . . 844
Salazer v. TeXas . ...ttt e 855
Salcedo Fregoso v. United States ......................... 865
Saldate; Kroncke v. . ... .. e 1070
Sales v. United States .......... .. . ... i, 1146
Salgado ». United States ........... ... ... 936
Salgado-Castillo v. United States ......................... 1010
Salgado Pacheco v. United States ............. ... .. ....... 1171
Salgado-Pita v. United States . ............. ... ... ........ 848
Salgado Sarabia v. United States ......................... 966
Salgado-Saravia v. United States ......................... 966
Salinas ». United States .............. .. i, 869
Salinas-Cano v. United States ............ ... ... ... ...... 1150
Salinas-Cruz v. United States .. ........ ... . .. 869
Salinas-Servin v. United States ........... ... ... ... ...... 1097
Sallas-Moreno ». United States .. ......... ... .. .. ... 924
Sallee v. Mendez . . ..ottt et e e 970
Salley v. United States . ......... ... .. 1147
Salters v. Hughes . ...... ... . i 836
Samaniego-Correa v. United States ....................... 921
Samford Univ.; Arrington v. ....... ... .. ... 847
Samson v. Apollo Resources, Inc. . ........................ 825
Samson v. Apollo Services, Inc. . ........ ... ... .. ... 825
Samuel v. United States .......... ... .. ... ... ....... 932,1158
Samuels 2. Corona . ..........iiiiiiii i 915
San Antonio; Serna v. ........ . . e 951
Sanchez v. California .......... ... . ... i, 1085
Sanchez v. Cockrell . ........ ... . ... 976,1158

Sanchez v. United States ......... ... .. 933



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLI

Page
Sanchez-Garcia v. United States . ......................... 1147
Sanchez-Hernandez v. United States ...................... 1061
Sanchez-Lopez v. United States ......................... 982
Sanchez-Mata v. United States . .......................... 848
Sanchez-Mendoza v. United States ........................ 1108
Sanchez-Munoz v. United States .......................... 980
Sanchez-Rivera v. United States . ....................... 940,1147
Sanchez-Rodriguez v. United States ....................... 848
Sanchez-Sanchez ». United States ........................ 848
Sanchez-Zavala v. United States . ......................... 910
Sandate-Hernandez v. United States ...................... 1006
Sanders v. Alabama . ........... ... .. ... ... 956
Sanders v. Boy Scouts of America ............... ... ... ... 952
Sanders v. COOPEr . . ...ttt et e 862
Sanders 0. COWAN . . ...ttt ettt it e 846
Sanders v. Pennsylvania . ......... ... ... i 1047
Sanders v. TexXas ... ...ttt e e 839
Sanders v. United States ......................... 974,1012,1032
San Diego; Dunklw. . ... 892
Sandoval v. Calderon ................. ..., 847
Sandoval; Calderon v. ...ttt 943
Sandoval v. United States . ..................... 903,908,1035,1057
Sandoval-Barajas ». United States ........................ 979
Sandoval Espinoza v. United States ....................... 1014
Sandoval-Manzo v. United States ......................... 938
Sandoval Rivas ». United States . ......................... 1108
Sandoval-Sanchez v. United States ........................ 848
Sands v. United States ......... ... .. 1034
Sands Hotel Casino v. Local Joint Executive Bd. of Las Vegas .. 973
Sandusky v. United States ........ ... .. . . 935
Sandy; GIrays 0. oot e 975
Sanford v. United States ............ ... ... ... ... ... .... 1098
San Francisco; Batdorfv. . ..... ... ... .. . .. 974
San Francisco v. Fitzwater .. ........ ... ... ... .......... 1079
San Francisco Newspaper Agency; Curry v. ................. 879
Sanghvi v. St. Catherine’s Hospital, Inc. .. .................. 1114
Sanin ». United States .............c .. 1008
Sanitary Dist. No. 4 - Brookfield; Durigan v. ................ 892
San Mateo County; Dahlz v. ........ ... ... ... ... 953
Sanna; Southerland v. ........ ... ... ... .. .. .. 804
Santa Clara County; Ioane v. ...... ... ... ... ... 836
Santa Clara County Family and Children’s Servs.; Reuter v. .... 1091
Santana-Madera v. United States ......................... 1083

Santiago-Hernandez v. United States ...................... 916



CLII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Santiago-Sifuentes v. United States ....................... 904
Santibanez-Ramirez v. United States ...................... 921
Santillan ». United States .. ............ ... ... .. 943
Santillanes v. LeMaster .......... ..., 922
Santisteban v. United States ............ ... ... . ........ 1099
Santo Batista v. United States .............. ... ......... 850
Santolo Trejo v. United States .......... ... ... ... ... 1012
Santos v. Potter ........ ... . . . . 1083
Santos v. United States ............... ... 845
Santos-Rios v. United States .......... ... ... .. ... 1011
Santos Rivera v. United States ............. ... ... ........ 1146
Sapp 0. MOOTe . ..ottt 908,1071
Sarabia v. United States . ........ ... .. 966
Sarff v. United States . . ...... ... .. 1148
Sarmiento v. MoOre . ... .. ...t 1088
Saro v. United States . .........c .. 1149
Sarrato Alvaradov. Alameida . ........................... 1093
Sartori v. Liee . . oo ot e 927
Sauceda v. United States ......... ..., 902
Saucedo-Gonzalez v. United States ........................ 1155
Saunders; Harris v. ... ..ot e e 834
Savage v. GAMMON . .. oottt ittt e e 859
Savedra-Carbajal v. United States ........................ 981
Sawyer; Daly 0. ... 883
Sawyer; Dolenz v. .. ...ttt 1165
Sawyer; Keys 0. .o e 1049
Sawyer v. United States . ........ . ... . i i 856
Sawyer v. Virginia State Bar ......... ... ... ... ... .. .. 891,1157
Saya v. United States .. ....... ... i 1009
Scarcelli v. Pennsylvania ............... ... ... .. ... 887
Scardelletti; Devlinw. ....... ... ... . . .. . . i 1064
Scarver v. Federal Bureau of Investigation ................. 1028
Scates v. United States . . ... ... .. 941
Sceravino v. Asheroft . ... ... .. ... 1165
Schachter v. Rossotti ....... .. ... 826
Schaefer v. State Barof Nev. . .......... ... ... ... .. 1131
Schaffer v. O’Neill . ....... ... . i 992
Schaffner v. United States ............. ... .. ... . ... . ... 1148
Schapiro, In re . ... 1077
Scheick; Nagarajan v. . ....... . i 888
Schell v. Richards . ...... ... . . 1164
Scherer, In 7e . .. .ot e 1161
Scheve v. Moody Foundation ............................ 1156

Schickler v. Davis .. ..ot e 923



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLIII

Page
Schieble v. Dorchester County ......................... 855,1101
Schieble v. South Carolina ........................... 1001,1159
Schilling v. Maddock . .. ...t 844
Schlein; Thomas Shakir v. ............. ... ..., 810
Schmidt v. Moore .. ........ . 913
Schmitt v. Schmitt ........ ... ... ... . ... . . 1081
Schmitt v. Virginia . ....... ... . . . 1094
Schmitz; Knight v. . ... . . 1022
Scholastic Corp. ». Truncellito ................ ... ........ 1071
Schomig; Brown v. . ... 849
School Bd. of Hillsborough County; Manning ». .............. 824
Schrader v. Blackwell .. ............. ... . i, 888
Schreiber, In e . ... ... e 812
Schreiber v. United States ........ ... ... ... . ... 923
Schriro; Carroll v. .. ... e 1093
Schriro; Fuller v. ... ... . e 871
Schriro; Herron v. . ... ..o 1059,1173
Schriro; Norton v. .. ... e 854
Schriver; Fitzgerald v. . ........ ... i 1058
Schroder v. Bush . ...... ... . . . . 1083
Schuette; Haven v. ......... . i 837
Schulman; California v. . ...... .. ... .. ... .. ... 992
Scibana; Cunningham ». . ........... ... . . i 1167
Scott; ANderson 0. . ..ottt e 907
Scott v. California . ....... ... i 846
Scott; Harris v. . ..o vt e 936
Scott v. TIINOIS . ... 873
Scott v. Kansas . ... ..o 1047
Scott v. Louisiana .. ......... .. i 1116
Scott; Nabelek v. . ... ... e 920
Scott v. Oklahoma . . ... ... .. ... . .. 815
Scott w. Saffle ... ... 889
Scott; Tayborn . . ... 965
Scott v. United States .. ............... ... 979,1043,1166
Scott; Williams v. . ..o vttt 846,852
Scovell v. Department of Children & Fam. Servs., Los Angeles Cty. 975
Scoville . United States ......... ... ... 953
Scudder; Huang v. . ... 1132
Seabold; Day v. . .o 1061
Seabold; Gardner v. ......... ... i 1089
Searcy v. Carter . ... ... e 905
Searcy v. Davenport . ........ .. 864
Sears, Roebuck & Co.; Bestv. ........ ... .. ... ... ... ... 1080

Sears, Roebuck & Co.; Campbell v. . ...... ... ... ... ... 1114



CLIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Secretary General of United Nations; Burtisv. .............. 884
Secretary of Agriculture; Piperv. ...... ... ... ... ... ... .. 1134
Secretary of Agriculture of P. R.; Starlight Sugar, Inc. v. ...... 1021
Secretary of Army; Echolsv. .......... . . i 973
Secretary of Army; Kimv. ... i i 1135
Secretary of Army; Watson v. ....... ... ... .., 922
Secretary of Commerce; Footland v. ...... ... ... ... ... ... 834
Secretary of Commerce; Morales v. ............ ... ........ 1135
Secretary of Commerce; Utah v, ................... 1038,1112,1119
Secretary of HHS; Brice v. .. ... 1040
Secretary of HHS; Dachman v. . ........ ... ... ... ... ... 1022
Secretary of HHS; Deerbrook Pavilionv. ................... 992
Secretary of HHS; Mason v. . ... ... .. 821
Secretary of HHS v. Western States Medical Center ........ 992,1077
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development; Fry v. ......... 1083
Secretary of Interior; Building Industry Assn. of Superior Cal. ». 1108
Secretary of Interior; Miami Nation of Indians of Ind., Inc. ». ... 1129
Secretary of Interior; Mohave Valley Irrig. & Drainage Dist. v. 1041
Secretary of Labor v. Mallard Bay Drilling, Inc. ............. 235
Secretary of Navy; Paalanv. ...... ... ... ... .. ... ....... 933
Secretary of State; Dillonv. .......... ... ... . ... 1078
Secretary of State; Thomas v. .......... ..., 951
Secretary of State of Nev., Securities Division; Tretiak v. ...... 963
Secretary of Transportation; Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. ... .. 103
Secretary of Transportation; Corderov. .................. 827,1118
Secretary of Transportation; Dunganv. .................... 973
Secretary of Transportation; Ellerbe v. .................... 895
Secretary of Transportation; Friends of Gateway v. ........... 1128
Secretary of Transportation; Gibson v. . .................... 866
Secretary of Treasury; Marbly v. ........ ... ... ... 1107
Secretary of Treasury; Schafferv. ........ ... ... ... ...... 992
Secretary of Veterans Affairs; Grahamv. ................. 979,1102
Secretary of Veterans Affairs; Johnsonv. ................. 855,1036
Secretary of Veterans Affairs; Manns v. .................... 964
Section 28 Partnership, Ltd. ». Martin County ............... 1114
Securities and Exchange Comm’n; Kinlaw v. ................ 1042
Securities and Exchange Comm’n; Ottov. .................. 1021
Securities and Exchange Comm'n; Parkerv. ................ 1042
Securities and Exchange Comm’n v. Zandford ............ 1015,1077
Security Life Ins. of Am.; Transamerica Occidental Life Ins. ». .. 1114
Sedgwick v. United States ............ ... .. ... ... . ... 932,1036
Sedgwick v. U. S. District Court ........... ... . ......... 883,1036
Sedlacko v. United States .. .......... .. ... ... 1113
Seehausen v. United States ........... .. ... . ... ... ... 873



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLV

Page
Segal v. Massachusetts Mut. Life Ins. Co. .................. 1041
Segars v. United States ........... . ... .. i, 1083
Segui v. United States ......... ..., 998
Segura v. TeXas ...ttt e 911
Seidner; Gulosh v. . ... i e 910
Seko v. Boeing Co. ...ttt e 1140
Seldowitz v. Office of Inspector General . ................... 813
Sengupta v. University of Alaska ...................... 1039,1135
Senkowski; Liyon 0. . ...ttt 909
Senkowski; Muller v. ........ . i 860
Senkowski; Radtke v. . ... .. i 907
Senkowski; Rezey v. . ...t 846
Senkowski; Vidal v. ... ... e 1164
Serna v. San Antonio . ......... ... 951
Serrano v. MoOre ... ...t e 868
Service Employees; Boston Medical Center v. ............... 1083
Sesma-Hernandez v. United States ........................ 979
Severn v. West Virginia ........... ... ... ... ... 977
Sevier 0. Moore ... ...ttt e 1139
Sewell v. United States .......... ... .. i, 968
Sexton v. Chino Valley Independent Fire Dist. .............. 1078
Shabazz v. Cockrell ... ...... . .. i 835
Shackleford ». Hubbard . ......... ... ... .. 944
Shacks v. TeSSMer . .........utiiiiii e 928
Shaffmaster v. Clinton .......... .. ... . ... 877
Shaia v. Meyer . ... ...ttt it 893
Shakellwood ». United States ............ ... ... ... 1006
Shakir v. Schlein . ........ .. . . 810
Shaltry v. United States . ......... ... . .. 814
Shanks ». AlliedSignal, Inc. ........ ... . ... . . .. 1081
Shanks; Chamberlainv. . ............ .. ... ... .. . .. ... 960
Shanks ». Louisiana . ........... ... ...ttt 867
Sharrief v. Gerlach . ......... ... .. . 950
Shaw; Aranda v. . ..... .. e 960
Shaw v. United States ........ ..., 906
Shea v. Board of Trustees, Teachers’ Pension and Annuity Fund 810
Shearin v. Board on Pro. Responsibility of Sup. Ct. of Del. ..... 961
Sheehan v. Cockrell ........ ... ... . . . i, 1003
Shegog v. Brunelle . .......... .. .. . . i 1046
Shelhart ». United States ........ ... ... . .. 998
Shelton; Alabama v. ........... ... ... .......... 808,987,990,1110
Shelton v. Cockrell .. ... ... . . . i 862
Shelton v. MiSSOUFT . ...ttt e 902

Shepard ». United States .......... .. .. ... ... 829,856



CLVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Shepherd of Valley Lutheran Church; Hope Lutheran Church ». 1082
Sheppard v. United States ........ ... .. .. 1009
Sherman v. Illinois . ...... ... ... 907
Sherritt, Inc.; Consolidated Development Corp. v. ............ 827
Sherrod v. Briley . ......... . 856
Shewfelt v. Alaska . ...... ... i 925
Shields; Crockett v. ... . e 1128
Shields; Lynch v. .. ... 960
Shinpei Okajima v. Bourdeau ............................ 1128
Shipwrecked Vessel The Captain Lawrence; Fairport Explorationv. 1019
Shirley v. United States .............. . .. 1148
Shoketsu Kinzoku Kogyo Kabushiki Co.; Festo Corp. v. ........ 1053
Sholdra v. Chilmark Financial, LLP ....................... 1042
Shoney’s Inc.; Jeffersonv. . ... ... i i 820
Shong-Ching Tong ». California .......................... 908
Shores v. United States .......... .. ... .. .. 902
Shorts v. United States ........... ... ... .. 941
Shotts v. United States .......... ..., 896
Shuford ». United States .......... ... ... .. 1171
Shuler v. South Carolina . ......... ... ..., 977
Shun Hu v. United States . ........... .. ... 1107
Sibley v. Gersten . ......... i e 827
Sibley v. Moore . . ... e 926
Sicari v. Massachusetts . ......... ... ... i, 1142
Siegel-Robert, Inc. v. SWope . . ... ..o 887
Sierra v. Immigration and Naturalization Service ............ 1071
Sierra v. United States . ........ ... .. i 866
Sierra-Nino ». United States ............. ... ... ... ..... 881
Siers 0. Weber . ... 1138
Sigmon Coal Co.; Barnhart v. ........... ... ... . ... 438
Sigmon Coal Co.; Massanari v. ............ccouiiinnnnnnn.. 808
Siguenza-Siguenza v. United States ....................... 1108
Sikes; Smithv. ... 836,1070
Sikes; Willilams 0. ..o v it 858
Silent Radio, Inc. v. Matsco, Inc. .. ....................... 1130
Silva-Soto v. United States .. .......... ..., 877
SIIVEr; LONg 0. o ov oo e e e s 894
Silvera v. Orange County School Bd. ...................... 976
Silveyra-Munoz v. United States ........... ... ... .. ...... 904
Simecek 0. TeXas .. ...ttt e 910
Simek v. United States . ......... .. 1010
Simi Investment Co.; Harris County v. ..................... 1022
Simmonds v. United States . ........... ... . . . 1098

SIMMONS, I7 1€ « o v oo e e e ettt et et 1112



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLVII

Page
Simmons v. Alabama . ........ . .. 932
Simmons; Brumley v. . ....... .. .. 1087
Simmons v. Luebbers ....... ... .. . i 924,1158
Simmons v. United States ......... ... .. ... . . i 932
Simmons-Harris; Hanna Perkins School v. ............... 1077,1111
Simmons-Harris; Taylor v. .............0 ... 1077,1111
Simmons-Harris; Zelman v. .. ......................... 1077,1111
Simms ». United States ............ . ... i, 1049
Simon v. Belwith International, Inc. ....................... 973
Simonelli v. United States ......... ... .. ... .. 821
Simons ». United States ............. ... i 930
Simonton; Cota v. .. ..ottt e 823
Simpkins v. United States ............. . i, 915
Simsv. Kent . ..o 1045
Sims v. Maddock . . ... oo 859
Sims 0. TENNESSEE . . . vttt et 956
Sims v. United States ......... ... ..., 872,907
Sims Communications, Inc.; Cacciolav. .................... 1066
Sindram v. United States ............ . .. 965
Singleton v. Cain . ........ ... 1057,1159
Singleton v. Virginia ... ............ . ... . . . . 868
Singson v, Adams .. ... e 960
Sirmans v. GEorgia . .. ...ttt 831
Sirmons; Alvarado v. . ... . e 833
Sivley; Muschette v. . ... . 824
Six Flags Over Ga.; Time Warner Entertainment Co.v. ....... 801
Sixteenth Judicial Court of Mont., Custer County; Birkholz v. . .. 860
Skaggs; Parker v. .. ... 943
Skamfer v. Litscher ......... ... . .. i i 1034
Skelton v. United States ......... ... i 896
Skilstaf, Inc.; American Medical Security, Inc.v. ............. 894
Skipper v. Lee ...t 843
Slagel v. Ruth . ... ... ... . 922,1052
Slagoski v. WiSconsin ... ...t 1163
Slaney v. International Amateur Athletic Federation .......... 828
Slattery v. Swiss Reinsurance America Corp. ............... 951
Sleath; Dow AgroSciences LLCv. ........................ 814
Slezak v. Maynard . .......... .. i 1047
Slinger Drainage v. Environmental Protection Agency ........ 972
Slonimsky v. United States . ....... ... ... .. . 1131
Small; Burriss v. . ..o oot . 1061,1159
Small; Carrell v. . ... i i 957
Small; Francer v. . ....... i 954

Small; Francisco Medina v. . .......... .. 873



CLVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Small; Garibay v. .. ...t e 978
Small; Hughes v. ... ..o 835
Small; Kelly v. ..o e 962
Small; MUITAY 0. oo e e e e e ettt et eeaas 897
Small; St. Jules v, ... . 949
Small ». United States .......... ... .. 1151
Small Business Administration; Thompsonv. ................ 1010
Smalls; Jeffersonv. ....... ... .. . . . .. . 946
Smalls; Pitts . ... .. e 1044
Smallwood ». Smallwood . ......... ... .. ... . . . . ... 1066
Smedvig Tankships, Ltd. ». Hingle .. ...... ... ... .. ... ... 1134
Smith, Inre .. ... 1077,1126
Smith v. Alabama . ............ .. ... 872,962
Smith; Alexander v. ......... ...ttt e 1028
Smith v. Allied Systems . .......... ...ttt 999
Smith; Branch v. ......... .. .. . . . e 1173
Smithv. Cain . ....... ... .. 843
Smith v. Cockrell ......... ... . . .. . 854
Smith; Dotson v. ... ... e 918
Smithv. Duncan . ......... ... .. ... 1057
Smithv. Galaza . ...... ... .. . . i i 908
Smith; Gilliam v. .. ... 1141
Smith v. GOmez . ......... ... 976
Smith; Guillory . .. ... 1059
Smith; Hernandez Anzures v. .. ..........o e . 1086
Smith v. TIliN0IS . ....... i i i i 886
Smith v. Jones . ...... ... . e 1136
Smithv. Kansas .......... ..., 1066
Smith v. Massie . ......... i 904
Smith; Millirons v. . ...... . i 1071
Smith v. Mosley . ........ i i 1004
Smith v. Norris . ..o e 920
Smith v. O’Hallorand . ............ ... i, 1047
Smith v. Ohio . ... ... 1047
Smith; Palac v. . ... ... e 1131
Smith v. Pennsylvania ................ ... ... ... . ... . ... 829
Smith v. Roper . ......... . i 1093
Smith v. Rossotti ......... .. .. .. .. . . . i 955
Smithv. Runnels ......... ... ... .. .. . .. 1087
Smithv. Sikes . . ... oo e 836,1070
Smith; Stewart v. ....... ... ... e 157
Smith; Sveum v. . ....... . e 937
Smith 0. TeXas ... e e e 1087

Smith; Thomas v. . ...t e 929



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLIX

Page

Smith . United States ......... ... ... i, 855,
872,883,899,918,937,943,1013,1071,1146,1147,1151,1165,1167

Smith; Velasquez v. . . ...t 906
Smith; Williams v. . ....... . i i 829
Smith v. Wilson County .......... ... ... 1057
Smith & Wesson Corp.; Morial v. ............. ... ..., 951
Smola; Claude v. . ... .. e 1144
Smoot v. Tavenner . .......... ...ttt 1116
Smoot ». Transportation Union .......................... 1001
Snaggs v. United States ............. . i 1101
Snavely v. Oxford Global Resources ....................... 1160
Snead v. Metropolitan Property & Casualty Ins. Co. .......... 888
Sneed v. Department of Labor, OWCP ..................... 1162
Snider; Burr v. . ... ... e 844
Snider v. Rowley . .......... i 1068
Snider; Ullrich v, .. ... i 843
Snipes ». United States ......... ... ... .. i 899
Snulligan v. United States .............. ... .. ... ... ... 937
Snyder; Brown v. . ... e 1128
Snyder; Hicks v. . ..o 901
Snyder ». United States .............. ... 933
Snyder; Wittrock v. .. ... 1068
Sobin v, MoOre . . ...t e 878
Social Security Administration, Lake Charles Office; Washington v. 947
Societa Cooperativa I/Arciere v. Kopke .................... 1079
Solano v. Taylor ... ... ..o 1163
Soler v. United States ......... ... ... i, 1155
Solis 0. GArCIA . . e 839
Solis v. United States . ..........o i, 1108
Solis-Campos v. United States ........... ... ... .. ... ... 904
Solomon v. McLemore . ......... ...ttt 1137
Solorzano v. United States ............. ... ... . .. 904
Somers v. United States . ............ .. 1013
Sondalle; Richards v. . ....... ..., 982
Son Van Ly ». United States ................. ... ........ 1152
S00 Cho ». United States ............c ... 850
Soo Young Bae v. United States .......................... 1062
Sorema N. A.; Swierkiewicz v. ..................... 506,1053,1073
Sorenson v. Artiglio ......... . ... .. 1127
Soriano-Bonilla v. United States .............. ... ... ... ... 966
Sorrells v. MOOYe . ...ttt e 957
Sorto-Fuentes v. United States ........... ... ... ... ... ... 1154
Sosa-Avila v. United States ............. ... .. 1006

Sosa-Garcia v. United States .......... ... .. ... 881



CLX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Sosa-Vargas v. United States .......... ... ... .. .. 881
Sosbee v. Department of Justice .......... ... ... .. ... ... 894
Sotelo-Barrera v. United States .......................... 921
Sotelo-Gonzalez v. United States ......................... 1106
Soto; Starlight Sugar, Inc. v. . ......... ... . 1021
Soto-Andino v. United States ........... ... ... 913
Soto-Garcia v. United States .. ........ ... . i 1030
Soto-Olivares ». United States ........... ... ... ... ... ... 1007
Sotos v. United States ........ ... 1170
South Carolina; Abdullah v. ............ ... ... ... ........ 849
South Carolina; Brown v. .......... ... ... ... 845
South Carolina; Choice v. .. ..., 843
South Carolina; Foye v. . ...... .. i 919
South Carolina; Green v. . ..........ouiiiieinennnennn. 845
South Carolina; Kelly v. . ...... ... ... .. . ... 246,309
South Carolina; Koonv. .......... ... .00uiiiiiinnnn.. 912,1000
South Carolina; Pinckney ». ...... ... ... .. 1069
South Carolina; Schieble . ............ ... ... . ........ 1001,1159
South Carolina; Shuler v. .............. ... ... .. 977
South Carolina Dept. of Corrections; Carter v. ............... 836
South Carolina Ports Authority; Federal Maritime Comm’n ».  971,1111
South Carolina Title Ins. Co.; Hendricks v. .. ................ 957
Southeastern Pa. Transportation Authority; Stortiv. .......... 1132
Southeast Medical Consultants, Inc. v. United States .......... 821
Southerland v. Sanna . .......... . ... . . i 804
Southern v. Massachusetts ....... ... ... ... .. . .. ... 911
Southern Christian Leadership Conf. v. Supreme Court of La. .. 995
Southern Pacific Transportation Co.; Thacker v. .. ............ 1104
Southwestern Bell Telephone; El Paso Cty. Water Dist. No. 1 v. 891
Sovereign Equipment Co. v. Friedman ..................... 814
Soza v. United States ......... ... i 992
Spalding; Matthews v. ...... ... . . i 809
Spann v. United States ............ ... . .. 1006,1096
Sparkman v. Anderson . ......... ... 1024
Sparkman; CUITY 0. ... v vttt ettt eeinas 1124
Sparkman; Hill v, . ... .. 1144
Sparkman; Zinn v. . ......i i 878
Sparks; Cash America International, Inc.v. ................. 813
Spearman v. Birkett ... ...... .. ... 10568
Speer v. United States . ......... ... i 968
Speight v. United States . ......... ... i 926
Speigner v. Alexander . ......... ... 1056
Spell ». Regents of Univ.of Cal. ............... ... ........ 829

Speller v. Angelone . ....... ... 956



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXI

Page
Spelling Television, Inc.; Calhoun v. ............ ... ........ 807
Spence v. United States ........... ... .. . ... 863,383
Spitzer v. Trans Union . ......... ...t ttieeeinnnnnnnnnn. 827
Spitzer; Ulster Home Care, Inc. v. ........ ... .. ... 1065
Spivey v. Georgia State Bd. of Pardons and Paroles . .......... 1119
Spivey v. Head . ... 1119
Spivey v. Page ... ... 834
Spivey v. Sternes . . ... ...ttt e 1144
Splash Design, Inc.; Priorv. .......... .. i 1132
Spotz v. Pennsylvania . .......... .. .. .. . 1104
Sprenz v. Huffman ........... ... .. ... i 1029
Sprietsma v. Mercury Marine ................cuiiiinnn... 1112
Springfield; Weir v. . . ..ottt 820
Spry v. United States . ........ ... i 1151
Squires v. United States . ............ ... 1035
SRAM Corp.; Hertzberg v. . ... 1130
Srivastava v. Indiana State Personnel Dept. ................ 924
Stabler v. United States ............iiiiiiinnne... 883
Stallings . Ohio .. ...t e 836
Stallone v. New York ......... ... . ..., 1044
Standifer v. Benov ..... ... ... 831
Stanfiel ». United States . ............ .. i 982
Stanley ». St. Louis Univ. .. ... i 963
Stanley Works ». Christopher .. ........... ... ... ......... 820
Starcher v. Wingard .. .......... .. ... .ttt 1100
Stark ». United States ......... ... . 998
Starkes v. Florida Bd. of Regents ........................ 879
Starks v. Cockrell ... ... . 860
Starlight Sugar, Inc. v. Soto . ......... ... i 1021

State. See also name of State.
State Automobile Mut. Property & Casualty Ins. Co.; Copley v. . 1144

State Bar of Mont.; Yelsav. .......... i 1132
State Bar of Nev.; Schaefer v. . ............ ... ... . ....... 1131
State Compensation Ins. Fund; Oleszkov. .................. 892
State Contracting & Engineering Corp.; Floridav. ........... 1131
State, County and Municipal Employees v. Bridgeport Guardians 950
State Farm Fire & Casualty; Dobrinv. .................... 826
State Farm Mut. Automobile Ins. Co.; Hammel v. ............ 1023
Staten v. California . .......... ... ... i 846
Statoil ASA v. HeereMac v.o. f. ........................ 809,1127
Steakhouse, Inc. v. Raleigh .. ......... ... ... . . .. 1113
Stedeford ». United States ............. .. 1165
Steele v. Mitchem . ........ ... .. .. . i, 1087

Steele v. United States . ......... .. 1034



CLXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Steelworkers v. Appalachian Regional Healthcare, Inc. ........ 952
Steelworkers; Tamko Roofing Products, Inc.v. .............. 1156
Steelworkers v. United States ............. ... ... .. ... ... 1039
Steffen ». United States .......... ... . .. 1062
Stegall; Polk v. ... 964
Steinman v. 319 West 48th St. Realty Corp. ................. 843
Stein Mart, Inc.; Arrington v. .. ... o i i 874
Stelzner v. Commissioner of Revenue of Minn. . .............. 825
Stephens, In 7€ . . oo e e 1017
Stephens ». Florida . .......... .. i, 1025
Stephens ». United States ......... ... ... .. .. 956
Stephenson v. Indiana . .. ............ it 1105
Steppenwolf Productions, Inc. ». Kassbaum ................. 815
Steppenwolf Productions, Inc. ». St. Nicholas ................ 815
Sterling v. TexXas . ...ttt it e e e e 1105
Sterling Consulting Corp. v. United States ................. 1114
Stern v. Safeco, Inc. ... ... 953
Sterne ». United States .......... ... . .. 998
Sternes; ANderson 0. .. ... e 930
Sternes; Davis 0. . ... e 934
Sternes; SPIVEY 1. oot e e 1144
Stevens v. Fort Worth Police Dept. ........... ... . ... ... 844
Stevens; Hyland v. . ........ .. . i 897
Stevens v. McDaniel . .......... i 843
Stevenson v. AYers ... ...ttt e 1044
Stevenson v. District of Columbia Metropolitan Police Dept. . . .. 993
Stevenson v. Martin County Bd. of Ed. .................... 821
Stevenson v. United States . ........... . i 1171
Stewart v. AYres . ...t e 956
Stewart; Bennett v. ....... .. .. ... .. .. . 1138
Stewart; Guillen v. ........ .. . . . e 1089
Stewart; Hoke v. . . ..o 846
Stewart v. Lambright .. ......... ... . ... .. . . . 1118
Stewart; Patterson v. . ....... ... ... . . . e 978
Stewart; Rodriguez v. .. ... 902
Stewart; Romero v. ... i e 880
Stewart v. Smith . ..... ... ... . e 157
Stewart v. Straub ... ... . . 881
Stewart v. United States .......... ... . .. . .. 868
Stewart; Warren v. . ... i e 981
Stewart; Wassenaar 0. .. .......iuiiiiiiiii 882
Stidham, In re . ... ... 1123
Stiger v. United States . ........ ... . 1170

Stilwell v. Wray .. ..o e e e 882



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXIII

Page
Stine; Irvin v, . ..o o it e 909
Stinson v. Williams . ........ .. ... .. .. 839
Stites; J & L Services 0. . ..o vvvii i 825
Stites; Martin v, . ... . e 825
Stitho. Busch . ... ... 849
Stoianoff ». Commissioner of Motor Vehicles of N.Y. .......... 954
Stokely v. United States . ........ ..., 1011
Stokes v. District Attorney of Philadelphia County ........... 959
Stone; Cement Masons Health and Welfare Trust Fd. for N. Cal. v. 1104
Storey v. MASSOUFT .. .v vttt e e 921
Stork v. United States ............. ... ... . .. 967
Storti v. Southeastern Pa. Transportation Authority .......... 1132
Stoudemire ». United States .. ........... ... ... ..., 1141
Stout v. Tennessee . .........iiinne e 998
Stovall v. United States .......... ... ... 884
Strachn v. Florida . .. ...... ... .. i 1093
Strack; MUrphy v. . . ..ottt e e 938
Straka v. Camden County . .............uiiiiniiinnn.. 910
Stratton; Watchtower Bible & Tract Society of N. Y., Inc. ».  971,1111,1122
Straub; Dunlap v. . ... 946
Straub; Stewart v. ... ... e 881
Streit; Los Angeles County v. .......... ... i, 823
Stribling ». United States .. .......... .. i 937
Strickland v. United States .. ....................... 894,930,1099
Stringfellow; Nubine v. .. ... ... it 1016,1125
Strom v. Cable . ........ ... 961
SErong, In 7€ . o oo e 1161
Stubblefield; King v. . ... 816
Stuckey v. United States ......... ... ..., 1011
Sturgis v. United States . ........ ... 880
Sturks v. United States .............. .. . ... 1034
Stuyvesant, In 7€ ... ... e 1017
Styron v. Cockrell .. ......... . i 1163
Su v. Polytechnic Univ. . ............ . i, 946
Suarez v. United States ............ ..., 1166
Suarez-Morales v. United States . .............. ... ........ 872
Submersible Systems, Inc. v. Perforadora Central, S. A. de C. V. 1055
Sue-Noguchi; Balanay v. . ... i 1130
Suescun v. United States ............ ... ... . ... 863
Suggs v. United States . ....... ... i 1033
Sulkey v. Bennett ... ... .. . . . 961
Sullivan; Bates v. . ...... . e 850
Sullivan v. Biles . ........ .. e 886

Sullivan ». Raytheon Co. ........ ... .. ... . .o, 1118



CLXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Sullivan ». United States .......... ... .. .. 1166
Sullivan Machine & Tool Co. v. Biles ...................... 886
Sumlar . Florida . .......... .. 1058
Sumler ». United States .......... ... i 1143
Summers v. United States ............. ... .. ... . . ..., 1166
Suncast Corp.; Contreras . ..........c.coeiiinninnnnnn.. 824,1101
Sundance Homes, Inc. ». DuPage County ................... 886
Sundstrand Corp.; White v. ........... .. i 1066
Sun Life Assurance Co. of Canada; Leev. .................. 1066
Sun Life of Canada; Carter v. .. ........... ... ... oo ... 889
Super Fresh Food Markets; Reutzel v. .......... ... ... ... 818
Superintendent of penal or correctional institution. See name or

title of superintendent.

Superior Court of Cal., Riverside County; Price v. . ........... 1045
Superior Court of Cal., San Diego County; Baumer v. ......... 876
Superior Court of Cal., Tulare County; Verav. .............. 962
Supreme v. United States .. .......... . i 900
Supreme Court of Ariz.; Gilchrist v. ....................... 996
Supreme Court of Ariz.; Northv. ....... ... ... ... ... ... 892
Supreme Court of La.; Southern Christian Leadership Conf. v. .. 995
Supreme Court of Ohio; Grendell v. ....................... 955
Surfco Hawaii; Fin Control Systems Pty, Ltd. v. ............. 1126
Surratt v. United States . ............. . i 1149
Sutherland ». Illinois . .........co i, 1105
Suthers v. United States ............c i, 1007
Sveum v. Smith . ....... . ... . . . 937
Swab v. Pennsylvania . ......... ... .. .. i 889
Swain v. Allstate Ins. Co. . ... i i 818
Swain v. United States . ......... ... i 1148
Swanson v. United States . ........... ... . . i 1007
Swierkiewicz v. Sorema N. A. .. .................... 506,1053,1073
Swift-Eckrich, Inc.; Brant v. .......... ... ... .. .. ... 1061
Swiss Reinsurance America Corp.; Slattery v. ............... 951
SWOPE, TN 7€ « v v e e e e e e 1161
Swope; Siegel-Robert, Inc. v. . .......... i, 887
Swoyer v. EAgars .. ... 832
Swoyer v. Kercher ............ .. ... i, 831
Swoyer v. Merchants Bank . ....... ... ... ... ... ... ... 831
Swoyer v. Reed ... ... 832
Sydnor ». Maryland . ........... .. ... . i 1090
Sylvester; Giebel v. . .. ..o 858
Syngenta Crop Protection, Inc. v. Henson .................. 1126
Syngenta Crop Protection, Inc.; Hensonv. .................. 1134

Szabo v. Bridgeport Machines Ine. . ........... ... .. ...... 951



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXV

Page
Szarewicz v. Meyers ... ...t i e 833
T.v.Colorado . ..... .o 852
Tackett; Wolfork v. .. ... ot 819
Taco Bell Corp. v. Wrench LLC .......................... 1114
Tacoma v. QWest Corp. . ...ttt e e 1079
Tafoya; Ordonez v. .. ... iieeeeeennnn 974
Tafoya-Gonzales v. United States ......................... 916
Tague v. Massachusetts .......... ... .. . ... ... 1146

Tahoe Regional Planning Agecy.; Tahoe-Sierra Preserv. Coun. v. 990,1063
Tahoe-Sierra Preserv. Coun. v. Tahoe Regional Planning Agcy. 990,1063

Taitt v. Whiteco Industries . ......... . ... ... .. . ... 1136
Takacs; Autoworks, Inc. v. . ... i e 889
Takacs; Hahn Automotive Corp. v. . ..., 889
Tal v. Oklahoma City ......... ... ... .. ... 814
Talley ». United States . ...............ciuiui.... 934,938,1011
Talouzi v. United States ........... ... . ... 844
Tamko Roofing Products, Inc. v. Steelworkers ............... 1156
Tampa v. Voyeur Dorm, L. C. .. ............. ... ... ... ... 1161
Tangreen; Jackson ©. .. ...t e 953
Tanh Huu Lam ». United States ....................... 1013,1159
Tankha v. Wyeth-Ayerst Laboratories, Inc. ................. 1134
Tanner v. United States ......... ... .. ... 998
TA Operating Corp. v. Florida Dept. of Revenue ............. 893
Tapia v. United States ........... ... ... 1030
Tarin v. LeMaster ...........coi i, 1164
Tate v. United States ............... .. ... 943,1094
Tavakkoly v. United States . ........ ... ... ... 917
Tavenner; SMoot . . ...ttt e 1116
Taveras Batista v. United States ......................... 858
Tavizon v. United States .......... ... ... ... ... 867
Tax Comm’r of Ohio; Farm Credit Services of Mid-America v. ... 1019
Tayborn v. Scott .. ... 965
Taylor, In 7€ . . . v v vttt e 811
Taylor v. Ade . ... e e e 976,1102
Taylor v. Alabama . .............. ittt 1086
Taylor; ANtoine v. . ....v e 850
Taylor v. Beck ........ . i e e 885
Taylor; Brown v. .. ..o oo e 1086
Taylor ». Connecticut ......... ... . . ..., 978
Taylor v. Dewalt .. ... ... .. 936
Taylor v. Foster ...... ...t 900
Taylor ». Hawaii Dept. of Public Safety .................... 840
Taylor v. Herbert .......... .. 906

Taylor v. Howards . ...........uiiiiiiiiiiiieeeennnnn. 1061



CLXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Taylor; Johnson v. .. ... e 1080
Taylor v. Louisiana . ............. .. 844
Taylor v. Michigan ............... 0 iiiiiiiieeennnnnn. 1115
Taylor; Mickens . ... e e e e e 809
Taylor v. MOOYE . ..o e 1142
Taylor v. Newland . ............. .00 iiiiiiiiennnnnnnn. 873
Taylor; Orbe v. .. oot e 1139
Taylor; Palmer v. ... ... .. e 851
Taylor v. Pennsylvania . .............cciiutuueeennnnnnnn. 994
Taylor ». Simmons-Harris . ............ ..., 1077,1111
Taylor; Solano v. .. ..o e 1163
Taylor . TeXaS « v v vttt ettt ettt e et 1154
Taylor; Transocean Terminal Operators, Inc. v. .............. 1020
Taylor ». United States ............... 852,867,882,966,981,1033,1168
Taylor Milk Co.; Teamsters v. .. ...... ..., 1055

TCI Cablevision of Cal. v. Intellectual Property Development . . . 895
TDY Industries, Inc. v. Kaiser Aerospace & Electronics Corp. .. 827

Teamsters ». Taylor Milk Co. . ...........cciieeennn... 1055
Teamsters v. TruServ Corp. ... ...ccvviinninninnn... 1130
Technical Ordnance, Inc. v. United States .................. 1084
Teeple v. United States ............. ..., 1142
Tejada v. United States .......... . . ... 1068
Tejada-Gonzalez v. United States ......................... 914
Tellez-Florencio v. United States ......................... 940
Tellez Verdin v. United States ............ ... . oou... 878
Tellez-Viera v. United States ............................ 848
Tempelman ». United States . .......... ... ... ... ... 1094
Tenet Healthsystem Medical Inc.; Doe v. ................... 895
Tenet Healthsystem Medical Inc.; Holmes v. . ................ 895
Tennessee; Bane v. . ... .. e e 1115
Tennessee; BOWers 0. .. ..ottt 979
Tennessee; Coffey v. .. ..ot 1048
Tennessee; Ervin v. . ... .. e 842
Tennessee; McKeon v. . ... ... it 1134
Tennessee; SIMS V. ..ottt e ettt et 956
Tennessee; StOUL V. . .. oottt e 998
Tennessee; Terry v. ... ii it e e 1023
Tennessee; Thompson 0. . ... v ettt i e e e 852
Tennessee; Walton v. . ... ... 948
Tennessee Dept. of Corrections; Greene v. .................. 1130
Tennessee Dept. of Mental Health; Chenault v. .............. 821
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co.; Nelsonv. . .................... 822
Tensley v. Maschner . ....... ... .. .. 1028

Tereschouk v. Patent and Trademark Office ................. 1049



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXVII

Page
Terhune; Dedobeau v. .. ... ..., 999
Ter Maat, Inc. v. Browning-Ferris Industries of Ill,, Inc. ....... 954
Terrazas v. United States .......... ... .. .. .. .. . ... 926
Terrazas-Sanchez v. United States ........................ 912
Territory. See name of Territory.
Terry v. Tennessee . ... ...ttt 1023
Terry v. United States ......... ... ... 1035
Tessmer; Shacks v. . ..ot i i e e 928
Texas; Adams 0. ...t e 830
Texas; AImes 1. ... e e 974
Texas; ATTOYO V. « v v vttt et e e e 949
Texas; Barrera Padillav. .......... ... ..o .. 961
Texas; Barrios 0. . ...t e 1024
Texas; Brewer v. . ... e e 955
Texas; Brown v. ......... . i 850,953,1021
Texas; BUrns 2. . . . oottt i e e 846
Texas; Butts v. ... 1021
Texas; Carmell v. .. ... i e 957
Texas; CliNe 0. . ... e e 867
Texas; Coleman v. . ....... ..ttt 851,1101
Texas; Corral v. . ... e e 954
Texas; Davis 0. . ... e 844
Texas; ENos 0. ... e e 1094
Texas; Ensminger v. ... ...t 1088
Texas; ESpinoza v. ... ... e 1088
Texas; Ethingtonv. ....... . ... . . . 1145
Texas; Forbes v. ... i i e e e 909
Texas; Frazier v. . .. ... i i e e 1000
Texas; Gandy 0. ... vv i e 911
Texas; Gilerease v. .. ..ot e 911
Texas; Glauser v. .. ... e 1129
Texas; GIrEEIN V. « v v vttt ettt et et e ettt e 852
Texas; Harris 0. . ..o ottt i e e e 891
Texas; Holberg v. . ..o et e e e 972
Texas; Holguin v. . ... . i e i 1133
Texas; JACKSON 2. . ...t i e 1025
Texas; Jarrell v. ... ... e 974
Texas; Jetter v. . ... e e 915
Texas; JIMENEzZ V. . ...t e 933
Texas; Johnson v. . ... i e e 972
Texas; Madrid Salazer v. .......... .. ... ..., 855
Texas; Maldonado Segura v. . .........oviuieeeeeennnnnn. 911
Texas; MarioneauX v. .. ...ttt 838

Texas; Mayabb v. . ... e 884



CLXVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Texas; McCann v. .. ...ttt e e 917
Texas; MCCOY V. « v v vttt e e e ettt e e e 1059
Texas; Mitchell v. .. ... .. i 988
Texas; Moore 0. .. v vttt et e e e 849
Texas v. New MeXico ...ttt iiee e 971
Texas; Reed 0. ... i e 955
Texas; Rodriguez v. . ...ttt 917
Texas; Rogers v. . ..o oo e 880
Texas; Sanders V. . ...ttt e 839
Texas; Simecek v. . ... e e 910
Texas; Smithv. . ... ... 1087
Texas; Sterling v. ... oo e 1105
Texas; Taylor v. ... e 1154
Texas; Thompson 0. . ...ttt e e e e 1129
Texas; Umphrey v. . ...t it e e 1115
Texas; Walker v. ... .. i e e 816
Texas; Wells 0. ... e 841
Texas; Wilson 0. ... oottt e et e e 874
Texas; Windes v. . . ...ttt e 976
Texas Bd. of Pardons and Paroles; Derrow v. ................ 853
Textron Financial; National Union Fire Ins. Co. of Pittsburgh». .. 947
Textron, Inc.; Mountain West Helicopters, LLCv. ............ 1127
Tezeno v. Louisiana . ............. . iiiiiiieeennnn.. 1000
Thacker v. St. Louis Southwestern R. Co. .................. 1104
Thacker v. Southern Pacific Transportation Co. .............. 1104
Thai Minh Thuy v. United States ......................... 1032
Thalacker; Mann v. . .........uiinnee e iiiiiinnnnn.n 810,1018
Than Van Pham ». Morgan . ........... . ..., 1027
Tharp v. Kentucky ..........cco .. 928
Theophanous ». United States ........................... 869
Thomas v. Carter . ..........oeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeennnnn. 1075
Thomas v. Chicago Park Dist. ......... .. ... ... .. ... ... 316,308
Thomas v. Cockrell . .......... . i, 1088
Thomas v. Dukes . ....... ...t 934
Thomas v. Duncan .............. i, 918
Thomas »v. Hall . ... ... .. . . i 838
Thomas ». Kapture . ............ .. .. 1105
Thomas v. King . ... ... 802
Thomas v. Lewis ... ... e 839
Thomas ». Linahan ........... ... . . . .. 1053
Thomas v. Mazzuca . . ...ttt i i 908
Thomas v. MeGinnis . ......... ..., 962,1068
Thomas v. MOOre . ..........iiiiii it 999,1068

Thomas v. Powell . ...... ... ... .. 951



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXIX

Page

Thomas v. Ray .. ..o e 1123
Thomas ». Smith .. ... ... ... . 929
Thomas ». United States . ........... ... 822,
852,917,936,940,1008,1009,1050,1146,1152,1168

Thomas ». Wetherington . ......... ... .. ... ... . .. ... 803
Thomason v. Thomason . . ...ttt 1001
Thomas Shakir v. Schlein ........... ... ... ... ... .. .... 810
Thomasson v. United States ............................. 897
Thompson, In re . ... e e 1017
Thompson; Babb v, ... ... 1080
Thompson; Brice v. . ... . 1040
Thompson v. Castro . ..........iuiiiiiiiiiiiieeennnnn. 978
Thompson v. Cockrell ....... .. ... .. .. . ... 918
Thompson; Dachman v. ....... ... ... ... ... ... .. .. ..., 1022
Thompson; Deerbrook Pavilionv. ......................... 992
Thompson v. DUPUIS . ..ot e e e 888
Thompson v. GIbSON ... ...ttt i e e 1003
Thompson; Herzog v. . ..o v v i ettt e i e 1045
Thompson; Lynn o. ... ...t i e 1131
Thompson; Mason v. . ........ueiiiiiiiiiiiieeennnnnn. 821
Thompson; Memphis Housing Authority v. .................. 823
Thompson v. Michigan Dept. of Corrections ................. 857
Thompson; Murphy v. . ...t 1136
Thompson v. Newland ............ .. ... 1116
Thompson; ObremsKki v. ...t 1067
Thompson v. Prince George’s County ...................... 963
Thompson v. Small Business Administration ................ 1010
Thompson v. TENNESSEE . ...ttt ittt i e e 852
Thompson 0. TeXas . .o oot e e e e e 1129
Thompson v. United States . ................ ... .. ..., 1049,1167
Thompson v. Western States Medical Center .............. 992,1077
Thoms ». Rosales-Garcia . .......... ... 1063
Thornton ». United States ......... ... .. ... .. .. . ..... 1011
Thousand ». Michigan ............. . ... ..., 1131
Thrash ». Gulliford ....... ... ... .. . .. 1020
Thrash v. Norris . . ..o oo e e 857
Thrasher v. United States ........... ... ... ... ..... 1148
319 West 48th St. Realty Corp.; Steinmanv. ................ 843
Thrift ». United States .......... ... . ... 1095
Thurman ». United States ........... .. ... ... 1007
Thurmond ». Della-Calce . ........... ... ... ... ... 817
Thurston v. TIinois . ..... ... i, 1090
Thurston v. MiSsoUuri .. ...ttt e e 995

Thuy v. United States . ........ ..., 1032



CLXX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Tibbetts v. Ohio ... ... i e e 1144
Tibbs . Island Creek Coal Co. . ........ ... ..., 1087
Ticknor; Choice Hotels International, Inc. v. ................ 1133
Tidik ». Michigan Court of Appeals Judges ............... 862,1157
Tidmore v. Cockrell ........ ... . . . 882
Tidwell, In re . . ... e 947
Tietjen v. United States ......... ... ... . ... 935
TIG Ins. Co. v. Michigan Dept. of Treasury, Revenue Division ... 1056
Tigner v. Cockrell . ... ... . ... i 1164
Tilley v. Aberdeen . ..........c.ouiiiiiiieeeeeeennnnn. 994
Tilli v. Trenas ... ..o e 1038
Tillis v. Oklahoma . . ... ... ... .. . . i 1164
Tillison ». Invisible, Ine. .. ........ ... ... .. 996
Time Warner Cable v. National Satellite Sports .............. 1156
Time Warner Entertainment Co. v. National Satellite Sports . .. .. 1156
Time Warner Entertainment Co. v. Six Flags Over Ga. ........ 801
Time Warner, Inc.; Church of Scientology International v. . ..... 814
Timmendequas v. New Jersey ..........coiiiiiiieeennn.. 858
Timmons v. Cassell . ... .. e i 1021
Tinker v. Moore . ... ... e 1144
Tinkle v. Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. . .................... 1055
Tinoco-Ramirez v. United States ......................... 913
Tinsley v. California ......... ... ... . ... 868
Tinsley v. Walt Disney Co. .. ...... ..., 887
Tippit . Hooks . ... i e e e 928
Tirado v. Moore . ... ... ... 906
Tisbury Towing & Transportation Co. v. Tug VENUS ......... 1040
Tisdale; McGhee v. ... it iii eeeeeeee 1132
Tisdale v. United States ......... ... ... 1153
Titan International, Inc. v. Bever ......................... 994
Tobacco Institute, Inc.; Republic of Guatemalav. ............. 994
Tobin v. United States ........... ... . ... 1051
Todd; Bardes v. . ...t e 955
Todd v. North Carolina . ............ .00 iieeeeeennnnn. 1047
Tokar v. Luebbers . ..........c.. i 861
Tokar v. MASSOUIT . . v v vttt it et e ettt eee e 1029,1159
Tolar v. United States ......... ..ot iiiiiieenn... 1163
Tolbert v. United States .......... .. ... . ..., 897
Toledo; Emery v. . ..o e 945
Toles; YOUNZ 0.« v v vttt e 1131
Toliver v. MOOTe . ..o ettt 882
Tolliver . MeGrath . ........ ... . i, 976
Tolliver ». United States ........... ... ..., 1050

Tolz; TSUL 0. .o it e 1130



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXXI

Page
Tong v. California ......... ... 908
Tonnies v. Unisys Corp. .. ...ttt iiieeeeennnnn. 1018
Tonnies; UniSys COrp. 0. . vttt ettt i eeeee e 1018
Tontle v. United States ......... ... ... 848
Tootle, In e . ... .. e 812
Torres v. California ......... ... . ... . .. 882
Torres v. United States ............... ... .. ... ... .. 936,1033
Torres v. Walsh . ... ... .. 1087
Torres-Avila v. United States ........... .. ... ... ... 1108
Torres-Esparza v. United States .. ........................ 982
Torres-Galeas v. United States . .......................... 968
Torres-Gonzalez v. United States ......................... 936
Torres-Meza v. United States ............... ... ... 868
Torres-Otero v. United States .............. ... ... ....... 937
Torres-Rangel . United States .......................... 940
Torres-Rodriguez v. United States ........................ 908
Torres Tontle v. United States .............. ... ... ..... 848
Tourville ». Maine Dept. of Human Services . ................ 1068
Toussaint v. United States .......... ... ... ... .. ... 940
Town. See name of town.
Townsend v. Department of Justice ....................... 1065
Toyota Motor Mfg., Ky., Inc. ». Williams . .................. 184,808
Traffic Stream Infrastructure Ltd.; Chase Manhattan Bank v». 1074
Trainerv. Hall . ... ... ... . . 833
Tran v Gillis .. ..o e 1060
Tran v. United States .......... ... ... 890,1098
Trancisco Industries, Inc.; Noback v. ...................... 1080
Transamerica Occidental Life Ins.; McAfeev. ............... 994
Transamerica Occidental Life Ins. v. Security Life Ins. of Am. .. 1114
Transfac; Boulder Fruit Expressv. .............. ... ..... 1133
Trans-General Life Ins. Co.; Cochranv. .................... 887
Transglobal Telecom Alliance, Inc. v. AT&T Corp. ............ 890
Transocean Terminal Operators, Inc. v. Taylor ............... 1020
Transportation Factoring, Inc.; Boulder Fruit Express v. ...... 1133
Transportation Union; Smoot . ............ ..., 1001
Trans-State Lines, Inc.; Hallumv. ........................ 829
Trans Union; Spitzer v. ... ..ottt e e 827
Trans Union Corp.; Cousin v. . ....... ..., 951
TravelCenters of America v. Florida Dept. of Revenue ........ 893
Travers v. United States ......... ... . . ... 830
Travis ». Oregon Bd. of Parole ........................... 964
Travis County; Central Tex. Nudists v. .................... 952
Traylor v. United States .......... ... ... 940

Treadwell v. United States .............. ... ... 928,1029



CLXXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Trejo v. United States ......... ... ... ... 1012,1099
Trejo-Palomeque v. United States ........................ 913
Trenkler v. United States ......... .. ... ... 950
Treon; COSEY V. ¢ v v v vttt ettt ettt e e 1088
Tretiak v. Secretary of State of Nev., Securities Division . . ..... 963
Trevino v. United States .......... ... .. . ... 1169
Trevizo-Ronquillo ». United States .. ...................... 907
Tribble v. United States . ......... ... .. ... 1166
Tricarico v. Pennsylvania ............................... 962
Tri Cities Health Services Corp.; Minix v. ................ 921,1118
Trigalet v. Tulsa . ... ... e 814
Trigen-Oklahoma City Energy Corp. . Oklahoma Gas & Electric 993
Triggs v. Cain . . ..o oot e 917
Triggs v. United States ......... ... ... 1100
Trippett; Rice v. . ... o e 959
Trisler; Montgomery v. .. ...ttt i e, 1081
Trochmann v. Musselshell County ........................ 997
Troiano v. Portuondo ............ ... . . ... . 959
Tronzo; Biomet, Inc. v. . ... . ... . i 1035
Trotter v. United States ............. ... ... ... ....... 1062,1166
Trowbridge v. Hanks . ........... ... . .. 961
Trudel v. Vaughn ....... ... . . .. i 894
True; Ballard v. . ......... i 959,1036
True; Walker v. .. ... i e 1003
True; Womack v. . ..o oot 1044
Trujillo-Guerrero v. United States ........................ 881
Trujillo-Perez v. United States . .......................... 1172
Truncellito; Scholastic Corp. v. . ...... .. ... ... 1071
Trung Tran ». United States ........... ... ... .. .. ... 1098
TruServ Corp.; Teamsters v. ........ ..., 1130
Trustees of Columbia Univ. of New York City; Agronv. ....... 932
Trustees, Southern Conn. State Univ.; Morinv. ........... 1029,1109
TRW Inc. 0. ANdrews . . o oot vt ae 19
Tsui 0. TOlZ . et 1130
Tuan Van Tran v. Gillis ........ ... . ... 1060
Tucker v. Department of Housing and Urban Development . . ... 1165
Tucker v. Fischbein .......... ... . . . . ... 815
Tucker; Fischbein v. . ... ... .. i 816
Tucker; Hurtado v. . ... .o e 925
Tucker v. Maynard ...........c.. i iiiiiiiiieeennnnn. 1073
Tucker v. North Carolina ............ .. ... ... ... .. 874
Tucker v. United States ............... ... .. ..., 816,1095
Tucson; Gentala v. ... ... .. e 946

Tug VENUS; Tisbury Towing & Transportation Co. v. ........ 1040



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXXIII

Page
Tulio Cantillano v. United States ......................... 1097
Tullis v. Lee, Smart, Cook, Martin & Patterson P. S, Inc. ... 1020,1157
Tulsa; Trigalet v. .. ... i e e 814
Tupperware, Inc.; Johnsonv. .......... .. ... ... .. ...... 879
Turay v. Washington .......... ... ... . . ... ... 1142
Turcios-Oliva v. United States ............ ... .. ... ...... 1154
Turgeon v. West Virginia Lawyer Disciplinary Bd. ........... 841
Turley v. United States .......... ... . . ..., 1142
Turnage ». United States ............. .. ..., 930
Turner v. Artuz ... ..o e 1031
Turner v. Beneficial Corp. . .......... ... ..., 820
Turner v. Cain . ... ...t e 1003
Turner v. GEorgia . . ... e 838
Turner ». United States .......... ... . ... 1010
Turpin; Davis v. ... e 842
Turpin; Ledford v. ... .. e 1138
Turpin; Wellons v. .. ..o e 1001
Turrubiartes-Gonzales ». United States .................... 980
Tuter v. United States .......... .. .o, 886
Twain/Mercantile Bank; Hilgert v. ........................ 833
Tweedy v. Oklahoma Bar Assn. ...............cccuuinn... 896
Tyco International (US), Inc.; Kimberly-Clark Corp.v. ........ 890
Tyler v. United States ......... ... . . . ... 1168
Tyskiewic;, Kempv. .. ... i 1138
Tyson Foods, Inc.; Elder v. ........... ... ... . ........ 1044,1159
Tyszkiewicz; Onifer v. .. ... . it i 922,930
Tyszkiewicz; Williams v. . ........ ... .. 1027,1173
Tyus v. United States ....... ... ... 863
Ubaldo-Hernandez v. United States ....................... 1166
Ugochukwu ». United States ............ ... .. ......... 905,1173
U-Haul International, Inc. ». Romano ...................... 815
Ullrich v. Snider .. ... e 843
Ulster Home Care, Inc. v. Spitzer . .......... ... .. ..., 1065
Ulysses I & Co. v. Morton ......... ... uiiiinnnnnnnnnn. 992
Umphrey v. TexXas . ... ..ottt ittt 1115
Underwood v. ANderson . .........uuueinuuennnueennnenn. 1026

Unemployment Compensation Bd. of Review of Pa.; Hands v. ... 841
Union. For labor union, see name of trade.

Unisys Corp. v. Tonnies . ....... ...t 1018
Unisys Corp.; Tonnies v. .. ....vviiiiii e 1018
United. For labor union, see name of trade.

United Airlines; Machinists v. ........... ... ............. 889
United Airlines, Inc; Dixv. ... ... ... 892,1157

United Diagnostic, Inc.; Gurary v. . ........... ... 826



CLXXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
United Haulers Assn. v. Oneida-Herkimer Waste Mgmt. Auth. .. 1082
United Ins. Co. of America; Williams v. ......... 1023,1025,1109,1118
United Parcel Service, Inc.; Wiley v. ....... ... ... 893
United States. See name of other party.
U. S. Court of Appeals; Douglas v. ........ ... . ... 853
U. S. Court of International Trade v. United States ........... 1117
U. S. District Court; Campbell v. ........ ... ... ... ........ 1144
U. S. District Court; Curry v. ... .oooiii e 1026
U. S. District Court; Edwards v. .. ..., .. 1094
U. S. District Court; Harrisv. ........... ... ... ... 1088
U. S. District Court; McCright v. ....... ... .. 881
U. 8. District Court; McSheffrey v. ..................... 1016,1125
U.S. District Court; Neal v. . ........... ... ..., 1032
U. S. District Court; Sedgwick v. ......... ... ... ........ 883,1036
U. S. District Court; White v. .. ......... . ... 919
U. S. District Judge; DeBardeleben v. . ..................... 868
U. S. Forest Service; Independent Petroleum Assn. of America v. 1018
U. S. Parole Comm’n; Dickinson ». .............ccouue..... 1033
U. 8. Parole Comm’n; Facundo v. ............ ... ... ... .. 872
U. S. Parole Comm’n; Garcia Lizama v. . .................... 904
U. S. Parole Comm’n; Grist v. .. .....ovviiiiiiiinnnnn... 871
U. S. Patent and Trademark Office; Bonezyk v. . .............. 895
U.S. Postal Service; A.C. Lov. ..o 953
U. S. Postal Service; Dukes v. . . ..o oo ittt 869
U. S. Postal Service; Dynaquest Corp. v. . .........ccoiuun... 953
U. S. Postal Service v. Gregory ...........ccooiiiiiinnnn.. 1
U. S. Postal Service; Groeber v. .......... ..., 971
U. S. Postal Service; Perry v. ... ... 965
U. S. Rural Development; Boyd v. ....................... 926,1036
United Technologies Corp.; Jeffreys v. ...... ... ... .. ... ... 1092
University of Alaska; Sengupta v. ...................... 1039,1135
University of Cal. at San Diego; Fagarasanv. ............... 853
University of Cincinnati College of Medicine; Doe v. .......... 807
University of Cincinnati College of Medicine; Namazi v. ....... 1087
University of Towa; LaBlanche v. ......................... 946
University of Miss.; Giles v. . ... ... i, 890
UNUM Life Ins. Co. of America; Pappas v. ................. 1129
Uplinger; Holecomb v. . ... o i 906
Upshaw v. United States .......... ... .. .. 1085
Urban v. Hurley . ... ... 1123
Urbina-Perez v. United States .......... ... ... ... ... 1150
Uriarte v. Alameida . .......... . e 1058
Uribe-Guerrero v. United States ......................... 942

Urrutia v. Kysor Industrial Corp. ............ ... .. ...... 913



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXXV

Page
Ustaoglu; Meisel . . ..ot 890
Utahv. Evans . ...... ... i 1038,1112,1119
Utah; Lafferty v. .. ... e 1018
Utah Non-Profit Housing Corp.; West v. . ........ ... ... ... 1087
Vacances Heliades S. A. v. AAR International, Inc. ........... 995
Vaksdal v. United States ........... ... ... 898
Valasquez-Rivera v. United States ........................ 966
Valdez v. Duncan . ............iiiiiiiiiiiiii 905
Valdez ». United States .......... .. ... . ... 1108
Valdez-Chavez v. United States .......................... 1005
Valdez-Guerrero v. United States . ........................ 969
Valdez-Medina v. United States .............. ... ... ...... 940
Valdez-Romero v. United States .......................... 940
Valdez-Trujillo v. United States .......................... 979
Valencia-Gonzalez v. United States . ....................... 848
Valencia Moya v. United States .......................... 966
Valentin-Bernabe ». United States ........................ 1096
Valenzuela v. United States ............ .. ... ... 1097
Valenzuela-Gonzalez v. United States ...................... 938
Valenzuela-Holguin ». United States . ...................... 1097
Valerio-Ochoa v. Immigration and Naturalization Service ...... 821
Vallejo-Canizales v. United States ........................ 913
Vallery, In re . ..o ot 1077
Valles v. United States . ..........co ... 940
Valley Camp Coal Co.; Burek v. .......................... 1116
Valley Care Memorial Hospital; Davisv. ................... 1048
Val Saint v. United States ........... ... ... ... 928
Vano. Duncan ........ ... .. 903
Vanderbilt; Fiorentinov. ............ ... ... ... .. ...... 958
Vang v. LewWis . .o oo vt e e 1090
Vanisi v. Nevada . .. ..o i e 1024
Van Leer; Moseman 0. .. .....uuuuintne et 1128
Vanliner Ins. Co.v. Boone .............. ..., 1014
Van Ly v. United States ........... ... ... 1152
Vann, In re . . ..o e 811
Vann v. McCullough . ........... ... ..., 840,1052
Van Pham v. Morgan ............. ... iiinnnneeennnn. 1027
Van Rijk v. United States ......... ... .. ... ... 955
Van Riper v. United States . ......... ... ... . ... 969
Vanskike v. Cowan .. ...ttt 861
Van Tran v. Gillis ... ... e 1060
Van Wert Solid Waste Management Dist.; Maharg, Inc. ». ...... 1079
Van Wyk v. United States .......... ... . ... 826

Varga v. Rockwell International Corp. ..................... 821



CLXXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Vargas 0. Georgia . . ..o e 803
Vargas v. United States ......... ... ... .. .. ..., 920
Vargas-Diaz v. United States ............................ 969
Varner; Davis v. ... .. e 1061,1159
Varner; Hardwick v. .. ... ... .. i 958
Varner; Odrick v. ...t 1057,1159
Vasconcello-Gaitan v. United States ....................... 924
Vasquez v. Asheroft ....... .. . 816
Vasquezv. Pataki ....... .. ... ... . . 965
Vasquez v. United States ................... 902,982,998,1148,1158
Vasquez-Alvarado v. United States .. ...................... 904
Vasquez-Areguin v. United States ........................ 1007
Vasquez-Del Real v. United States ........................ 848
Vasquez-Flores v. United States .. ............... ... ... ... 1165
Vasquez-Mendoza v. United States ........................ 1100
Vasquez-Resendiz v. United States .. ...................... 1155
Vasquez-Reyes v. United States .......................... 969
Vasquez-Rodriguez v. United States . ...................... 1117
Vaugh; Doss 0. .o oot 1094
Vaughey; Communities for A Great Northwest v. ............ 817
Vaughey v. Montana Chamber of Commerce ................ 817
Vaughn; Andujar v. ... ..ot e 1046
Vaughn; Hammond v. . ...... ... .. ... ... ... 837
Vaughn; Hennessey v. . .. ..o oo i ittt e e 1143
Vaughn; Huett v. ...... ... ... .. . i 1091
Vaughn; Melson v. . ... e 1143
Vaughn; Montanez v. ............ .0 i, 862
Vaughn; Ortiz v. . ..o e 884
Vaughn; Trudel v. .. ... e 894
Vaughn v. Vaughn ...... ... ... .. . .. . . . . . 975
Vaughn; Womack v. ... ... . 1140
Vaughn Owens v. New Jersey . .........c.oiuiiieeonn... 965
Vela v. United States ...........c ... 980
Velasquez v. Smith .. ..... ... ... .. . . i 906
Velazquez-DeLal.uz ». United States ...................... 908
Velazquez-Mata v. United States ......................... 938
Venegas v. United States ............................. 937,1152
Veneklase v. Fargo . ... ... . i 815
Veneman; Piper v. . ... ... e 1134
Venturella; Villar-Grana v. ........... ..., 977
Verav. Martin ........ ... i 975
Vera v. Superior Court of Cal., Tulare County ............... 962
Verdin v. United States ........... ... . ..., 878

Verdugo v. Prunty .......... ... 1137



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXXVII

Page
Vergel-Garcia v. United States ........................... 848
Verizon Md. Inc. v. Public Service Comm’n of Md. ............ 808,

1037,1072,1076,1110,1124
Verizon Wireless v. NextWave Personal Communications Inc. ... 1121

Vermillion v. Anderson .......... ... iiiiiiinnnn... 857,1157
Vermont; Maarawi v. ... ...ttt 1134
Vertin, In re . ... e 1126
Vey, Inre ..o e 948,1077,1173
Vezia v. United States ......... ..., 936
Vicuna; Rogers 0. . ..ot e 1124
Vidal v. Senkowski . ... e 1164
Vidrio-Aleman v. United States ........... ... ... ... ...... 879
Viet Huu Nguyen v. Cockrell ........... ... ... ... ..... 1164
View Engineering, Inc.; Robotic Vision Systems, Inc. v. ........ 1018
Villafranca-Cabrera v. United States ...................... 869
Villa-Gastelo ». United States .. ............... ... .. ..... 940
Village. See name of village.

Villa Jimenez v. United States ............ .. .. ... ...... 847
Villa-Lozano ». United States ................. ..., 968
Villar-Grana v. Venturella . . ....... ... ... ... ... ...... 977
Villarreal-Alarcon ». Immigration and Naturalization Service ... 1065
Villarreal-Flores ». United States .. ....................... 1098
Villasenor v. Lamarque . .......... ... 1087
Villegas-Garcia v. United States .......................... 920
Villegas-Lara v. United States ........................... 848
Vinh Huu Nguyen v. United States ....................... 1145
Virdin ». Delaware ............. .. . 1132
Virgen-Moreno ». United States .......................... 1095
Virginia; Anderson v. . ........o i 926
Virginia; Atkins v. . ...... . .. 809,991,1053,1122
Virginia; Burns v. . ... .. e 1043,1159
Virginia; Capps v, « oo vt v e 1131
Virginia; Carlson v. ... ...t 1004,1102
Virginia; Church v. .. ........ .. i, 802,1160
Virginia; Duncan v. ... ... . o e e 990
Virginia; Fitzgerald v. .......... ... . .. . 892
Virginia; Green 2. . ...ttt e e 837
Virginia; Hampton v. ....... ... 885
Virginia; Johnson v. ....... ... .. . . . 868
Virginia; Kamara v. ....... .. e 1026
Virginia; Lenz v. .. ..o e 1003
Virginia; Lovitt v. . ... oo 815
Virginia v. Maryland . ....... ... ... . i 807

Virginia; OWens . . ...ovt ittt 1002



CLXXVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Virginia; Reagan v. . ... .. e 1004
Virginia; Schmitt v. ....... ... . . . . 1094
Virginia; Singleton v. ... ... ... . . . . . e 868
Virginia; Webb v. .. ..o e 945
Virginia; Woodward v. . .......... . ... 857
Virginia Dept. of Taxation; Almeter v. ..................... 889
Virginia State Bar; Sawyer v. ........... ... ... . . . ... 891,1157
Vizeaya; Magwinoff v. . ... ... 807
Vizzini v. Maryland .. ............ . 0. 898,1158
Vogel v. United States ............. ... 825
Vogliotti v. Litscher ........ ... ... . ... . .. .. ... 1027,1159
Vohra v. Workers’ Compensation Appeals Bd. of Cal. . ......... 961
Vollmer ». United States ........... ... . ... 861
Von Meshack v. United States ........................... 861
Von Moos v. United States .............. ... 861
Vornado Air Circulation Systems, Inc.; Holmes Group, Inc. ». ... 1016
Voyeur Dorm, L. C.; Tampa v. . ........ ..., 1161
Wackenhut Corrections Corp.; Hillhouse v. . ................. 1138
Wadlington v. United States . ........... .. ... ..o ... 1023
Waffle House, Inc.; Equal Employment Opportunity Comm’n ». . . 279
Wagener, Inre . ... e 1161
Wagener v. IIlinois . ........ . ..., 1011
Waite v. Patch Products, Inc. ............................ 1021
Wakefield v. MeGinnis . . . .....oi it 912
Walden, In re . ... oo e 811
Walden v. Radigan ........ ... ... .. . . i, 863
Walker; Bolden v. ... ..ot e 858
Walker; Burr v. .. ..o e e 1137
Walker 0. Carey . ...ttt 1137
Walker v. Cockrell ........ ... .. . i, 957
Walker v. Kalmanov ......... ... . . 0. 878
Walker; Linton v. . ... e 1155
Walker v. Massanari . .........c.ouiiiiiiiieeeennnnnn. 813
Walker v. Montcalm Center for Behavioral Health ............ 881
Walker v. Moore . ...ttt 873
Walker v. Morrison ... ........ it 909,1158
Walker 0. Ohio .. ..ottt e e e 1155
Walker 0. TeXas .. ..ot e e 816
Walker 0. True .. ..o et 1003
Walker v. United States ................. 882,943,969,978,1105,1108
Wallace v. California . ....... ... ... .. ... 884
Walls v. United States .............. .. .. ... ... 1106,1149
Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.; Hillw. ........ ... ... o ..., 944

Walsh; Figueroa v. . ... 929



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXXIX

Page
Walsh ». Florida Dept. of Business and Professional Regulation 1022
Walsh; Robles v. .. ... i i e e 930
Walsh; Torres v. ...t e e 1087
Walsin; AKbar v. . ... e 861
Walt Disney Co.; Tinsley v. . ... 887
Walters; Davis 0. . ...t i e 844
Walton v. Tennessee . .. ......ouiiiiniiiiiieenennnnnn. 948
Walton v. United States ............. .. ... ... 928,979
Walwyn v. United States ........... ... ..., 1062
Wann v. United States ......... ... .. ... 898
Ward, In re . ... e 948
Ward v. Booker . . ... 928
Ward; Johnson v. ... .. . . . e 1046
Ward ». North Carolina . .......... ... ... ..., 946
Warden. See name of warden.
Wardlow ». United States .......... ... ... 1169
Ware v. California Bd. of Prison Terms and Paroles ........... 1001
Ware v. United States ......... ..ot 900
Warner ». United States ......... ... .. ... 1152
Warner v. Wyoming . ........... ... 1146
Warren v. Baskerville .. ..... ... .. 831
Warren v. Stewart ........... .. i 981
Warren v. United States ....... ... .. .. ... 904
Warrenville; American Multi-Cinema, Inc.v. ................ 1056
Washington, Inre . ... ... . e 1018
Washington v. Allendale Correctional Institution ............. 957
Washington; Antoni v. ........ ... . . . 885
Washington; Calvin v. . ... ... i 862
Washington; Clark . ... .. i 1000
Washington v. Court of Criminal Appeals of Okla. ............ 879
Washingtonv. Elo ... ... .. . . 879
Washington v. First Data Resources, Inc. .................. 1086
Washington; Heckel v. . ....... ... .. . ... 997
Washington v. TIlinois . ......... ... 0., 929
Washington; Keller v. ......... ... . ... 1130
Washingtonv. Kemna .. ................................ 1002
Washington v. Lake Charles .. ........................... 989
Washington v. Lamarque ............. . . ..., 970
Washington v. Massanari ............. . ..o, 947
Washington; McDonald v. .......... ... . ... ... .. .. ... 820
Washington; Platt v. . ..... ... ... . . 870
Washington v. Prunty ........ ... .. ... . 852
Washington v. Social Security Admin., Lake Charles Office .. ... 947

Washington; Turay v. . ...ttt 1142



CLXXX TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Washington v. United States ........... ... ... ... .. .... 967
Washington; Willoya v. ...... ... .. . i 866
Washington; Wixom v. . ... 1143
Washington; Woods v. . ... 964
Washington Hilton and Towers; Kingv. .................. 899,1063
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority; Duncan v. . . .. 818
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority; Lizzi v. ... ... 1081
Washington State Bar Assn.; Campbellv. .................. 1056
Washington State Bar Assn.; Everardv. ................... 954
Washington State Social and Health Servs. v. Keffeler’s Estate .. 1122
Wassenaar v. Stewart ......... .. 882
Watchtower Bible & Tract Society of N. Y., Inc. v. Stratton ~ 971,1111,1122
Waterbury ». Alameida . ......... ... . . i 1141
Watkins ». Roadway Express, Inc. ........................ 1114
Watkins ». United States .......... ... . .o ... 1013
Watson v. Berghuis . ...... ... . i 876
Watson v. California ......... ... .. .. ... 1166
Watson v. Department of Navy .......................... 1083
Watson v. United States ........... ... .. ... 1051
Watson v. White . ... ... 922
Wattleton v. United States .......... ... ... 1154
Watts v. Humphrey ...... ... .. i 857
Watts 0. Roe . ... oo 825
Watts v. United States ..........coiiiiiiiinnn... 903,1034
Watts-Willowbrook Church of Christ; Williams ». ............ 821
Wayne; Pacific Bell Telephone Co.v. ...................... 814
Wayt v. United States ......... ... .. ... 1152
Weaver v. United States ....... ... ... ... ... .. 1152
Weaver’s Estate; Peoples v, . ... ... i i, 844
Webb v. United States ......... ... .. . ... 1096
Webb v. Virginia . . ... e 945
Weber; Andreson 0. ...t e 872
Weber v. MoOre ... ..ot e 874
Weber; SIerS 0. . v vttt e 1138
Wehmbhoefer v. United States ............. .. ... .. .. ... 1095
Weidner v. Oregon State Correctional Institution ............ 1076
Weinberg v. Comcast Cablevision of Philadelphia . ............ 823
Weir v. Springfield ....... ... . . . 820
Weiss v. REN Laboratories of Fla., Inc. .................... 993
Weiss; REN Laboratories of Fla,, Inc.v. ................... 993
Welborn; Harper v. .. ..o i e e 915
Welborn; LUcas v. . ...ttt 946
Welborn; Martin v. . ...ttt 925

Welch v. Carey .. ..ot e e 1090



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXXXI

Page
Welch v. United States . .......... ... 1108
Wellington Trade, Inc. v. United States .................... 1101
Wellons . TUPPIN . .o ot e e e e e e 1001
Wells; Barrow 0. ...t e 1067
Wells 0. Caln ..o v vt 834
Wells . Chu . ..o oo e 959
Wells v. Denver . ... i e e 997
Wells; Eagle v. .. .o oo e 977
Wells v. Mohammed . ...........tiiiiiininieennn.. 1143
Wells v. Moore . ...ttt et 828,965
Wells 0. TeXas .. vvit e e et 841
Wells Fargo Armed Service Corp.; Leys v. .................. 944
Welty v. United States .......... .. .. ... 895
Wertheimer ». California ............. ... ... ... ..... 1044
West v. Alabama . . ... . 849
West v. Potter ....... ... . . . 900
West v. United States ........ ... . ... 978
West v. Utah Non-Profit Housing Corp. .................... 1087
Westech Laboratories, Inc. v. Dillenberg ................... 1055
Western States Medical Center; Thompson v. .............. 992,1077
West Indies Transport Co. v. United States ................. 992
West Linn-Wilsonville School District 3JT; Hunter ». ......... 1130
Weston v. AmeriBank . ...... ... ... .. .. i, 1161
Weston; Citizens Bank of Weston, Inc. v. ................... 824
Weston v. United States ........... ... 1067
West Telemarketing Corp.; Jacksonv. ..................... 972
West Virginia; Bashamv. ...... ... ... . ... ... ... ... 926
West Virginia; Butlerv. ....... ... .. ... .. ... .. . ... 971
West Virginia; Pettrey v. ...... ... . i 1142
West Virginia; Revere v. ....... .. ... 868
West Virginia; Severn v. . ...ttt 977
West Virginia Coal Assn.; Braggv. ........ ... .. ... ...... 1113
West Virginia Lawyer Disciplinary Bd.; Turgeon v. ........... 841
Wetherington; Thomas v. . .......... ..., 803
Wetlands Action Network v. Army Corps of Engineers ........ 815
Weule; Nordstrom v. . ...t eian 822
Whalen v. Missouri . . ...ttt e e e 1030
Wheat First Securities, Inc.; Brownv. ..................... 1067
Wheeler . Morgan . .......... .. .. 919,1102
Wheeler ». United States .......... ... ... ... 866
Whitaker v. United States ............. ... ... . ...... 917,1100
White; Echols v. . ... .. 973
White v. Florida . ... ... i 857

White v. Friedland . ...... ... ... 817



CLXXXII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
White; Kim v. ... .. e 1135
White v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. ....................... 1065
White ». Oklahoma . ...... ... ... . . ... 959
White v. Ormet Primary Aluminum Corp. .................. 1161
White; OSborne v. . ... v it e 1070
White v. Sundstrand Corp. ......... ..., 1066
White v. United States .............. ... ... ......... 862,928,1012
White v. U. S. District Court ........... ... ... ... .... 919
White; Watson v. .. ... e 922
Whiteco Industries; Taitt v. ........ ... ... ... ... ... .. ... 1136
Whiteford ». Goldstein .......... ... .. . ... .. .. 854
Whitehead v. Cowan .. ...ttt 1116
Whitelaw v. United States .......... ... .. ... 832
White River Environmental Partnership; Gaines v. ........... 952
Whiteside v. United States .. ........ ... ... 1010
Whitesides v. Alaska Dept. of Public Safety, DMV ............ 888
Whitley ». Louisiana . ......... ... . ... 873
Whitman v. United States ............ .. ..., 937
Whitson, In re .. ..o e 1017
Whitt ». United States .......... ... . ... 887
Whittingham ». United States ........................... 830
Wichita Falls; Cox v, .ot i e 972,1157
Wickline v. Mitchell ....... ... ... . . . . 1004
Widmer v. MoOTe . ...t e 1004
Widnall; Lynom v. .. ... e 821
Wiggins, Inre ... oo e 811
Wilburn ». Hightower . ....... ... .. ... . ... 882
Wilburn ». Kaiser Foundation Medical Group ............. 1066,1158
Wilcox v. HopKins . . ... .o e 1139
Wilder v. United States ......... ... .. ... 968
Wiley v. United Parcel Service, Inc. . ...................... 893
Wiley v. United States . ........ ..., 1083
Wilkens v. California ........... ... ... . ... 1025
Wilkinson ». Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport Bd. ... ... 1128
Wilkinson v. Dormire ............. 0. 962
Wilkinson v. Flagner ......... .. ... . . ... 1071
Wilkinson County Bd. of Supervisors; Clay v. ............... 1138
Wilks v. McCaughtry ........ ... .. .. 881,1157
Williams, In re . ... e 1077
Williams ». Alabama . ........... . i 900
Williams; Allen v. .. .. e 853
Williams 0. Artuz ... .o e 924
Williams ». Barnhart ......... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. ... 1149

Williams v. Beeler . ....... . e 908



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXXXIII

Page
Williams ». Brigano ............. . .. 831
Williams v. Cain . ......... i 829,962
Williams ». Cockrell ........... ... ... ... . ..... 836,1027,1060
Williams ». Colorado Springs . ......... ..., 840
Williams; Dallas Area Rapid Transit v. .................... 1042
Williams; Elliott v. ... ... i 927
Williams ». Florida . ....... ... i, 1087
Williams ». Fulton County Dept. of Family and Children Services 1164
Williams; Hall v. ... ... e 837
Williams ». Hendricks .. ... ... i 1025
Williams ». Hofbauer ........... ... .. .. ... ... oo, 964
Williams ». TIIinois . ........c. ot 1025
Williams . Illinois Dept. of Corrections .................... 1001
Williams ». Jackson . .........c.. i 964
Williams v. Kemna . ......... .. .. 864
Williams v. Kyler .. ... it 1060
Williams ». Louisiana . ........... ..., 846
Williams ». Manhattan East Suites Hotels .................. 1087
Williams; Marquez v. . ...t 961
Williams ». Montgomery County Municipal Court ............ 869
Williams 0. Moore . ... ov it it et e e e 917,1047
Williams o. NBD Bank ........... ... ... ... .. . . ..., 854
Williams ». Newland . ....... ... . . .. 1138
Williams . New York ... ... oo 847
Williams ». Ohio Dept. of Rehabilitation and Correction ....... 918
Williams ». Oklahoma . ........ ... .. .. ..., 1092
Williams; Olona v. ... ...t e e 846
Williams; Omar-Muhammad ». ........................... 1137
Williams ». Portuondo . ........... .. .. . ..., 957
Williams v. Prunty ....... ... . . . 1004
Williams v. Scott . ... e 846,852
Williams . STkes . ..o e 858
Williams ». Smith ...... ... ... . . 829
Williams; Stinson v. . ... e e 839
Williams; Toyota Motor Mfg., Ky, Inc.v. .................. 184,808
Williams ». Tyszkiewicz ................. ... 1027,1173
Williams ». United Ins. Co. of America .......... 1023,1025,1109,1118
Williams ». United States . .......... ... ... 818,

847,864, 923, 933, 938, 940, 949, 980, 981, 1009, 1012, 1030, 1049,
1062,1071,1100,1116,1117,1169

Williams v. Watts-Willowbrook Church of Christ ............. 821
Williams v. WiSCOnSin . . ..ot ii it e i e 949
Williamsburg County; Askins v. .......... . ..., 827

Williamson, 17 7¢ . ..o e 971



CLXXXIV TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
Williamson ». Illinois . ........... .. .. 1028
Williamson v. Moore . ...ttt 903
Williamson ». United States ............................. 867
Willie v. United States ............ ... ... 1007
Willis ». United States .......... ... 1117
Willison v. United States ............ ... 917
Willocks v. United States ............ciiiiiiennn.. 1096
Willoya v. Washington ..................... ... ... ...... 866
Wills v. Alameida . ........ .. .. 918
Wilson v. Atlas Wireline Services .. ..., 1078
Wilson v. BoiSe . ... e 961
Wilson v. Cain . ... e 1025
Wilson v. District of Columbia Bd. of Parole ................ 882
Wilson v. Florida ......... .. ... .., 859
Wilson v. Keller . ... . . i 1001
Wilsonv. Kemna ........ ... . .. 898
Wilson v. Massanari . ..........uuiiiin e ennennnn. 1001
Wilson v. Maynard ............... .. 1105
Wilsonv. Rust ... . 954
Wilson . TeXas ..o v vttt it et et 874
Wilson v. United States ........... 832,854,878,919,930,943,1034,1086
Wilson County; Smithv. ......... ... ... . ... ... ... .. .... 1057
Windes v. TexXas .. ...t i 976
Windsor Housing Foundation v. Litchfield .................. 885
Winer v. MOrriSey .. ovvi i e e 881
Wingard; Starcher v. ........ ... . e 1100
Winker v. McDonnell Douglas Corp. . .................... 994,1102
Winkleman v. Roe . ...... ... ... . 929
Winters v. Edwards . ........ ..., 1149
Winters; McDonald v. . ....... ... i, 923
Winters v. Oregon . ...ttt 996
Wisconsin; Armstead v. ... .ot e 1142
Wisconsin; Henderson v. . ..., 1033
Wisconsin; Johnson v. . ...ttt 1043
Wisconsing Jones v. . ..ottt e 1153
Wisconsing Madeiros . . ......ouiviinniiiiiiiiiennn. 1023
Wisconsing Newago 0. .. vvv v ittt 1035
Wisconsin; Piddington v. . ...... ... . 826
Wisconsin; R. W. Docks & Slipsv. ..., 1041
Wisconsin; Slagoski . .. ..o oo e 1163
Wisconsing Williams v. .. ... oo i 949

Wisconsin Dept. of Health and Family Services v. Blumer . ... 473,1037
Wisconsin State Engineering Assn. v. Lightbourn ............ 1080



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXXXV

Page

Wise v. Fryar .. ..o e 1079
Wise v. Morgan . ......... ittt 1087
Wisehart, Inre . ... e 805,1076
Wiser Oil Co; Mills 0. . . oo i it 1084
Withers ». United States .......... ... .. ... ... 1011
Witherspoon v. Pennsylvania ............................ 891
Withrow; Flagg v. .. ..o oo 1091
Withrow; Gilbert v. . . ... ... i i 1059
Withrow; Hunter v. . ........ ... . 0., 885
Witman ». Pennsylvania ............ ... . ... ... ... ... 815
Witso; Overby v. . oo oo e 1130
Wittrock v. Snyder . ....... .. e 1068
Wiwo v. United States .......... ... ... 877
Wixom v. Washington ......... ... ... .. . ... .. 1143
Wolf v. Northwest Indiana Symphony Society ............... 1028
Wolfe ». United States .............. .. ... 880,1015
Wolfork v. Tackett ......... .. . ... . 819
Wolverine World Wide, Inc.; Ragsdalev. ................... 1053
Womack v. True .. ...t e e 1044
Womack v. Vaughn . ... ... . . . 1140
Wongus v. United States ............. .. ..., 852
Wood; Arnold v. ... e 975,1102
Wood County; Rivers v. ... .. 889
Woodford v. Odle . ... ... 888
Woodfox ». Louisiana . ........... ... .. i, 1027
Woodlane Forest Civie Assn., Inc.; Nazimuddinv. ............ 953
Woodruff v. Gibson . ... 1045
Woodruff; Herron v. . ... ... oo e e 1076
Woods, 10 7€ . . oo e 811,812
Woods v. Alabama . ........... i 831
Woods v. California ......... ... . i, 1087
Woods v. Chicago . ...... ...ttt 955
Woods v. Industrial Commn of Ariz. ...................... 873
Woods v. United States .. ..., 938,1012
Woods v. Washington .............. ... ... ..., 964
Woodward ». Virginia . ... .........ccuttiinnnn .. 857
Wooldridge ». Hamilton County Dept. of Human Services ...... 952
Word v. MoOre . ..o e 999
Workers’ Compensation Appeal Bd. of Pa.; Collinsv. .......... 1136
Workers’ Compensation Appeal Bd. of Pa.; Reutzel v. ......... 818
Workers’ Compensation Appeals Bd.; Daniel v. .............. 1137
Workers’ Compensation Appeals Bd. of Cal.; Harrisv. ......... 1086
Workers’ Compensation Appeals Bd. of Cal,; Knisley v. ........ 1003
Workers’ Compensation Appeals Bd. of Cal,; Vohrav. ......... 961



CLXXXVI TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Page
WorldCom Technologies, Inc.; Mathiasv. ................. 990,1056
World of Powersports, Inc.; Hilvety ». ..................... 1067
Wray v. Gardine . ... e 1045
Wray v. Haley ... .o 1024
Wray 0. ROSS .o oo it e 959
Wray; Stilwell v. ... ..o 882
Wrench LLC; Taco Bell Corp. v. ... ..o i iiiiii i i 1114
Wright, Inre ... .. e e 989
Wright ». Neuman Distribution Co. ....................... 1143
Wright v. Pennsylvania . ........... ... i, 977
Wright ». United States ........................ 897,919,940,1008
Wrigley v. Georgia .. ... ..ottt 1129
Wrobel v. United States ........... ... ... 906
Wu; Jacobs 0. ..o e 1021
Wyandotte Nation ». Sac and Fox Nation of Mo. ............. 1078
Wyatt v. United States ....... ... ... .. 1071
Wyeth-Ayerst Laboratories, Inc.; Tankhav. ................. 1134
Wyner ». Manhattan Beach Unified School Dist. ............. 1140
Wyoming; Johnson v. . ... ... ... e 809
Wyoming; Misenheimer v. ........... ... ... ... ... 1092
Wyoming; Nebraska v. ....... .. ... . i 40,1076
Wyoming; Rude . ... ... e 911
Wyoming; Warner v. .. ..ot e 1146
Xerox Co; Davis 0. . oo e 959
Yalowizer v. Ranchester . ........ ... ... . ... . . 1082
Yancey v. Harris . ... ..o 1155
Yanco v. United States .......... ... ... 1114
Yanez-Dominguez v. United States .. ...................... 967
Yapp, In 1e . .o oot e 811
Yarbrough; Kauzlarichv. .......... ... . ... . ... ... .... 1090
Yasa v. California .......... .o i 825
Ybarra v. Cockrell ....... .. . .. . i 839
Yeaman v. United States .............. ... 1082
Yedra v. United States . ........ ... 848
Yellow Transportation, Inc. ». Michigan .................. 948,1112
Yelsa v. State Barof Mont. . .......... .. ..., 1132
Yen Mao Chiu . Ayers . .. ..ot e e 1061
Yepez v. United States .......... ... i, 1004,1168
Yon v. Moore . ... e 857
Yonkers v. United States .......... ... ... 1054
Yonter v. Quest Engineering Development Corp. ............. 838
Young, Inre .............. 810,811,812,1039,1053,1084,1101,1102,1125

Young v. TIHNOis ... .o e 1029



TABLE OF CASES REPORTED CLXXXVII

Page
Young; Little Rock v. ... 1129
Young v. Moore . . ...ttt e 864,1101
Young v. Toles . ..o e 1131
Young v. United States ....................... 979,1050,1098,1148
Young Bae v. United States ................ ... ... ..... 1062
Ysaasaga-Leyva v. United States ......................... 899
Yuking; Beamon v. . ... ... ... 1003
Yuking; Cole 0. . ..ot e e 1027
Yuking; Harp v. ..o e 917
Yukins; Potter v. . ... . . e 855
Yung-Ming Chen ». United States ........................ 972
Zabin; Picciotto v. ... ... e 815
Zacharie v. LeWIS . ... e 976
Zagorski v. Barnhart ........... ... ... i i 1146
Zaino; Farm Credit Services of Mid-America v. .............. 1019
Zaklama; Abdelmessih v. . ........... ... . ... ... . . . . . ..., 1106
Zamora-Rivera v. United States .......... ... ... ... ....... 848
ZAMOS V. ZAMOS . e e e e e 886
Zamudio-Orozco v. United States .............. ... ... ... 848
Zandford; Securities and Exchange Commn v. ............ 1015,1077
Zapata-Garcia v. United States .. ......... ... ... .. ... ... 877
Zapata-Reyes v. United States .......... ... .. ... ... ... 1155
Zarate-Diaz v. United States .......... ... ... ... . . ... ... 1005
Zarate-Hernandez v. United States ....................... 913
Zarvela; Fischer v. ... ... ... e 1015
Zatron v. Bridgeport Machines Inc. ....................... 951
Zdravkovich, In re . ... ... 804
Zedillo-Camarillo ». United States ........................ 875
Zeeland; Bush v. ... ... . . e 1133
Zeeland Public Schools Bd. of Ed.; Bushv. ................ 819,1101
Zellis 0. Masters .. ...ttt 859
Zellweger v. Alliance .......... ...ttt 1041,1158
Zelman v. Simmons-Harris .............. ... .......... 1077,1111
Zenanko v. CriSt . ... e 1060
Zenk; D. B. v, ..o e 867
Zepeda v. California ............ ... ... i, 1068
Zero Breese Roofing Co.; Lewis v. ...................... 877,1036
Zessman v. Nevada . ... ..ottt 976
Zhang v. Arizona State Univ. .......... ... ... ... ... ... 809
Zharn v. United States .. ........ . ... i 1166
Ziegler v. Alabama .. ... ... ... 973
Zinn . Sparkman ... ... ... 878
Ziskis v. United States .......... .. i, 857

Zul-Alcantara v. United States .. ........ ... .. ... 1098



CLXXXVIII TABLE OF CASES REPORTED

Zuniga v. United States
Zuniga-Mejia v. United States .......... ... ... .. ... ... ... 1009
Zuniga-Ruiz v. United States



CASES ADJUDGED

IN THE
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UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE v. GREGORY

CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR
THE FEDERAL CIRCUIT

No. 00-758. Argued October 9, 2001—Decided November 13, 2001

While three disciplinary actions that petitioner Postal Service took against
respondent were pending in grievance proceedings pursuant to the
Postal Service’s collective bargaining agreement with respondent’s
union, the Postal Service terminated respondent’s employment after a
fourth violation. The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 (CSRA) permits
covered employees, such as respondent, to appeal removals and other
serious disciplinary actions to the Merit Systems Protection Board
(Board) or through the negotiated grievance procedure, but not both.
Respondent appealed to the Board, where an agency must prove its
charge by a preponderance of the evidence, 5 U.S. C. §7701(c)(1)(B),
proving not only that the misconduct occurred, but also that the penalty
assessed is reasonable in relation to it. An Administrative Law Judge
(ALJ) concluded that respondent’s termination was reasonable in light
of her four violations. Although the three prior disciplinary actions
were the subject of pending grievances, the ALJ analyzed them inde-
pendently, under the approach set forth in Bolling v. Department of Air
Force, 8 M. S. P. B. 658, and found that they were not clearly erroneous.
While respondent’s petition for review of the ALJ’s decision was pend-
ing before the Board, an arbitrator overturned the first disciplinary ac-
tion. Respondent did not inform the Board, which denied her petition.
The Federal Circuit vacated in part and remanded, holding that prior
disciplinary actions subject to ongoing proceedings may not be used to
support a penalty’s reasonableness.

1
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Syllabus

Held:

1. The Board may review independently prior disciplinary actions
pending in grievance proceedings when reviewing termination and
other serious disciplinary actions. The Federal Circuit reviews a Board
decision’s substance under the extremely narrow arbitrary and capri-
cious standard, which allows the Board wide latitude in fulfilling its
obligation to review agency disciplinary actions. The role of judicial
review is only to ascertain if the Board has met the CSRA’s minimum
standards. There is nothing arbitrary about the Board’s decision to
independently review prior violations. Neither the Federal Circuit nor
respondent has suggested that the Board has applied its policy inconsist-
ently or that it lacks reasons for its approach. Nor is independent
Board review contrary to any law. The Federal Circuit’s reference to
Douglas v. Veterans Admin., 5 M. S. P. B. 313, which sets out the frame-
work for reviewing disciplinary actions, is a way of describing the
Board’s review process, not, as respondent suggests, an indication that
the Board violated §7701(c)(1)(B). More important, any suggestion
that independent review by the Board violates that section’s preponder-
ance of the evidence standard would be incorrect. The Board has its
own mechanism for allowing agencies to meet their statutory burden of
justifying all violations supporting a penalty. Insofar as Bolling review
is adequate, an agency may meet its burden by prevailing either in
grievance or before the Board. Independent review also does not vio-
late the CSRA’s general statutory scheme, which allows Board review
of serious, but not minor, disciplinary actions. Where a termination is
based on a series of disciplinary actions, some of which are minor, the
Board’s authority to review the termination must also include the au-
thority to review each of the prior disciplinary actions to establish the
penalty’s reasonableness. Any effects of such review on pending griev-
ance procedures result from the CSRA’s parallel review structures. If
the Board’s independent review procedure is adequate, the review that
an employee receives is fair. Although that procedure’s fairness is not
before this Court, a presumption of regularity attaches to Government
agencies’ actions, and some deference to agency disciplinary actions is
appropriate. Pp. 6-10.

2. Because the Board does not rely upon disciplinary actions that
were overturned in grievance proceedings at the time of its review, a
remand to the Federal Circuit is necessary to determine the effect that
the reversal of one of respondent’s disciplinary actions had on her termi-
nation. Pp. 10-11.

212 F. 3d 1296, vacated and remanded.
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(O’CONNOR, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which REHNQUIST,
C. J.,, and STEVENS, SCALIA, KENNEDY, SOUTER, THOMAS, and BREYER,
JJ., joined. THOMAS, J., filed a concurring opinion, post, p. 11. GINS-
BURG, J., filed an opinion concurring in the judgment, post, p. 14.

Gregory G. Garre argued the cause for petitioner. With
him on the briefs were Solicitor General Olson, former Act-
g Solicitor General Underwood, Acting Assistant Attor-
ney General Schiffer, Deputy Solicitor General Clement,
David M. Cohen, Todd M. Hughes, David B. Stinson, Mary
Anne Gibbons, Lori J. Dym, and Stephan J. Boardman.

Henk Brands argued the cause and filed a brief for
respondent.*™

JUSTICE O’CONNOR delivered the opinion of the Court.

The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 allows eligible em-
ployees to appeal termination and other serious disciplinary
actions to the Merit Systems Protection Board. 5 U.S.C.
§§7512-7513. The Federal Circuit ruled that, when assess-
ing the reasonableness of these actions, the Board may not
consider prior disciplinary actions that are pending in collec-
tively bargained grievance proceedings. 212 F. 3d 1296,
1298 (2000). Because the Board has broad discretion in de-
termining how to review prior disciplinary actions and need
not adopt the Federal Circuit’s rule, we now vacate and re-
mand for further proceedings.

I

Respondent Maria Gregory worked for petitioner United
States Postal Service as a letter technician with responsibil-

*Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for the American
Federation of Government Employees, AFL-CIO, by Mark D. Roth and
Charles A. Hobbie; for the National Association of Letter Carriers, AFL~
CIO, by Keith E. Secular; for the National Employment Lawyers Associa-
tion by Edward H. Passman and Paula A. Brantner; and for the National
Treasury Employees Union by Gregory O’Duden, Barbara A. Atkin, and
Kerry L. Adams.
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ity for overseeing letter carriers on five mail routes, and
serving as a replacement carrier on those routes. App. to
Pet. for Cert. A-15. On April 7, 1997, respondent left work
early to take her daughter to the doctor, ignoring her super-
visor’s instructions to sort the mail for her route before leav-
ing. She received a letter of warning for insubordination.
App. 47-48. Respondent filed a grievance under the proce-
dure established in the collective bargaining agreement be-
tween her union and her employer, see generally 1998-2001
Agreement Between National Association of Letter Carri-
ers, AFL-CIO and U. S. Postal Service, Art. 15. App. 43.

Later that same month respondent was cited for delaying
the mail, after mail from another route was found in her
truck at the end of the day. Id., at 45-46. The Postal Serv-
ice suspended her for seven days, and respondent filed a sec-
ond grievance. Id., at 41-42. In August 1997, respondent
was again disciplined for various violations, including failing
to deliver certified mail and attempting to receive unauthor-
ized or unnecessary overtime. Id., at 38-40. She received
a 14-day suspension, and again filed a grievance.

While these three disciplinary actions were pending in
grievance proceedings pursuant to the collective bargaining
agreement, respondent was disciplined one final time. On
September 13, 1997, respondent filed a form requesting as-
sistance in completing her route or, alternatively, 3% hours of
overtime. Considering this request excessive, respondent’s
supervisor accompanied her on her route and determined
that she had overestimated the necessary overtime by more
than an hour. Id., at 31-33. In light of this violation and
respondent’s previous violations, her supervisor recom-
mended that she be removed from her employment at the
Postal Service. Ibid. On November 17, 1997, the Postal
Service ordered respondent’s termination effective nine days
later. Id., at 24-29.

Because respondent previously served in the Army, she
falls into the category of “preference eligible” Postal Service
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employees covered by the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978
(CSRA). 5 U.S.C. §7511(a)(1)(B)(ii). The CSRA provides
covered employees the opportunity to appeal removals and
other serious disciplinary actions to the Merit Systems Pro-
tection Board (Board). §§7512-7513. Under the CSRA,
respondent could appeal her termination to the Board or
seek relief through the negotiated grievance procedure, but
could not do both. §7121(e)(1). Respondent chose to ap-
peal to the Board.

When an employing agency’s disciplinary action is chal-
lenged before the Board, the agency bears the burden of
proving its charge by a preponderance of the evidence.
§7701(c)(1)(B). Under the Board’s settled procedures, this
requires proving not only that the misconduct actually oc-
curred, but also that the penalty assessed was reasonable in
relation to it. Douglas v. Veterans Admin., 5 M. S. P. B.
313, 333-334 (1981).

Following these guidelines, a Board Administrative Law
Judge (ALJ) upheld respondent’s termination, concluding
that the Postal Service had shown that respondent overesti-
mated her overtime beyond permissible limits on September
13, App. to Pet. for Cert. A-29, and that her termination was
reasonable in light of this violation and her prior violations.
Id., at A-36 to A-40. Although the three prior disciplinary
actions were the subject of pending grievances, the ALJ ana-
lyzed them independently, following the approach set forth
in Bolling v. Department of Air Force, 8 M. S. P. B. 658
(1981). Bolling provides for de novo review of prior discipli-
nary actions unless: “(1) [the employee] was informed of the
action in writing; (2) the action is a matter of record; and
(3) [the employee] was given the opportunity to dispute the
charges to a higher level than the authority that imposed the
discipline.” Id., at 660-661. If these conditions are met,
Board review of prior disciplinary action is limited to deter-
mining whether the action is clearly erroneous. Id., at 660.
After finding that respondent’s three prior disciplinary ac-
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tions met Bolling’s three conditions, the ALJ concluded that
there was no clear evidence of error. App. to Pet. for
Cert. A-37.

Respondent petitioned the Board for review of the ALJ’s
decision. While this appeal was pending, an arbitrator re-
solved respondent’s first grievance (relating to the April 7
incident) in her favor, and ordered that the letter of warning
be expunged. App. 3-16. Respondent did not advise the
Board of that ruling. The Board then denied her request
for review of the ALJ’s determination. App. to Pet. for
Cert. A-9 to A-10.

Respondent petitioned for review of the Board’s decision
in the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Cir-
cuit. 5 U.S.C. §7703(a). That court affirmed the Board’s
decision to uphold the ALJ’s factual findings with respect to
the September 13 incident. 212 F. 3d, at 1299. Taking judi-
cial notice of the fact that one of the three disciplinary ac-
tions underlying respondent’s termination had been over-
turned in arbitration, and noting that respondent’s two
remaining grievances were still pending, it reversed the
Board’s determination that the penalty was reasonable.
Ibid. While recognizing that disciplinary history is an “im-
portant factor” in assessing any penalty, id., at 1300, the Fed-
eral Circuit held that “prior disciplinary actions that are sub-
ject to ongoing proceedings may not be used to support” a
penalty’s reasonableness, id., at 1298. It therefore vacated
the Board’s decision in part and remanded for further pro-
ceedings. Id., at 1300. We granted certiorari, 531 U.S.
1143 (2001).

II

The Federal Circuit’s statutory review of the substance of
Board decisions is limited to determining whether they are
unsupported by substantial evidence or are “arbitrary, capri-
cious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance
with law.” 5 U. S. C. §7703(c). Like its counterpart in the
Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S. C. §706(2), the arbi-
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trary and capricious standard is extremely narrow, Citizens
to Preserve Overton Park, Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U. S. 402, 416
(1971), and allows the Board wide latitude in fulfilling its
obligation to review agency disciplinary actions. It is not
for the Federal Circuit to substitute its own judgment for
that of the Board. Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Assn. of United
States, Inc. v. State Farm Mut. Automobile Ins. Co., 463
U.S. 29, 43 (1983). The role of judicial review is only to
ascertain if the Board has met the minimum standards set
forth in the statute. We conclude that the Board need not
adopt the Federal Circuit’s rule in order to meet these
standards.

The Postal Service argues that the Board’s independent
review of prior disciplinary actions is sufficient to meet its
statutory obligations. The adequacy of the Board’s particu-
lar review mechanism—PBolling review, see Bolling v. De-
partment of Air Force, supra—is not before us. The Fed-
eral Circuit said nothing about Bolling, instead adopting a
sweeping rule that the Board may never rely on prior disci-
plinary actions subject to ongoing grievance procedures, re-
gardless of the sort of independent review the Board pro-
vides. Respondent likewise asks this Court only to uphold
the Federal Circuit’s rule forbidding independent Board re-
view. She does not seek a ruling requiring a different
Board review mechanism, nor did she do so before the Fed-
eral Circuit. Her brief in that court mentioned neither
Bolling nor its standard, arguing only that the Board should
hold off its review altogether pending the outcome of collec-
tively bargained grievance proceedings. Brief for Peti-
tioner in No. 00-3123 (CA Fed.), p. 2. Moreover, even if the
adequacy of Bolling review were before us, we lack sufficient
briefing on its specific functioning in this case. We thus con-
sider only whether the Board may permissibly review prior
disciplinary actions subject to ongoing grievance procedures
independently, not whether the particular way in which it
does so meets the statutory standard.
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There is certainly nothing arbitrary about the Board’s de-
cision to independently review prior disciplinary violations.
Neither the Federal Circuit nor respondent has suggested
that the Board has applied this policy inconsistently—indeed,
the Board has taken this same approach for 19 years. See
Carr v. Department of Air Force, 9 M. S. P. B. 714 (1982).
Nor have they argued that the Board lacks reasons for its
approach. Following the Federal Circuit’s rule would re-
quire the Board either to wait until challenges to disciplinary
actions pending in grievance proceedings are completed be-
fore rendering its decision, or to ignore altogether the viola-
tions being challenged in grievance in determining the rea-
sonableness of the penalty. The former may cause undue
delay. See Reply Brief for Petitioner 6-7. The latter
would, in many cases, effectively preclude agencies from re-
lying on an employee’s disciplinary history, which the Fed-
eral Circuit itself acknowledged to be an “important factor”
in any disciplinary decision. 212 F. 3d, at 1300.

Nor is independent review by the Board contrary to any
law. The Federal Circuit cited no provision of the CSRA or
any other statute to justify its new rule. Id., at 1299-1300.
At oral argument in this Court, respondent’s counsel pointed
to the Federal Circuit’s statement that, if pending grievances
were later overturned in arbitration, “the foundation of the
Board’s Douglas analysis would be compromised.” Tr. of
Oral Arg. 49; 212 F. 3d, at 1300 (citing Douglas v. Veterans
Admin., 5 M. S. P. B. 313 (1981)). The Board’s Douglas deci-
sion set out a general framework for reviewing agency disci-
plinary actions. Because Douglas at one point specifically
discussed 5 U. S. C. §7701(c)(1)(B), the CSRA provision plac-
ing the burden of proof on the employing agency to justify
its disciplinary action, counsel claimed, the Federal Circuit
must have thought the Board’s policy violates that section.
Tr. of Oral Arg. 49. We do not read the Federal Circuit’s
citation of Douglas as an implicit reference to § 7701(c)(1)(B),
particularly given that the Federal Circuit’s opinion nowhere
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mentions that section’s standard. Rather, we interpret the
Federal Circuit’s reference to Douglas as a way of describing
the entire process of Board review of disciplinary actions.

More importantly, any suggestion that the Board’s decision
to independently review prior disciplinary actions violates
§7701(c)(1)(B)’s preponderance of the evidence standard
would be incorrect. To the extent that that standard places
the burden upon employing agencies to justify all of the vio-
lations—including those dealt with in prior disciplinary ac-
tions—that are the basis for the penalty, the Board has its
own mechanism for allowing agencies to meet that burden.
Insofar as Bolling review is adequate to meet this burden of
proof, an employing agency may meet its statutory burden
to justify prior actions by prevailing either in grievance or
before the Board.

Amicus National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU)
argues that independent Board review of prior disciplinary
actions pending in grievance violates the CSRA’s general
statutory scheme. Brief for National Treasury Employees
Union as Amicus Curiae 8-12. Employees covered by the
CSRA may elect Board review only for disciplinary actions
of a certain seriousness, such as termination, suspension for
more than 14 days, or a reduction in grade or pay. 5 U.S. C.
§§7512-7513. For more minor actions, workers may only
seek review through negotiated grievance procedures, if they
exist. §7121. According to NTEU, this scheme deprives
the Board of the statutory authority to review minor discipli-
nary actions like the three that were pending in this case.
It is true that the CSRA contemplates that at least some
eligible employees (those represented by unions) will have
two different forums for challenging disciplinary actions,
depending in part on their seriousness. If the Board had
attempted to review respondent’s first disciplinary action
before she was terminated, it would have exceeded its
statutory authority. In this case, however, the Board was
asked to review respondent’s termination, something it
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clearly has authority to do. §§7512-7513. Because this
termination was based on a series of disciplinary actions,
some of which are minor, the Board’s authority to review the
termination must also include the authority to review each
of the prior disciplinary actions to establish the reasonable-
ness of the penalty as a whole.

Independent Board review of disciplinary actions pending
in grievance proceedings may at times result in the Board
reaching a different conclusion than the arbitrator. It may
also result in a terminated employee never reaching a reso-
lution of her grievance at all, because some collective bar-
gaining agreements require unions to withdraw grievances
when an employee’s termination becomes final before the
Board. Brief for Respondent 10-11, 37; Reply Brief for
Petitioner 14. Rather than being inconsistent with the stat-
utory scheme, however, these possibilities are the result of
the parallel structures of review set forth in the CSRA.

Such results are not necessarily unfair. Any employee
who appeals a disciplinary action to the Board receives in-
dependent Board review. If the Board’s mechanism for
reviewing prior disciplinary actions is itself adequate, the
review such an employee receives is fair. Although the
fairness of the Board’s own procedure is not before us, we
note that a presumption of regularity attaches to the actions
of Government agencies, United States v. Chemical Founda-
tion, Inc., 272 U. S. 1, 14-15 (1926), and that some deference
to agency disciplinary actions is appropriate.

II1

Although the Board independently reviews prior discipli-
nary actions pending in grievance, it also has a policy of not
relying upon disciplinary actions that have already been
overturned in grievance proceedings at the time of Board
review. See Jones v. Department of Air Force, 24 MSPR
429, 431 (1984). As one of respondent’s disciplinary actions
was overturned in arbitration before the Board rendered its



Cite as: 534 U. S. 1 (2001) 11

THOMAS, J., concurring

decision, the Postal Service concedes that a remand to the
Federal Circuit is necessary to determine the effect of this
reversal on respondent’s termination. Reply Brief for Peti-
tioner 15-16.

The judgment of the United States Court of Appeals for
the Federal Circuit is therefore vacated, and the case is re-
manded for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.

It 1s so ordered.

JUSTICE THOMAS, concurring.

While I join the Court’s opinion as far as it goes, it does
not go far enough. The Court concludes that the adequacy
of the mechanism the Merit Systems Protection Board used
to review prior disciplinary actions pending in collectively
bargained grievance proceedings (the so-called Bolling
framework) is a question “not before us.” Ante, at 7. 1
think it is.

The Federal Circuit below held that the Board, in assess-
ing the reasonableness of petitioner’s decision to terminate
respondent, abused its discretion by relying upon prior disci-
plinary actions that were pending in collectively bargained
grievance proceedings. 212 F. 3d 1296, 1300 (2000).

Petitioner now contests the Federal Circuit’s holding by
arguing that the Board’s consideration of prior disciplinary
actions subject to pending grievances does not constitute an
abuse of discretion because the Board’s use of the Bolling
framework, see Bolling v. Department of Air Force, 8
M. S. P. B. 658 (1981), provides employees with more than
adequate procedural safeguards.! Brief for Petitioner 27-
28. Respondent, by contrast, counters that the Bolling
framework not only is insufficient to prevent the “unfair-

1 Petitioner’s argument is certainly quite relevant here as the Board
Administrative Law Judge below considered prior disciplinary actions in
respondent’s case pursuant to the Bolling framework. See ante, at 5-6;
App. to Pet. for Cert. A-36 to A-37.
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ness” inherent in the Board’s consideration of prior discipli-
nary actions subject to pending grievances, but also is incon-
sistent with the agency’s statutory burden to show that its
decision is supported by a “preponderance of the evidence.”
See Brief for Respondent 34-37. Properly disposing of this
case requires that we address these arguments.?

This is not a difficult task because the Bolling framework
provides federal employees with more than adequate proce-
dural safeguards. Title 5 U. S. C. § 7503(b), for instance, sets
forth the basic procedural protections to which employees
receiving minor discipline are entitled pursuant to the Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978 (CSRA).? Conspicuously absent
from the statutory provision is any opportunity to appeal a
minor disciplinary action to the Board. Thus, as petitioner
points out, “it can hardly be said that the Bolling framework
for collateral review of prior discipline conflicts with the
CSRA, when Congress chose not to provide for any [Board]
review of minor disciplinary actions.” See Reply Brief for
Petitioner 12-13 (emphasis in original).

Respondent’s argument that the Bolling framework con-
flicts with the “preponderance of the evidence” standard set
forthin 5 U. S. C. § 7701(c)(1)(B) is also unavailing. The logi-
cal consequence of respondent’s position is that the Board

2The Court accurately notes that respondent’s brief in the Federal Cir-
cuit merely argued that the Board erred by relying upon prior disciplinary
actions and nowhere mentioned the Bolling framework. See ante, at 7.
Petitioner, however, has put the Bolling framework squarely into play
by relying upon it to support its contention that the Board’s practice of
considering prior disciplinary actions is not an abuse of discretion. Given
that petitioner, in defending the Board’s practice, raises the Bolling frame-
work for the first time in this Court, respondent surely has not waived
her right to argue that the protections provided by the Bolling framework
are inadequate to save the practice invalidated by the Federal Circuit.

3This statutory provision applies to suspensions for 14 days or less. 5
U.S.C. §7503(a). Respondent’s prior disciplinary actions pending in
grievance proceedings fall into this category.
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would be required to review de novo all facts supporting all
prior disciplinary actions relied upon by an agency to justify
the reasonableness of a penalty, whether or not the prior
actions were ever grieved. Nothing in the CSRA supports
this rather remarkable proposition. At most, the statute re-
quires an agency to prove the existence of prior disciplinary
actions; it does not place the burden on the agency to prove
the facts underlying those actions.

The central flaw in the Federal Circuit’s decision is that it
relies on the mistaken assumption that the Board’s review
process and collectively bargained grievance proceedings are
somehow linked. 212 F. 3d, at 1300. This assumption is not
supported by the CSRA. Under the statute, the Board’s re-
view process and collectively bargained grievance proce-
dures constitute entirely separate structures. As a result,
the Board need not wait for an employee’s pending griev-
ances to be resolved before taking account of prior discipli-
nary actions in its assessment of the reasonableness of a pen-
alty given in a subsequent disciplinary action.?

4JUSTICE GINSBURG’s suggestion to the contrary, see post, at 16, n. 2
(opinion concurring in judgment), rests on the assumption that the Board’s
review process and collectively bargained grievance proceedings are some-
how linked. As explained i fra this page, such an assumption is errone-
ous. Title 5 U.S. C. §7701(c)(1)(B) either requires an agency to prove by
a preponderance of the evidence all facts supporting all prior disciplinary
actions relied upon by an agency or it does not. Whether an employee
has chosen to access collectively bargained grievance proceedings with
respect to a prior disciplinary action is irrelevant to answering this ques-
tion. Indeed, JUSTICE GINSBURG’s reasoning still suggests that the
Board must review de novo all facts supporting all prior minor disciplinary
actions relied upon by agencies in cases where employees are not repre-
sented by a union as such employees have no ability to access collectively
bargained grievance proceedings. Such a requirement, however, is no-
where to be found in the CSRA.

5Neither would it be, as JUSTICE GINSBURG intimates, “arbitrary and
capricious” for the Board to disregard an arbitrator’s reversal of a prior
disciplinary action. Post, at 15 (opinion concurring in judgment). Such
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For these reasons, I agree with the Court’s decision to
vacate the judgment of the Federal Circuit and remand for
further proceedings.®

JUSTICE GINSBURG, concurring in the judgment.

Although I join the Court’s judgment, I do so on grounds
not stated in the Court’s opinion. I note first that under
Bolling v. Department of Air Force, the Board’s review of
prior disciplinary actions pending in negotiated grievance
proceedings requires, in cases like this one, only that the
Board determine whether an agency action was “clearly er-
roneous.” 8 M. S. P. B. 658, 660 (1981). This summary and
highly deferential standard is arguably inconsistent with the
statutory requirement that the Board sustain a decision of
an agency “only if . . . [it] is supported by a preponderance
of the evidence.” 5 U.S.C. §7701(c)(1)(B). The Court
maintains that the adequacy of Bolling review to meet

an argument, like the Federal Circuit’s holding below, rests on the errone-
ous premise that the CSRA inextricably ties together the Board’s review
process and collectively bargained grievance proceedings. To be sure, the
Board has chosen to link its review to collectively bargained grievance
proceedings—at least to some extent—by adopting a policy of not relying
upon disciplinary actions that have been reversed through grievance pro-
ceedings. Cf. Jones v. Department of Air Force, 24 MSPR 429, 430-431
(1984). But the Board is not required to do so. Neither JUSTICE GINS-
BURG nor the Federal Circuit cites any statutory provision mandating that
the Board must take this step. The CSRA simply establishes no link
between the Board’s review process, which is designed to protect an em-
ployee’s statutory rights, and grievance proceedings, which adjudicate
rights secured through collective-bargaining agreements. As the Court
points out: “Independent Board review of disciplinary actions . .. may at
times result in the Board reaching a different conclusion than the arbitra-
tor.” Ante, at 10.

6Given the Board’s stated policy of not relying upon disciplinary actions
that have already been overturned in grievance proceedings at the time
of Board review, see n. 5, supra, I agree that a remand is necessary for
the Federal Circuit to consider the relevance of the fact that one of re-
spondent’s prior disciplinary actions had already been reversed when the
Board finalized its review of her case.
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§7701(c)(1)(B)’s preponderance of the evidence standard is a
question “not before us.” Ante, at 7, 10. In light of the
unsettled issue, however, I would place no reliance upon the
Board’s “independent review” of prior discipline, see ante, at
7, 8, in this case. Nevertheless, I do not resist the Court’s
remand order for the reasons set out below.

MSPB regulations allow the Board to reopen an appeal
and reconsider its decision “at any time.” 5 CFR §1201.118
(2001) (“The Board may reopen an appeal and reconsider a
decision of [an administrative judge] on its own motion at
any time, regardless of any other provisions of this part.”).
There is every reason to believe that the Board would reopen
to reconsider a decision that credited a prior disciplinary ac-
tion later overturned in arbitration. See Jones v. Depart-
ment of Air Force, 24 MSPR 429, 431 (1984) (suspension “re-
versed by grievance . . . was effectively cancelled and thus
should not be considered in determining a reasonable pen-
alty for the current charge”).! Notably, the Postal Service
agrees that the Board may invoke its provision for reopening
“in the event that the employee’s prior disciplinary record
has been revised as the result of a successful grievance.”
Brief for Petitioner 28; see also Tr. of Oral Arg. 22 (counsel
for the Postal Service confirmed Service’s recognition that
“the [Bloard’s regulations permit the [BJoard to reopen any
case at any time to reconsider it in light of a grievance which
may have proved successful”).

Indeed, it might well be “arbitrary and capricious” in such
a situation for the Board to disregard the employee’s revised
record and refuse to reopen. Cf. 18 C. Wright, A. Miller, &
E. Cooper, Federal Practice and Procedure §4433, p. 311
(1981) (a “judgment based upon the preclusive effects of [a
prior] judgment should not stand if the [prior] judgment is

1The Board thus comprehends the two schemes—its own review, and
arbitration under the bargained-for grievance procedure—as harmonious
and not, as JUSTICE THOMAS does, ante, at 13 (concurring opinion), as
entirely unrelated to each other.
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reversed”); id., at 312-315; Restatement (Second) of Judg-
ments §16 and Comment ¢ (1982) (nullification of an earlier
judgment on which a subsequent judgment relied “may be
made the ground for appropriate proceedings for relief from
the later judgment with any suitable provision for restitution
of benefits that may have been obtained under that judg-
ment”); id., § 84 (generally, “a valid and final award by arbi-
tration has the same effects under the rules of res judicata,
subject to the same exceptions and qualifications, as a judg-
ment of a court”).?

Gregory did not bring to the Board’s attention her success-
ful grievance of the Postal Service’s first disciplinary action,
1. e., a letter of warning dated May 13, 1997, based on the
April 7, 1997, incident, see ante, at 4; App. 43, 47-48. Under
the MSPB’s regulations, she may even now ask the Board to
reopen based on the expungement of that action, or the
Board may reopen “on its own motion.” 5 CFR §1201.118
(2001); see Tr. of Oral Arg. 26 (counsel for the Postal Service
acknowledged that successful grievance of first disciplinary
action “could have been brought to the attention of the
[Bloard and still could be today”). Gregory may also bring
to the Board’s attention any revision resulting from success-

2JusTICE THOMAS suggests, ante, at 12-13 (concurring opinion), that
Gregory’s argument would logically require the Board to review de novo
any prior disciplinary action upon which the employer relied in removing
an employee, “whether or not the prior actions were ever grieved.” Fail-
ure to pursue an available grievance procedure or other avenue of appeal,
however, would end the matter. It is well settled that one who fails
timely to appeal an adverse decision is bound by that decision in later
proceedings. See, e. g., New Haven Inclusion Cases, 399 U.S. 392, 481
(1970) (holding that a party who “took no appeal” from an adverse order
is “foreclosed by res judicata” from later seeking relief inconsistent with
that order); see also 18 Wright, Miller, & Cooper, §4433, at 305 (“preclu-
sion cannot be defeated by electing to fo[rlgo an available opportunity
to appeal”); id., at 305-308; Restatement (Second) of Judgments §83 and
Comment a, §84 and Comment e (in general, administrative adjudica-
tions and arbitration awards have the same preclusive effects as court
judgments).
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ful grievances of the Postal Service’s second and third disci-
plinary actions, 1. e., the seven-day suspension ordered on
June 7, 1997, see ante, at 4; App. 41-42, 45-46, and the
fourteen-day suspension ordered on August 7, 1997, see ante,
at 4; App. 38-40.

Gregory asserts that the Postal Service resists arbitration
of her second and third grievances on the ground that under
the collective-bargaining agreement between the Postal
Service and her union, predischarge grievances do not sur-
vive a discharge which has been made final. Brief for Re-
spondent 10-12, and n. 5, 26-27. She does not suggest, how-
ever, that the union is disarmed from bargaining for
postdischarge continuation of grievances through to comple-
tion of arbitration.?

Gregory, moreover, elected to resort to the MSPB “[a]t the
advice of her then-counsel.” Id., at 9. She could have
asked her union to challenge her dismissal before an arbitra-
tor.t Had she and her union opted for arbitration rather
than MSPB review of the dismissal, she might have fared
better; it appears that a labor arbitrator, in determining the
reasonableness of a penalty, would have accorded no weight
to prior discipline grieved but not yet resolved by a com-
pleted arbitration. See Arbitration Between National
Assn. of Letter Carriers, AFL-CIO, and USPS, Case
No. E94 N-4E-D 96075418, pp. 16-18 (Apr. 19, 1999) (Snow,
Arb.), Lodging of Respondent 57-59 (referring to parties’
“past practice of giving unresolved grievances no standing
in removal hearings,” arbitrator granted a continuance

3 At oral argument counsel for the Postal Service sought to “make clear”
that “if this Court reverses the decision [of the Federal Circuit],” the Serv-
ice “would not object to the continuance of [a] grievance.” Tr. of Oral
Arg. 55.

4 Grievances “may be appealed to . . . arbitration” only “by the certified
representative of the Union.” 1998-2001 Agreement Between National
Association of Letter Carriers, AFL-CIO and U. S. Postal Service, Art.
15, §4(A)(2).
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“pending resolution of an underlying disciplinary griev-
ance”); Arbitration Between USPS and National Assn. of
Letter Carriers, AFL-CIO, Case No. D90 N-4D-D 95076768,
pp. 19-21 (Mar. 20, 1996) (Sickles, Arb.), Lodging of Respond-
ent 27-29 (although employing agency need not await resolu-
tion of prior grievances before ordering an employee’s re-
moval, an arbitrator may not take account of prior discipline
until the appeals process has yielded a final resolution); Arbi-
tration Between USPS and National Post Office Mail Han-
dlers, Case No. MC-S-0874-D, p. 7 (June 18, 1977) (Fasser,
Arb.), Lodging of Respondent 7 (“Until th[e] appeal [of a
prior disciplinary action] is finally adjudicated, it has no
standing in this proceeding.” (emphasis added)). Gregory,
having at her own option forgone arbitration proceedings,
in which prior discipline could not weigh against her while
grievances were underway, is not comfortably situated to
complain that the procedure she elected employed a differ-
ent rule.

Given (1) the Board’s reopening regulation, (2) the alterna-
tive arbitration forum Gregory might have pursued, (3) the
Court’s explicit reservation of the question of “the adequacy
of Bolling review,” ante, at 7, 10, and (4) the apparent, incor-
rect view of the Federal Circuit that the Postal Service itself
could not take account of prior disciplinary action that is the
subject of a pending grievance proceeding, see 212 F. 3d
1296, 1299, 1300 (2000),> I agree that a remand is in order.

5The petition for certiorari and the brief for petitioner state the ques-
tion presented as follows: “Whether a federal agency, when disciplining or
removing an employee for misconduct pursuant to the Civil Service Re-
form Act of 1978, 5 U. S. C. §1101 et seq., may take account of prior discipli-
nary actions that are the subject of pending grievance proceedings.” Pet.
for Cert. (I); Brief for Petitioner (I) (emphasis added).
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TRW INC. v. ANDREWS

CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR
THE NINTH CIRCUIT

No. 00-1045. Argued October 9, 2001—Decided November 13, 2001

The Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA or Act) requires credit report-
ing agencies, inter alia, to maintain “reasonable procedures” to avoid
improper disclosures of consumer credit information. 15 U.S.C.
§1681e(a). The Act’s limitations provision prescribes that an action to
enforce any liability created under the Act must be brought “within two
years from the date on which the liability arises, except that where a
defendant has . . . willfully misrepresented any information required
under [the Act] to be disclosed to [the plaintiff] and the information . . .
is material to [a claim under the Act], the action may be brought at any
time within two years after [the plaintiff’s] discovery of the misrepre-
sentation.” §1681p.

Plaintiff-respondent Adelaide Andrews visited a doctor’s office in
Santa Monica, California, and there filled out a form listing her name,
Social Security number, and other basic information. An office recep-
tionist named Andrea Andrews (the Impostor) copied the data and
moved to Las Vegas, where she attempted to open credit accounts using
Andrews’ Social Security number and her own last name and address.

On July 25, September 27, and October 28, 1994, and on January 3,
1995, defendant-petitioner TRW Inc. furnished copies of Andrews’ credit
report to companies from which the Impostor sought credit. Andrews
did not learn of these disclosures until May 31, 1995, when she sought
to refinance her home and in the process received a copy of her credit
report reflecting the Impostor’s activity. She sued TRW for injunctive
and monetary relief on October 21, 1996, alleging that TRW had violated
the Act by failing to verify, predisclosure of her credit report to third
parties, that Adelaide Andrews of Santa Monica initiated the credit
applications or was otherwise involved in the underlying transactions.
TRW moved for partial summary judgment, arguing, inter alia, that
the FCRA’s statute of limitations had expired on Andrews’ claims stem-
ming from TRW’s first two disclosures because both occurred more than
two years before she brought suit. Andrews countered that the limita-
tions period on those claims did not commence until she discovered the
disclosures. The District Court held the two claims time barred, rea-
soning that § 1681p’s explicit exception, which covers only misrepresen-
tation claims, precludes judicial attribution of a broader discovery rule
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to the FCRA. The Ninth Circuit reversed, applying what it considered
to be the “general federal rule” that a statute of limitations starts run-
ning when a party knows or has reason to know she was injured, unless
Congress expressly legislates otherwise.

Held:

1. A general discovery rule does not govern §1681p. That section
explicitly delineates the exceptional case in which discovery triggers the
two-year limitation, and Andrews’ case does not fall within the excep-
tional category. Pp. 27-33.

(a) Even if the Ninth Circuit correctly identified a general presump-
tion in favor of a discovery rule, an issue this case does not oblige this
Court to decide, the Appeals Court significantly overstated the scope
and force of such a presumption. That court placed undue weight on
Holmberg v. Armbrecht, 327 U. S. 392, 397, which stands for the proposi-
tion that equity tolls the statute of limitations in cases of fraud or con-
cealment, but does not establish a general presumption across all con-
texts. The only other cases in which the Court has recognized a
prevailing discovery rule, moreover, were decided in two contexts, la-
tent disease and medical malpractice, “where the cry for [such a] rule is
loudest,” Rotella v. Wood, 528 U. S. 549, 555. See United States v. Ku-
brick, 444 U. S. 111; Urie v. Thompson, 337 U.S. 163. The Court has
also observed that lower federal courts generally apply a discovery rule
when a statute is silent on the issue, but has not adopted that rule as
its own. Further, and beyond doubt, the Court has never endorsed the
Ninth Circuit’s view that Congress can convey its refusal to adopt a
discovery rule only by explicit command, rather than by implication
from the particular statute’s structure or text. Thus, even if the pre-
sumption identified by the Ninth Circuit exists, it would not apply to
the FCRA, for that Act does not govern an area of the law that cries
out for application of a discovery rule and is not silent on the issue of
when the statute of limitations begins to run. Pp. 27-28.

(b) Section 1681p’s text and structure evince Congress’ intent to
preclude judicial implication of a discovery rule. Where Congress ex-
plicitly enumerates certain exceptions to a general prohibition, addi-
tional exceptions are not to be implied, in the absence of evidence of a
contrary legislative intent. Andrus v. Glover Constr. Co., 446 U. S. 608,
616-617. Section 1681p provides that the limitation period generally
runs from the date “liability arises,” subject to a single exception for
cases involving a defendant’s willful misrepresentation of material infor-
mation. It would distort §1681p’s text to convert the exception into
the rule. See Leatherman v. Tarrant County Narcotics Intelligence
and Coordination Unit, 507 U. S. 163, 168. Pp. 28-29.
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(c) At least equally telling, reading a general discovery rule into
§1681p would in practical effect render the express exception superflu-
ous in all but the most unusual circumstances. In the paradigmatic
setting in which a plaintiff requests a credit report and the reporting
agency responds by concealing its wrongdoing, the express exception
would do no work other than that performed by a general discovery
rule. The Court rejects Andrews’ and the Government’s attempt to
give some independent scope to the exception by characterizing it as a
codification of the doctrine of equitable estoppel. The scenario con-
structed by Andrews and the Government to support this characteriza-
tion is unlikely to occur in reality. In any event, Andrews and the Gov-
ernment concede that the independent function one could attribute to
the express exception under their theory would arise only in rare and
egregious cases. Adopting their position would therefore render the
express exception insignificant, if not wholly superfluous, contrary to a
cardinal principle of statutory construction. Pp. 29-31.

(d) Andrews’ two additional arguments in defense of the decision
below are unconvincing. First, her contention that a discovery rule is
expressed in the words framing § 1681p’s general rule—“date on which
the liability arises”—is not compelled by the dictionary definition of
“arise” and is unsupported by this Court’s precedent. Second, An-
drews’ reliance on § 1681p’s legislative history fails to convince the Court
that Congress intended sub silentio to adopt a general discovery rule
in addition to the limited one it expressly provided. Pp. 32-33.

2. Because the issue was not raised or briefed below, this Court does
not reach Andrews’ alternative argument that, even if § 1681p does not
incorporate a general discovery rule, “liability” does not “arise” under
the FCRA when a violation occurs, but only on a sometimes later date
when “actual damages” materialize. The Court notes that the Ninth
Circuit has not adopted Andrews’ argument and the Government does
not join her in advancing it here. In any event, it is doubtful that the
argument, even if valid, would aid Andrews in this case. Pp. 33-35.

225 F. 3d 1063, reversed and remanded.

GINSBURG, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which REENQUIST,
C. J, and STEVENS, O’CONNOR, KENNEDY, SOUTER, and BREYER, JJ,
joined. SCALIA, J., filed an opinion concurring in the judgment, in which
THOMAS, J., joined, post, p. 35.

Glen D. Nager argued the cause for petitioner. With him
on the briefs was Daniel H. Bromberg.
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Andrew Ryan Henderson argued the cause for respondent.
With him on the brief were Carlyle W. Hall, Jr., and Gerald
L. Sauer.

Kent L. Jones argued the cause for the United States et al.
as amici curiae urging affirmance. On the brief were Act-
g Solicitor General Underwood, Deputy Solicitor General
Wallace, Edward C. DuMont, John D. Graubert, John F.
Daly, and Lawrence DeMille-Wagman.*

JUSTICE GINSBURG delivered the opinion of the Court.

This case concerns the running of the two-year statute of
limitations governing suits based on the Fair Credit Report-
ing Act (FCRA or Act), as added, 8 Stat. 1127, and
amended, 15 U. S. C. §1681 et seq. (1994 ed. and Supp. V).!
The time prescription appears in § 1681p, which sets out a
general rule and an exception. Generally, an action to en-
force any liability created by the Act may be brought “within
two years from the date on which the liability arises.” The
exception covers willful misrepresentation of “any informa-
tion required under [the Act] to be disclosed to [the plain-
tiff]”: When such a representation is material to a claim
under the Act, suit may be brought “within two years after
[the plaintiff’s] discovery . . . of the misrepresentation.”

Section 1681p’s exception is not involved in this case; the
complaint does not allege misrepresentation of information
that the FCRA “requirels] . . . to be disclosed to [the plain-
tiff].” Plaintiff-respondent Adelaide Andrews nevertheless
contends, and the Ninth Circuit held, that §1681p’s gener-
ally applicable two-year limitation commenced to run on

*Richard J. Rubin, Joanne S. Faulkner, Willard P. Ogburn, Deborah
M. Zuckerman, Stacy J. Canan, and Michael R. Schuster filed a brief for
the National Association of Consumer Advocates et al. as amict curiae
urging affirmance.

1Congress has revised the FCRA extensively since the events at issue,
but has not altered the provisions material to this case.
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Andrews’ claims only upon her discovery of defendant-
petitioner TRW Inc.’s alleged violations of the Act.

We hold that a discovery rule does not govern §1681p.
That section explicitly delineates the exceptional case in
which discovery triggers the two-year limitation. We are
not at liberty to make Congress’ explicit exception the gen-
eral rule as well.

I

A

Congress enacted the FCRA in 1970 to promote efficiency
in the Nation’s banking system and to protect consumer pri-
vacy. See 15 U.S. C. §1681(a) (1994 ed.). As relevant here,
the Act seeks to accomplish those goals by requiring credit
reporting agencies to maintain “reasonable procedures” de-
signed “to assure maximum possible accuracy of the informa-
tion” contained in credit reports, § 1681e(b), and to “limit the
furnishing of [such reports] to” certain statutorily enumer-
ated purposes, §168le(a); 15 U.S. C. §1681b (1994 ed. and
Supp. V). The Act creates a private right of action allowing
injured consumers to recover “any actual damages” caused
by negligent violations and both actual and punitive damages
for willful noncompliance. See 15 U.S.C. §§1681n, 16810
(1994 ed.).2

B

The facts of this case are for the most part undisputed.
On June 17, 1993, Adelaide Andrews visited a radiologist’s
office in Santa Monica, California. She filled out a new pa-
tient form listing certain basic information, including her
name, birth date, and Social Security number. Andrews
handed the form to the office receptionist, one Andrea An-
drews (the Impostor), who copied the information and there-
after moved to Las Vegas, Nevada. Once there, the Impos-

2Under 1996 amendments to § 1681n, a plaintiff may also recover statu-
tory damages of between $100 and $1,000 for willful violations. See 15
U. 8. C. §1681n(a)(1)(A) (1994 ed., Supp. V).
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tor attempted on numerous occasions to open credit accounts
using Andrews’ Social Security number and her own last
name and address.

On four of those occasions, the company from which the
Impostor sought credit requested a report from TRW. Each
time, TRW’s computers registered a match between An-
drews’ Social Security number, last name, and first initial
and therefore responded by furnishing her file. TRW thus
disclosed Andrews’ credit history at the Impostor’s request
to a bank on July 25, 1994; to a cable television company on
September 27, 1994; to a department store on October 28,
1994; and to another credit provider on January 3, 1995. All
recipients but the cable company rejected the Impostor’s ap-
plications for credit.

Andrews did not learn of these disclosures until May 31,
1995, when she sought to refinance her home mortgage and
in the process received a copy of her credit report reflect-
ing the Impostor’s activity. Andrews concedes that TRW
promptly corrected her file upon learning of its mistake.
She alleges, however, that the blemishes on her report not
only caused her inconvenience and emotional distress, they
also forced her to abandon her refinancing efforts and settle
for an alternative line of credit on less favorable terms.

On October 21, 1996, almost 17 months after she discov-
ered the Impostor’s fraudulent conduct and more than two
years after TRW’s first two disclosures, Andrews filed suit
in the United States District Court for the Central District
of California. Her complaint stated two categories of
FCRA claims against TRW, only the first of which is relevant
here* See App. 15-17. Those claims alleged that TRW’s

3The second alleged that TRW had collected information about the Im-
postor’s activities and inaccurately attributed that activity to Andrews, in
violation of its obligation under § 1681e(b) to “follow reasonable procedures
to assure maximum possible accuracy of the information concerning the
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four disclosures of her information in response to the Impos-
tor’s credit applications were improper because TRW failed
to verify, predisclosure, that Adelaide Andrews of Santa
Monica initiated the requests or was otherwise involved in
the underlying transactions. Andrews asserted that by
processing requests that matched her profile on Social Secu-
rity number, last name, and first initial but did not corre-
spond on other key identifiers, notably birth date, address,
and first name, TRW had facilitated the Impostor’s identity
theft. According to Andrews, TRW’s verification failure
constituted a willful violation of §1681le(a), which requires
credit reporting agencies to maintain “reasonable proce-
dures” to avoid improper disclosures. She sought injunctive
relief, punitive damages, and compensation for the “expendi-
ture of time and money, commercial impairment, inconven-
ience, embarrassment, humiliation and emotional distress”
that TRW had allegedly inflicted upon her. App. 15-16.
TRW moved for partial summary judgment, arguing, inter
alia, that the FCRA’s statute of limitations had expired on
Andrews’ claims based on the July 25 and September 27,
1994, disclosures because both occurred more than two years
before she brought suit. Andrews countered that her claims
as to all four disclosures were timely because the limitations
period did not commence until May 31, 1995, the date she
learned of TRW’s alleged wrongdoing. The District Court,
agreeing with TRW that § 1681p does not incorporate a gen-
eral discovery rule, held that relief stemming from the July
and September 1994 disclosures was time barred. Andrews

individual about whom [a] report relates.” A jury resolved this claim in
favor of TRW.

The complaint also stated FCRA claims against Trans Union Corpora-
tion, another credit reporting agency involved in the Impostor’s conduct.
In addition, Andrews brought a state-law claim against each defendant.
The resolution of these claims is not at issue here.
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v. Tramns Union Corp., 7 F. Supp. 2d 1056, 1066-1067 (CD
Cal. 1998).*

The Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit reversed this
ruling, applying what it considered to be the “general federal
rule . . . that a federal statute of limitations begins to run
when a party knows or has reason to know that she was
injured.” 225 F. 3d 1063, 1066 (2000). The court rejected
the District Court’s conclusion that the text of §1681p, and
in particular the limited exception set forth in that section,
precluded judicial attribution of such a rule to the FCRA.
“[Ulnless Congress has expressly legislated otherwise,” the
Ninth Circuit declared, “the equitable doctrine of discovery
is read into every federal statute of limitations.” Id., at
1067 (internal quotation marks omitted). Finding no such
express directive, the Court of Appeals held that “none of
[Andrews’] injuries were stale when suit was brought.” Id.,
at 1066. Accordingly, the court reinstated Andrews’ im-
proper disclosure claims and remanded them for trial.

In holding that §1681p incorporates a general discovery
rule, the Ninth Circuit parted company with four other Cir-
cuits; those courts have concluded that a discovery exception
other than the one Congress expressed may not be read into
the Act. See Clark v. State Farm Fire & Casualty Ins. Co.,
54 F. 3d 669 (CA10 1995); Rylewicz v. Beaton Servs., Ltd.,
888 F. 2d 1175 (CA7 1989); Houghton v. Insurance Crime
Prevention Institute, 795 F. 2d 322 (CA3 1986); Clay v. Equi-
fax, Inc., 762 F. 2d 952 (CA11 1985). We granted certiorari
to resolve this conflict, 532 U. S. 902 (2001), and now reverse.

4The District Court also granted summary judgment to TRW on the
two remaining improper disclosure claims, reasoning that TRW main-
tained adequate procedures and that the disputed disclosures had been
made for a permissible purpose as defined by §1681b. See Andrews v.
Trans Union Corp., 7 F. Supp. 2d, at 1068-1071. The Ninth Circuit re-
versed that ruling. 225 F. 3d 1063, 1067-1068 (2000). Such questions,
the Appeals Court held, “needed determination by a jury not a judge.”
Id., at 1068.
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The Court of Appeals rested its decision on the premise
that all federal statutes of limitations, regardless of context,
incorporate a general discovery rule “unless Congress has
expressly legislated otherwise.” 225 F. 3d, at 1067. To the
extent such a presumption exists, a matter this case does not
oblige us to decide, the Ninth Circuit conspicuously over-
stated its scope and force.

The Appeals Court principally relied on our decision in
Holmberg v. Armbrecht, 327 U. S. 392 (1946). See 225 F. 3d,
at 1067. In that case, we instructed with particularity that
“where a plaintiff has been injured by fraud and remains in
ignorance of it without any fault or want of diligence or care
on his part, the bar of the statute does not begin to run
until the fraud is discovered.” Holmberg, 327 U. S., at 397
(internal quotation marks omitted). Holmberg thus stands
for the proposition that equity tolls the statute of limitations
in cases of fraud or concealment; it does not establish a gen-
eral presumption applicable across all contexts. The only
other cases in which we have recognized a prevailing discov-
ery rule, moreover, were decided in two contexts, latent dis-
ease and medical malpractice, “where the cry for [such a] rule
is loudest,” Rotella v. Wood, 528 U. S. 549, 555 (2000). See
United States v. Kubrick, 444 U.S. 111 (1979); Urie v.
Thompson, 337 U. S. 163 (1949).

We have also observed that lower federal courts “gener-
ally apply a discovery accrual rule when a statute is silent
on the issue.” Rotella, 528 U. S., at 555; see also Klehr v.
A. O. Smith Corp., 521 U. S. 179, 191 (1997) (citing Connors
v. Hallmark & Son Coal Co., 935 F. 2d 336, 342 (CADC 1991),
for the proposition that “federal courts generally apply [a]
discovery accrual rule when [the] statute does not call for a
different rule”). But we have not adopted that position as
our own. And, beyond doubt, we have never endorsed the
Ninth Circuit’s view that Congress can convey its refusal to
adopt a discovery rule only by explicit command, rather than
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by implication from the structure or text of the particular
statute.

The Ninth Circuit thus erred in holding that a generally
applied discovery rule controls this case. The FCRA does
not govern an area of the law that cries out for application
of a discovery rule, nor is the statute “silent on the issue” of
when the statute of limitations begins to run. Section 1681p
addresses that precise question; the provision reads:

“An action to enforce any liability created under [the
Act] may be brought . . . within two years from the date
on which the liability arises, except that where a defend-
ant has materially and willfully misrepresented any in-
formation required under [the Act] to be disclosed to
an individual and the information so misrepresented is
material to the establishment of the defendant’s liability
to that individual under [the Act], the action may be
brought at any time within two years after discovery by
the individual of the misrepresentation.”

We conclude that the text and structure of §1681p evince
Congress’ intent to preclude judicial implication of a discov-
ery rule.

“Where Congress explicitly enumerates certain exceptions
to a general prohibition, additional exceptions are not to be
implied, in the absence of evidence of a contrary legislative
intent.” Andrus v. Glover Constr. Co., 446 U. S. 608, 616—
617 (1980). Congress provided in the FCRA that the two-
year statute of limitations runs from “the date on which the
liability arises,” subject to a single exception for cases in-
volving a defendant’s willful misrepresentation of material
information. §1681p. The most natural reading of § 1681p
is that Congress implicitly excluded a general discovery rule
by explicitly including a more limited one. See Leatherman
v. Tarrant County Narcotics Intelligence and Coordination
Unit, 507 U. S. 163, 168 (1993) (“Expressio unius est exclusio
alterius.”). We would distort §1681p’s text by converting
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the exception into the rule. Cf. United States v. Brockamp,
519 U.S. 347, 352 (1997) (“explicit listing of exceptions”
to running of limitations period considered indicative of
Congress’ intent to preclude “courts [from] read[ing] other
unmentioned, open-ended, ‘equitable’ exceptions into the
statute”).

At least equally telling, incorporating a general discovery
rule into §1681p would not merely supplement the explicit
exception contrary to Congress’ apparent intent; it would in
practical effect render that exception entirely superfluous in
all but the most unusual circumstances. A consumer will
generally not discover the tortious conduct alleged here—
the improper disclosure of her credit history to a potential
user—until she requests her file from a credit reporting
agency. If the agency responds by concealing the offending
disclosure, both a generally applicable discovery rule and the
misrepresentation exception would operate to toll the stat-
ute of limitations until the concealment is revealed. Once
triggered, the statute of limitations would run under either
for two years from the discovery date. In this paradigmatic
setting, then, the misrepresentation exception would have no
work to do.

Both Andrews and the Government, appearing as amicus
in her support, attempt to generate some role for the express
exception independent of that filled by a general discovery
rule. They conceive of the exception as a codification of
the judge-made doctrine of equitable estoppel, which, they
argue, operates only after the discovery rule has triggered
the limitations period, preventing a defendant from benefit-
ing from its misrepresentation by tolling that period until
the concealment is uncovered.

To illustrate this supposed separate application, Andrews
and the Government frame the following scenario: A credit
reporting agency injures a consumer by disclosing her file
for an improper purpose. The consumer has no reason to
suspect the violation until a year later, when she applies for
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and is denied credit as a result of the agency’s wrongdoing.
At that point, the Government asserts, “the consumer would
presumably be put on inquiry notice of the violation, and the
discovery rule would start the running of the normal limita-
tion period.” Brief for United States et al. as Amici Curiae
22 (emphasis deleted); see Tr. of Oral Arg. 35-36 (argument
in accord by Andrews’ counsel). Some days or months later,
the consumer follows up on her suspicions by requesting a
copy of her credit report, to which the agency responds by
concealing the initial improper disclosure. According to An-
drews and the Government, the misrepresentation exception
would then operate to toll the already-commenced limita-
tions period until the agency reveals its wrongdoing.

We reject this argument for several reasons. As an initial
matter, we are not persuaded by this effort to distinguish
the practical function of a discovery rule and the express
exception, because we doubt that the supporting scenario is
likely to occur outside the realm of theory. The fatal weak-
ness in the narrative is its assumption that a consumer would
be charged with constructive notice of an improper disclo-
sure upon denial of a credit application. If the consumer
habitually paid her bills on time, the denial might well lead
her to suspect a prior credit agency error. But the credit
denial would place her on “inquiry notice,” and the discovery
rule would trigger the limitations period at that point, only
if a reasonable person in her position would have learned
of the injury in the exercise of due diligence. See Stone v.
Williams, 970 F. 2d 1043, 1049 (CA2 1992) (“The duty of
inquiry having arisen, plaintiff is charged with whatever
knowledge an inquiry would have revealed.”); 2 C. Corman,
Limitation of Actions §11.1.6, p. 164 (1991) (“It is obviously
unreasonable to charge the plaintiff with failure to search for
the missing element of the cause of action if such element
would not have been revealed by such search.”).

In the usual circumstance, the plaintiff will gain knowl-
edge of her injury from the credit reporting agency. The
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scenario put forth by Andrews and the Government, how-
ever, requires the assumption that, even if the consumer ex-
ercised reasonable diligence by requesting her credit report
without delay, she would not in fact learn of the disclosure
because the credit reporting agency would conceal it. The
uncovering of that concealment would remain the triggering
event for both the discovery rule and the express exception.
In this scenario, as in the paradigmatic one, the misrepresen-
tation exception would be superfluous.

In any event, both Andrews and the Government concede
that the independent function one could attribute to the ex-
press exception would arise only in “rare and egregious
case[s].” Brief for Respondent 32-33; see Brief for United
States et al. as Amici Curiae 24 (implied discovery rule
would apply in “vast majority” of cases). The result is that
a rule nowhere contained in the text of § 1681p would do the
bulk of that provision’s work, while a proviso accounting for
more than half of that text would lie dormant in all but the
most unlikely situations.

It is “a cardinal principle of statutory construction” that
“a statute ought, upon the whole, to be so construed that, if
it can be prevented, no clause, sentence, or word shall be
superfluous, void, or insignificant.” Duncan v. Walker, 533
U. S. 167, 174 (2001) (internal quotation marks omitted); see
United States v. Menasche, 348 U. S. 528, 538-539 (1955) (“It
is our duty ‘to give effect, if possible, to every clause and
word of a statute.”” (quoting Montclair v. Ramsdell, 107
U. S. 147, 152 (1883))). “[W]ere we to adopt [Andrews’] con-
struction of the statute,” the express exception would be
rendered “insignificant, if not wholly superfluous.” Dun-
can, 533 U. S., at 174. We are “reluctant to treat statutory
terms as surplusage in any setting,” ibid. (internal alteration
and quotation marks omitted), and we decline to do so here.?

5Similarly, even if we agreed that the discovery and equitable estoppel
doctrines could comfortably coexist in this setting, we would reject
the contention that we are therefore free to incorporate both into the



32 TRW INC. ». ANDREWS

Opinion of the Court

Andrews advances two additional arguments in defense of
the decision below, neither of which we find convincing. She
contends, first, that the words “date on which the liability
arises”—the phrase Congress used to frame the general rule
in § 1681p—“literally expres[s]” a discovery rule because lia-
bility does not “arise” until it “present[s] itself” or comes to
the attention of the potential plaintiff. Brief for Respondent
13. The dictionary definition of the word “arise” does not
compel such a reading; to the contrary, it can be used to sup-
port either party’s position. See Webster’s Third New In-
ternational Dictionary 117 (1966) (arise defined as “to come
into being”; “to come about”; or “to become apparent in such
a way as to demand attention”); Black’s Law Dictionary 138
(rev. 4th ed. 1968) (“to come into being or notice”). And
TRW offers a strong argument that we have in fact con-
strued that word to imply the result Andrews seeks to avoid.
See Brief for Petitioner 16-20 (citing, inter alia, McMahon
v. Unaited States, 342 U.S. 25 (1951) (statute of limita-
tions triggered on date “cause of action arises” incorpo-
rates injury-occurrence rule)). On balance, we conclude, the
phrase “liability arises” is not particularly instructive, much
less dispositive of this case.

Similarly unhelpful, in our view, is Andrews’ reliance on
the legislative history of §1681p. She observes that early
versions of that provision, introduced in both the House and
Senate, keyed the start of the limitations period to “the date
of the occurrence of the violation.” S. 823, 91st Cong., 1st
Sess., §618 (1969); H. R. 16340, 91st Cong., 2d Sess., §27
(1970); H. R. 14765, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., §617 (1969). From
the disappearance of that language in the final version of
§1681p, Andrews infers a congressional intent to reject the
rule that the deleted words would have plainly established.

FCRA. As we have explained, see supra, at 28-29, we read Congress’
codification of one judge-made doctrine not as a license to imply others,
but rather as an intentional rejection of those it did not codify.
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As TRW notes, however, Congress also heard testimony
urging it to enact a statute of limitations that runs from “the
date on which the violation is discovered” but declined to do
so. Hearings before the Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs
of the House Committee on Banking and Currency, 91st
Cong., 2d Sess., 188 (1970). In addition, the very change to
§1681p’s language on which Andrews relies could be read to
refute her position. The misrepresentation exception was
added at the same time Congress changed the language
“date of the occurrence of the violation” to “liability arises.”
Compare S. 823, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., §618 (1969); H. R.
16340, 91st Cong., 2d Sess., §27 (1970); H. R. 14765, 91st
Cong., 1st Sess., §617 (1969), with H. R. Rep. No. 91-1587,
p- 22 (1970). We doubt that Congress, when it inserted a
carefully worded exception to the main rule, intended simul-
taneously to create a general discovery rule that would ren-
der that exception superfluous. In sum, the evidence of the
early incarnations of §1681p, like the “liability arises” lan-
guage on which Congress ultimately settled, fails to convince
us that Congress intended sub silentio to adopt a general
discovery rule in addition to the limited one it expressly
provided.

I11

In this Court, Andrews for the first time presents an alter-
native argument based on the “liability arises” language of
§1681p. Brief for Respondent 22-25. She contends that
even if § 1681p does not incorporate a discovery rule, “liabil-
ity” under the FCRA does not necessarily “arise” when a
violation of the Act occurs. Noting that the FCRA’s sub-
stantive provisions tie “liability” to the presence of “actual
damages,” §§1681n, 16810, and that “arise” means at least
“to come into existence,” Andrews concludes that “liability
arises” only when actual damages materialize. Not until
then, she maintains, will all the essential elements of a claim
coalesce: “duty, breach, causation, and injury.” Brief for
Respondent 23; see Hyde v. Hibernia Nat. Bank, 861 F. 2d
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446, 449 (CA5 1988) (“The requirement that a consumer sus-
tain some injury in order to establish a cause of action sug-
gests that the statute should be triggered when the agency
issues an erroneous report to an institution with which the
consumer is dealing.”).

Accordingly, Andrews asserts, her claims are timely: The
disputed “liability” for actual damages did not “arise” until
May 1995, when she suffered the emotional distress, missed
opportunities, and inconvenience cataloged in her complaint;
prior to that time, “she had no FCRA claim to bring,” Brief
for Respondent 24 (emphasis deleted). Cf. Bay Area Laun-
dry and Dry Cleaning Pension Trust Fund v. Ferbar Corp.
of Cal., 522 U. S. 192, 200-201 (1997) (rejecting construction
of statute under which limitations period would begin run-
ning before cause of action existed in favor of “standard rule”
that the period does not commence earlier than the date “the
plaintiff can file suit and obtain relief”).5

We do not reach this issue because it was not raised or
briefed below. See Reply Brief for Petitioner 18-19. We
note, however, that the Ninth Circuit has not embraced An-
drews’ alternative argument, see 225 F. 3d, at 1066 (“Liabil-

5The opinion concurring in the judgment rips Bay Area Laundry and
Dry Cleaning Pension Trust Fund v. Ferbar Corp. of Cal., 522 U. S. 192,
201 (1997), from its berth, see post, at 36, 38; we here set the record
straight. The question presented in Bay Area Laundry was whether a
statute of limitations could commence to run on one day while the right
to sue ripened on a later day. We answered that question, and only that
question, “no,” unless the statute indicates otherwise. See 522 U.S., at
200-201. Continuing on beyond the place where the concurrence in the
judgment leaves off, we clarified:

“Unless Congress has told us otherwise in the legislation at issue, a cause
of action does not become ‘complete and present’ for limitations purposes
until the plaintiff can file suit and obtain relief. See Reiter v. Cooper, 507
U. 8. 258, 267 (1993) (“While it is theoretically possible for a statute to
create a cause of action that accrues at one time for the purpose of calcu-
lating when the statute of limitations begins to run, but at another time
for the purpose of bringing suit, we will not infer such an odd result in
the absence of any such indication in the statute.”).” Id., at 201.
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ity under the [Act] arises when a consumer reporting agency
fails to comply with § 1681e.”), and the Government does not
join her in advancing it here.

Further, we doubt that the argument, even if valid, would
aid Andrews in this case. Her claims alleged willful viola-
tions of § 1681e(a) and are thus governed by § 1681n. At the
time of the events in question, that provision stated: “Any
consumer reporting agency ... which willfully fails to comply
with any requirement imposed under [the Act] with respect
to any consumer is liable to that consumer in an amount
equal to the sum of . . . any actual damages” and “such
amount of punitive damages as the court may allow.” 15
U.S.C. §1681n (1994 ed.). Punitive damages, which An-
drews sought in this case, could presumably be awarded at
the moment of TRW’s alleged wrongdoing, even if “actual
damages” did not accrue at that time. On Andrews’ theory,
then, at least some of the liability she sought to enforce arose
when the violations occurred, and the limitations period
therefore began to run at that point.

* * *

For the reasons stated, the judgment of the Court of Ap-
peals for the Ninth Circuit is reversed, and the case is re-
manded for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.

It is so ordered.

JUSTICE ScALIA, with whom JUSTICE THOMAS joins,
concurring in the judgment.

As the Court notes, ante, at 26, 27, the Court of Appeals
based its decision on what it called the “general federal
rule . . . that a federal statute of limitations begins to run
when a party knows or has reason to know that she was
injured,” 225 F. 3d 1063, 1066 (CA9 2000). The Court de-
clines to say whether that expression of the governing gen-
eral rule is correct. See ante, at 27 (“To the extent such a
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presumption exists, a matter this case does not oblige us to
decide . ..”). There is in my view little doubt that it is not,
and our reluctance to say so today is inexplicable, given that
we held, a mere four years ago, that a statute of limitations
which says the period runs from “the date on which the
cause of action arose,” 29 U. S. C. §1451(f)(1) (1994 ed.), “in-
corporates the standard rule that the limitations period com-
mences when the plaintiff has a complete and present cause
of action,” Bay Area Laundry and Dry Cleaning Pension
Trust Fund v. Ferbar Corp. of Cal., 522 U. S. 192, 201 (1997)
(emphasis added and internal quotation marks omitted).!

1 This analysis does not, as the Court asserts, ante, at 34, n. 6, “ri[p] Bay
Area Laundry . . . from its berth.” The question presented on which
certiorari was granted in the case was not, as the Court now recharacter-
izes it, the generalized inquiry “whether a statute of limitations could com-
mence to run on one day while the right to sue ripened on a later day,”
ibid., but rather (as set forth in somewhat abbreviated form in petitioner
Bay Area Laundry’s merits brief) the much more precise question, “When
does the statute of limitations begin to run on an action under the Multi-
employer Pension Plan Amendments Act, 29 U. S. C. §1381 et seq., to col-
lect overdue employer withdrawal liability payments?” Brief for Peti-
tioner, O. T. 1997, No. 96-370, p.i. (Framing of the question in respondent
Ferbar Corporation’s merits brief was virtually identical.) The Court’s
Bay Area Laundry opinion introduced its discussion of the merits as
follows:

“[TThe Ninth Circuit’s decision conflicts with an earlier decision of the
Distriet of Columbia Circuit [which] held that the statute of limitations . . .
runs from the date the employer misses a scheduled payment, not from
the date of complete withdrawal. . . . The Third and Seventh Circuits have
also held that the statute of limitations runs from the failure to make a
payment . ... We granted certiorari . . . to resolve these conflicts.” 522
U. S, at 200.

The Court’s assertion that we did not answer the question presented,
and did not resolve the conflicts—held only that the Ninth Circuit was
wrong to say that the limitations period commenced before there was a
right of action, and not that the other Circuits were right to say that the
period commenced upon the failure to make a payment—is as erroneous
as it is implausible. Bay Area Laundry held that the cause of action
arose when “the employer violated an obligation owed the plan,” id., at
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Bay Area Laundry quoted approvingly our statement in
Clark v. Iowa City, 20 Wall. 583, 589 (1875), that “[a]ll stat-
utes of limitation begin to run when the right of action is
complete . ...” This is unquestionably the traditional rule:
Absent other indication, a statute of limitations begins to
run at the time the plaintiff “has the right to apply to the
court for relief . . . .” 1 H. Wood, Limitation of Actions
§122a, p. 684 (4th ed. 1916). “That a person entitled to an
action has no knowledge of his right to sue, or of the facts
out of which his right arises, does not postpone the period of
limitation.” 2 1d., §276¢(1), at 1411.

The injury-discovery rule applied by the Court of Appeals
is bad wine of recent vintage. Other than our recognition
of the historical exception for suits based on fraud, e. g., Bai-
ley v. Glover, 21 Wall. 342, 347-350 (1875), we have deviated
from the traditional rule and imputed an injury-discovery
rule to Congress on only one occasion. Urie v. Thompson,
337 U. S. 163, 169-171 (1949).2 We did so there because we
could not imagine that legislation as “humane” as the Fed-
eral Employers’ Liability Act would bar recovery for latent
medical injuries. Id., at 170. We repeated this sentiment
in Rotella v. Wood, 528 U. S. 549, 555 (2000), saying that the
“cry for a discovery rule is loudest” in the context of
medical-malpractice suits; and we repeat it again today with
the assertion that the present case does not involve “an area

202, because “the standard rule” is that the period begins to run when
the plaintiff has a “complete and present cause of action,” id., at 201
(internal quotation marks omitted).

2 As the Court accurately notes, ante, at 27, in one other case we simply
observed (without endorsement) that several Courts of Appeals had sub-
stituted injury-discovery for the traditional rule in medical-malpractice
actions under the Federal Tort Claims Act, see United States v. Kubrick,
444 U. S. 111, 120, and n. 7 (1979), and in two other cases observed (without
endorsement) that lower federal courts “generally apply” an injury-
discovery rule, see Rotella v. Wood, 528 U. S. 549, 555 (2000); Klehr v. A. O.
Smith Corp., 521 U. S. 179, 191 (1997).
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of the law that cries out for application of a discovery rule,”
ante, at 28. These cries, however, are properly directed not
to us, but to Congress, whose job it is to decide how “hu-
mane” legislation should be—or (to put the point less tenden-
tiously) to strike the balance between remediation of all inju-
ries and a policy of repose. See Amy v. Watertown (No. 2),
130 U. S. 320, 323-324 (1889) (“[T]he cases in which [the stat-
ute of limitations may be suspended by causes not mentioned
in the statute itself] are very limited in character, and are
to be admitted with great caution; otherwise the court would
make the law instead of administering it”).

Congress has been operating against the background rule
recognized in Bay Area Laundry for a very long time.
When it has wanted us to apply a different rule, such as the
injury-discovery rule, it has said so. See, e.g.,, 18 U.S. C.
§1030(g) (1994 ed., Supp. V).? See also, e.g., 15 U.S.C.
§77m (1994 ed., Supp. V);* 42 U. S. C. §9612(d)(2) (1994 ed.).
To apply a new background rule to previously enacted legis-
lation would reverse prior congressional judgments; and to
display uncertainty regarding the current background rule
makes all unspecifying new legislation a roll of the dice. To-
day’s opinion, in clarifying the meaning of 15 U. S. C. § 1681p,
casts the meaning of innumerable other limitation periods
in doubt.

3“No action may be brought under this subsection unless such action is
begun within 2 years of the date of the act complained of or the date of
the discovery of the damage.”

4“No action shall be maintained to enforce any liability created under
section 77k or 77l(a)(2) of this title unless brought within one year after
the discovery of the untrue statement or the omission, or after such dis-
covery should have been made by the exercise of reasonable diligence, or,
if the action is to enforce a liability created under section 77[(a)(1) of this
title, unless brought within one year after the violation upon which it
is based.”

5“No claim may be presented under this section . . . unless the claim is
presented within 3 years after . . . [tlhe date of the discovery of the loss
and its connection with the release in question.”



Cite as: 534 U. S. 19 (2001) 39

SCALIA, J., concurring in judgment

Because there is nothing in this statute to contradict the
rule that a statute of limitations begins to run when the
cause of action is complete, I concur in the judgment of the
Court.
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NEBRASKA ». WYOMING ET AL.

ON PETITION FOR ORDER ENFORCING DECREE AND FOR
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

No. 108, Orig. Decided June 11, 1945, April 20, 1993, and May 30, 1995—
Decree entered October 8, 1945—Order modifying and supplementing
decree entered June 15, 1953—Decree entered November 13, 2001

Decree entered.

Opinions reported: 325 U. S. 589, 507 U. S. 584, 515 U. S. 1; decree reported:
325 U. S. 665; order modifying and supplementing decree reported: 345
U. S. 981.

The Final Report of the Special Master is received and
ordered filed.
DECREE

This cause, having come to be heard on the Final Report of
the Special Master appointed by the Court, IT IS HEREBY
ORDERED THAT:

1. The Final Settlement Stipulation executed by all of the
parties to this case and presented to the Special Master on
March 15, 2001, is approved;

2. The proposed Modified Decree submitted as the Appen-
dix to the Final Settlement Stipulation is entered, replacing
the decree originally entered in this case on October 8, 1945,
as modified on June 15, 1953;

3. All claims, counterclaims, and cross-claims brought in
this case are hereby dismissed with prejudice; and

4. The parties shall share in the cost of this litigation in
the manner that this Court shall order following the entry
of the Modified Decree.

APPENDIX

Modified North Platte Decree

[Entered on October 8, 1945, Nebraska v. Wyoming, 325
U. S. 589, 665, modified and supplemented on June 15, 1953,
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Nebraska v. Wyoming, 345 U. S. 981, and further modified
November 13, 2001, Nebraska v. Wyoming, supra, p. 40.]

This Court equitably apportioned the North Platte River
among the States of Colorado, Wyoming, and Nebraska in
1945.  Nebraska v. Wyoming, 325 U. S. 589, 665 (1945). The
Decree was amended pursuant to a stipulation and joint
motion of the parties in 1953. Nebraska v. Wyoming, 345
U.S. 981. In 1986, the State of Nebraska filed suit against
the State of Wyoming. In 1987, Wyoming filed counter-
claims against Nebraska. This Court resolved certain
issues on cross-motions for summary judgment in 1993.
Nebraska v. Wyoming, 507 U.S. 584. In 1995, this Court
granted in part and denied in part Nebraska’s motion to
amend its petition, and granted in part and denied in part
Wyoming’s motion to amend its counterclaims and to file
cross-claims against the United States. Nebraska v. Wyo-
ming, 515 U.S. 1. The parties have agreed upon this
Court’s entry of this Modified Decree to a dismissal with
prejudice of all claims, counterclaims, and cross-claims for
which leave to file was or could have been sought in this
case.

The parties to this cause having filed a Final Settle-
ment Stipulation dated March 13, 2001, which includes the
parties’ agreement to create the North Platte Decree Com-
mittee to assist them in monitoring, administering, and im-
plementing this Modified Decree, and a Joint Motion for
Approval of Stipulation, Modification of Decree, and Dis-
missal with Prejudice, and the Court being fully advised:

IT IS ORDERED:

That the Final Settlement Stipulation dated March 13,
2001, is hereby approved and adopted;

That all claims, counterclaims, and cross-claims for which
leave to file was or could have been sought in this case are
hereby dismissed with prejudice; and

That the Decree of October 8, 1945, as amended on June
15, 1953, is hereby modified as follows:
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I. The State of Colorado, its officers, attorneys, agents,
and employees, be and they are hereby severally enjoined:

(@) From diverting or permitting the diversion of water
from the North Platte River and its tributaries for the irriga-
tion of more than a total of 145,000 acres of land in Jackson
County, Colorado, during any one irrigation season;

(b) From storing or permitting the storage of more than a
total amount of 17,000 acre-feet of water for irrigation pur-
poses from the North Platte River and its tributaries in
Jackson County, Colorado, between October 1 of any year
and September 30 of the following year;

(¢) From exporting out of the basin of the North Platte
River and its tributaries in Jackson County, Colorado, to
any other stream basin or basins more than 60,000 acre-feet
of water in any period of ten consecutive years reckoned
in continuing progressive series beginning with October 1,
1945.

II. The State of Wyoming, its officers, attorneys, agents,
and employees, be and they are hereby severally enjoined:

(@) From diverting or permitting the diversion of water
for irrigation from the North Platte River and its tributaries,
including water from hydrologically connected groundwater
wells, upstream of Pathfinder Dam for the consumption in
any period of ten consecutive years reckoned in continuing
progressive series, of more than the largest amount of water
consumed for irrigation from such sources in any ten consec-
utive year period between 1952 and 1999, inclusive. This
injunction becomes effective the first full calendar year after
the date of entry of this Modified Decree. The consumptive
use of irrigation water in this area to be counted under this
injunction shall include the following:

(1) Water consumed for irrigation purposes on lands irri-
gated with surface water diversions of natural flow;,

(2) Water consumed for irrigation purposes on lands irri-
gated with water stored pursuant to paragraph II(e);
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(3) Water consumed for irrigation purposes on lands irri-
gated by water from hydrologically connected groundwater
wells;

(4) Water consumed for purposes other than irrigation
under water rights transferred since October 8, 1945, from
an irrigation use to another use;

The largest amount of water consumed for irrigation from
such sources in any ten consecutive year period between
1952 and 1999, inclusive, has been determined by the parties
pursuant to a methodology and procedures approved and
adopted in the Final Settlement Stipulation to be 1,280,000
acre-feet. For the purpose of determining compliance with
this injunction, the amount of water consumed for irrigation
from such sources shall be determined by the same method-
ology and procedures. After ten years of administration,
accounting, and reporting under this injunction, the method-
ology and the ten consecutive year limit will be reviewed by
the North Platte Decree Committee pursuant to procedures
approved and adopted in the Final Settlement Stipulation to
determine if there is a better methodology for calculating
the largest amount of water consumed for irrigation in such
ten consecutive year period and for determining compliance.
In making such calculation, any acreage historically reported
by the Wyoming State Engineer as irrigated by direct flow
surface water or stored water or as transfers, between 1952
and 1999, inclusive, and used in the existing methodology,
shall not be changed. In addition, the other acreage used in
the existing methodology shall not be changed unless the
North Platte Decree Committee agrees that such change re-
sults in a more accurate determination of acres actually irri-
gated between 1952 and 1999, inclusive. In any new meth-
odology, to determine compliance with the consumptive use
limit, the acreage above Pathfinder Dam, when combined
with the acreage between Pathfinder Dam and Guernsey
Reservoir, cannot exceed the 226,000 acreage limitation pur-
suant to paragraph II(c). If Nebraska, Wyoming, and the
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United States agree on a new methodology and a new limit,
they shall notify the Court and this paragraph will be modi-
fied accordingly. As provided in paragraph XIII, absent
agreement on a new methodology and a new limit, Nebraska,
Wyoming, or the United States may seek recourse to the
Court to resolve these issues.

(b) From diverting or permitting the diversion of water
for irrigation from the North Platte River and its tributar-
ies, including water from hydrologically connected ground-
water wells, between Pathfinder Dam and Guernsey Reser-
voir for the consumption in any period of ten consecutive
years reckoned in continuing progressive series, exclusive
of the Kendrick Project, of more than the largest amount of
water consumed for irrigation from such sources in any ten
consecutive year period between 1952 and 1999, inclusive.
This injunction becomes effective the first full calendar year
after the entry of this Modified Decree. The consumptive
use of irrigation water in this area to be counted under this
injunction shall include the following:

(1) Water consumed for irrigation purposes on lands irri-
gated with surface water diversions of natural flow;

(2) Water consumed for irrigation purposes on lands irri-
gated with water stored in reservoirs that store water from
the tributaries between Pathfinder Dam and Guernsey
Reservoir;

(3) Water consumed for irrigation purposes on lands irri-
gated by water from hydrologically connected groundwater
wells;

(4) Water consumed for purposes other than irrigation
with water rights transferred since October 8, 1945, from an
irrigation use to another use;

The largest amount of water consumed for irrigation from
such sources in any ten consecutive year period between
1952 and 1999, inclusive, has been determined by the parties
pursuant to a methodology and procedures approved and
adopted in the Final Settlement Stipulation to be 890,000
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acre-feet. For the purpose of determining compliance with
this injunction, the amount of water consumed for irriga-
tion from such sources shall be determined by the same
methodology and procedures. After ten years of adminis-
tration, accounting, and reporting under this injunction, the
methodology and the ten consecutive year limit will be re-
viewed by the North Platte Decree Committee pursuant to
procedures approved and adopted in the Final Settlement
Stipulation to determine if there is a better methodology for
calculating the largest amount of water consumed for irriga-
tion in such ten consecutive year period and for determining
compliance. In making such calculation, any acreage histor-
ically reported by the Wyoming State Engineer as irrigated
by direct flow surface water or stored water or as transfers,
between 1952 and 1999, inclusive, and used in the existing
methodology, shall not be changed. In addition, the other
acreage used in the existing methodology shall not be
changed unless the North Platte Decree Committee agrees
that such change results in a more accurate determination
of acres actually irrigated between 1952 and 1999, inclusive.
In any new methodology, to determine compliance with the
consumptive use limit, the acreage above Pathfinder Dam,
when combined with the acreage between Pathfinder Dam
and Guernsey Reservoir, cannot exceed the 226,000 acreage
limitation pursuant to paragraph Il(c). If Nebraska, Wyo-
ming, and the United States agree on a new methodology
and a new limit, they shall notify the Court and this para-
graph will be modified accordingly. As provided in para-
graph XIII, absent agreement on a new methodology and a
new limit, Nebraska, Wyoming, or the United States may
seek recourse to the Court to resolve these issues.

(c) From diverting or permitting the diversion of water
from the North Platte River and its tributaries, including
water from hydrologically connected groundwater wells, up-
stream of Guernsey Reservoir for the intentional irrigation
of more than a total of 226,000 acres of land in Wyoming
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during any one irrigation season, exclusive of the Kendrick
Project. The acres in this area to be counted under this
injunction shall include the following, provided that an in-
tentionally irrigated acre that receives water from more than
one source shall be counted only once:

(1) Acres irrigated by surface water diversions of natural
flow;

(2) Acres irrigated by water stored pursuant to para-
graph I1(e);

(3) Acres irrigated by water stored in reservoirs that
store water from the tributaries between Pathfinder Dam
and Guernsey Reservoir;

(4) Acres irrigated with water from hydrologically con-
nected groundwater wells;

(5) The equivalent of the acres found by order of the Wyo-
ming State Board of Control to have been historically irri-
gated and that formed the basis for the transfer of water
rights where water rights on the North Platte River up-
stream of Guernsey Reservoir or the tributaries upstream of
Pathfinder Dam are transferred after October 8, 1945, from
an irrigation use to another use; provided, however, that the
amount of acres counted for a given year may be reduced
proportionately to the extent that the actual diversion and
use of water under the transferred water right during that
year are less than the total diversion and use allowed by the
order approving such transfer;

(6) The equivalent of the acres found by order of the Wyo-
ming State Board of Control to have been historically irri-
gated and that formed the basis for the transfer of water
rights where water rights on the tributaries entering the
North Platte River between Pathfinder Dam and Guernsey
Reservoir are transferred after January 1, 2001, from an irri-
gation use to another use; provided, however, that the
amount of acres counted for a given year may be reduced
proportionately to the extent that the actual diversion and
use of water under the transferred water right during that
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year are less than the total diversion and use allowed by the
order approving such transfer;

Ten years after the entry of this Modified Decree, the
provision that enjoins Wyoming from intentionally irrigat-
ing more than 226,000 acres upstream of Guernsey Reser-
voir will be replaced with two injunctions, one that limits
the number of acres that can be irrigated above Pathfinder
Dam and one that limits the number of acres that can be
irrigated between Pathfinder Dam and Guernsey Reservoir.
Wyoming has the discretion to designate the irrigated acre-
age limitation above Pathfinder Dam and the irrigated acre-
age limitation between Pathfinder Dam and Guernsey Res-
ervoir, so long as the total irrigated acreage limitation does
not exceed 226,000 acres. After Wyoming makes such des-
ignation, Nebraska, Wyoming, and the United States will so
notify the Court and the Modified Decree will be modified
accordingly.

(d) From diverting or permitting the diversion of water
from the Laramie River and its tributaries, including water
from hydrologically connected groundwater wells, down-
stream of the Wheatland Irrigation District’s Tunnel No. 2,
exclusive of the area within the Wheatland Irrigation Dis-
trict, for the intentional irrigation of more than a total of
39,000 acres of land in Wyoming during any one irrigation
season. The acres in this area to be counted under this in-
junction shall include the following, provided that an inten-
tionally irrigated acre that receives water from more than
one source shall be counted only once:

(1) Acres irrigated by surface water diversions of natural
flow;

(2) Acres irrigated by stored irrigation water released
from a reservoir;

(3) Acres irrigated with water from hydrologically con-
nected groundwater wells;

(4) The equivalent of the acres found by order of the Wyo-
ming State Board of Control to have been historically irri-
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gated and that formed the basis for the transfer of water
rights where water rights are transferred after January 1,
2001, from an irrigation use that is subject to the limitations
of this paragraph II(d) to another use; provided, however,
that the amount of acres counted for a given year may be
reduced proportionately to the extent that the actual di-
version and use of water under the transferred water right
during that year are less than the total diversion and use
allowed by the order approving such transfer;

(e) From storing or permitting the storage of more than a
total amount of 18,000 acre-feet of water for irrigation pur-
poses from the North Platte River and its tributaries above
Pathfinder Reservoir between October 1 of any year and
September 30 of the following year, exclusive of Seminoe
Reservoir.

II1. The State of Wyoming, its officers, attorneys, agents,
and employees, be and they are hereby severally enjoined
from storing or permitting the storage of water in Path-
finder, Guernsey, Seminoe, Alcova, and Glendo Reservoirs
and the Inland Lakes otherwise than in accordance with the
relative storage rights, as among themselves, of such reser-
voirs, which are hereby defined and fixed as follows:

First, Pathfinder Reservoir;

Second, Inland Lakes with the same priority date as
Pathfinder Reservoir;

Third, Guernsey Reservoir;

Fourth, Seminoe Reservoir;

Fifth, Alcova Reservoir; and

Sixth, Glendo Reservoir;,

Provided, however, that water accruing in priority to the
storage right of a reservoir listed above, and water accru-
ing to the Glendo Reservoir reregulating space pursuant
to paragraph XVII(g), may be physically stored in, released
from, or exchanged with another reservoir so long as the
water is accounted in accordance with the foregoing rule of
priority and only when such storage, release, or exchange
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will not materially interfere with the administration of water
for irrigation purposes according to the priority decreed for
the French Canal and the State Line Canals. Further, in
accordance with the opinion of this Court dated April 20,
1993 (507 U. S. 584), the United States has the right to divert
46,000 acre-feet of water during the nonirrigation season
months of October, November, and April for storage in the
Inland Lakes. Historically, pursuant to annual agreements
entered in the discretion of the parties, such diversions
have occurred at a rate not exceeding 910 cubic feet per sec-
ond from gains accruing to the river downstream of Alcova
Reservoir. This right shall be administered in accordance
with procedures to be reviewed and adopted annually by the
North Platte Decree Committee.

IV. The State of Wyoming, its officers, attorneys, agents,
and employees, be and they are hereby severally enjoined
from storing or permitting the storage of water in Path-
finder, Guernsey, Seminoe, Alcova, and Glendo Reservoirs,
and from the diversion of natural flow water through the
Casper Canal for the Kendrick Project between and includ-
ing May 1 and September 30 of each year otherwise than in
accordance with the rule of priority in relation to the appro-
priations of the Nebraska lands supplied by the French
Canal and by the State Line Canals, which said Nebraska
appropriations are hereby adjudged to be senior to said five
reservoirs and said Casper Canal, and which said Nebraska
appropriations are hereby identified and defined, and their
diversion limitations in second feet and seasonal limitations
in acre-feet fixed as follows:

Limitation  Seasonal

n Sec. Limitation

Lands Canal Feet m Acre-Feet
Tract of 1,025 acres French 15 2,227
Mitchell Irrigation District Mitchell 195 35,000
Gering Irrigation District Gering 193 36,000
Farmers Irrigation District Tri-State 748 183,050

Ramshorn Irrigation District Ramshorn 14 3,000
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This paragraph limits the extent to which these canals
may stop the federal reservoirs from storing water and
the Casper Canal from diverting natural flow water. It does
not place any absolute ceilings or other restrictions on the
quantities of water that these canals may actually divert.
Nebraska v. Wyoming, 507 U. S., at 603; see also Nebraska v.
Wyoming, 515 U. S., at 10.

V. The natural flow in the Guernsey Dam to Tri-State
Dam section between and including May 1 and September 30
of each year, including the contribution of Spring Creek, be
and the same hereby is apportioned between Wyoming and
Nebraska on the basis of twenty-five per cent to Wyoming
and seventy-five per cent to Nebraska, with the right
granted Nebraska to designate from time to time the por-
tion of its share which shall be delivered into the Interstate,
Fort Laramie, French, and Mitchell Canals for use on the
Nebraska lands served by these canals. The natural flow
in a portion of certain tributaries and drains as defined in
paragraph V(a) shall also be included in the natural flow
apportioned by this paragraph. The State of Nebraska, its
officers, attorneys, agents, and employees, and the State of
Wyoming, its officers, attorneys, agents, and employees, are
hereby enjoined and restrained from diversion or use con-
trary to this apportionment, provided that in the apportion-
ment of water in this section the flow for each day, until
ascertainable, shall be assumed to be the same as that of the
preceding day, as shown by the measurements and computa-
tions for that day. Provided further that:

(@) Diversions under surface water rights for irrigation
purposes from those parts of the tributaries and drains to
the North Platte River that lie within the area bounded by
Whalen Diversion Dam on the west, the Ft. Laramie Canal
on the south, the Interstate Canal on the north, and the
Wyoming-Nebraska state line on the east, excluding the
drainage basins of the Laramie River and Horse Creek, shall
be administered and accounted as diversions of natural flow
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for the purposes of the foregoing percentage apportionment,
unless the depletions to the North Platte River resulting
from such diversions are replaced. The amount of such
depletions, and the method for their replacement in the ordi-
nary course of administration, shall be determined and im-
plemented pursuant to procedures that have been approved
and adopted in the Final Settlement Stipulation.

(b) Diversions for irrigation purposes from wells with
water right priorities between October 8, 1945, and including
December 31, 2000, located within the area bounded by
Whalen Diversion Dam on the west, 300 feet south of the
Ft. Laramie Canal on the south, one mile north of the Inter-
state Canal on the north, and the Wyoming-Nebraska state
line on the east, shall be regulated as follows: To the extent
the pumping of such wells results in depletions to the North
Platte River between Whalen Diversion Dam and the state
line or to the portions of tributaries described in paragraph
V(a) between May 1 and September 30, such depletions shall
be replaced or the pumping shall be regulated to prevent
such depletions, unless such depletions occur when the natu-
ral flow in the Guernsey Dam to Tri-State Diversion Dam
reach exceeds irrigation demands in that reach. The
amount of such depletions, and the method for their replace-
ment in the ordinary course of administration, shall be
determined and implemented pursuant to procedures that
have been approved and adopted in the Final Settlement
Stipulation.

(c) Diversions for irrigation purposes from wells with
water right priorities after December 31, 2000, located
within the area bounded by Whalen Diversion Dam on the
west, 300 feet south of the Ft. Laramie Canal on the south,
one mile north of the Interstate Canal on the north, and the
Wyoming-Nebraska state line on the east, shall be regulated
or subject to depletion replacement pursuant to procedures
that have been approved and adopted in the Final Settle-
ment Stipulation.
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(d) The river carriage and reservoir loss calculations es-
tablished in the Decree of October 8, 1945, have been re-
placed with administrative procedures attached to the North
Platte Decree Committee Charter. These procedures may
be modified from time to time by the North Platte Decree
Committee.

V1. This Modified Decree is intended to and does deal with
and apportion only the natural flow of the North Platte
River. Storage water shall not be affected by this Modified
Decree, and the owners of rights therein shall be permitted
to distribute the same in accordance with any lawful con-
tracts which they may have entered into or may in the future
enter into without interference because of this Modified
Decree.

VII. Such additional gauging stations and measuring de-
vices at or near the Wyoming-Nebraska state line, if any,
as may be necessary for making any apportionment herein
decreed, shall be constructed and maintained at the joint and
equal expense of Wyoming and Nebraska to the extent that
the costs thereof are not paid by others.

VIII. The State of Wyoming, its officers, attorneys,
agents, and employees be and they are hereby severally en-
joined from diverting or permitting the diversion of water
from the North Platte River or its tributaries at or above
Alcova Reservoir in lieu of or in exchange for return flow
water from the Kendrick Project reaching the North Platte
River below Alcova Reservoir.

IX. The State of Wyoming and the State of Colorado be
and they are hereby each required to prepare and maintain
complete and accurate records of the total area of land irri-
gated and the storage and exportation of the water of the
North Platte River and its tributaries within those portions
of their respective jurisdictions covered by the provisions of
paragraphs I, II(c), I1(d), and II(e). The State of Wyoming
is also required to prepare and maintain complete and accu-
rate records of the total consumption of irrigation water in
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the portion of its jurisdiction covered by paragraphs II(a)
and II(b). The record keeping and reporting required of the
State of Wyoming by this paragraph shall be implemented
in accordance with procedures that have been approved and
adopted in the Final Settlement Stipulation. The records
required by this paragraph shall be available for inspection
at all reasonable times; provided, however, that such records
shall not be required in reference to the water uses permit-
ted by paragraphs X and XII(f).

X. This Modified Decree shall not affect or restrict the
use or diversion of water from the North Platte River and
its tributaries in Colorado or Wyoming for ordinary and
usual domestic, municipal, and stock watering purposes and
consumption.

XI. For the purposes of this Modified Decree:

(a) “Season” or “seasonal” refers to the irrigation season,
May 1 to September 30, inclusive;

(b) The term “storage water” as applied to releases from
reservoirs owned and operated by the United States is de-
fined as any water which is released from reservoirs for
use on lands under canals having storage contracts in addi-
tion to the water which is discharged through those reser-
voirs to meet natural flow uses permitted by this Modified
Decree;

(c) “Natural flow water” shall be taken as referring to all
water in the stream except storage water;

(d) Return flows from the Kendrick Project shall be
deemed to be “natural flow water” when they have reached
the North Platte River, subject to the same diversion and
use as any other natural flow in the stream;

(e) “Hydrologically connected groundwater wells” are de-
fined in procedures attached to the North Platte Decree
Committee Charter as Exhibits 4, 6, and 12 approved and
adopted in the Final Settlement Stipulation. The North
Platte Decree Committee may modify such definition in ac-
cordance with the Final Settlement Stipulation.
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XII. This Modified Decree shall not affect:

(@) The relative rights of water users within any one of
the States who are parties to this suit except as may be
otherwise specifically provided herein;

(b) Such claims as the United States has to storage water
under Wyoming law nor will the Modified Decree in any way
interfere with the ownership and operation by the United
States of the various federal storage and power plants,
works, and facilities;

(c) The use or disposition of any additional supply or sup-
plies of water that may be imported into the basin of the
North Platte River from the watershed of an entirely sepa-
rate stream or the return flow from any such supply or
supplies;

(d) The apportionment heretofore made by this Court be-
tween the States of Wyoming and Colorado of the waters of
the Laramie River, a tributary of the North Platte River,
down to and including the Wheatland Project. The waters
of the Laramie River below the Wheatland Project are not
apportioned by this Modified Decree. The only existing
limitation in this Modified Decree on Wyoming’s use of the
Laramie River is provided in paragraph I1(d);

(e) The apportionment made by the compact between the
States of Nebraska and Colorado, apportioning the water of
the South Platte River,

(f) Water diverted for de minimis uses, defined as:

(1) Ponds with capacities of twenty acre-feet or less for
purposes other than irrigated agriculture;

(2) Wells with capacities less than or equal to twenty-five
gallons per minute for a single project for purposes other
than irrigated agriculture; and

(3) Miscellaneous uses that withdraw or divert less than
fiftty acre-feet per year for a single project other than stock
watering, domestic or irrigated agriculture.

XIII. Any of the parties may apply at the foot of this
Modified Decree for its amendment or for further relief.
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Any dispute related to compliance or administration shall be
submitted to and addressed by the North Platte Decree
Committee before a party may seek leave of the Court to
bring such dispute before the Court. The Court retains ju-
risdiction of this suit for the purpose of any order, direction,
or modification of the decree, or any supplementary decree,
that may at any time be deemed proper in relation to the
subject matter in controversy. Further, the Court retains
jurisdiction, upon proper showing, to adjudicate all matters
for which authority or responsibility is granted to the North
Platte Decree Committee by this Modified Decree or the
Final Settlement Stipulation. Matters with reference to
which further relief may hereafter be sought shall include,
but shall not be limited to, the following:

(a) The question of the applicability and effect of the Act
of August 9, 1937 (50 Stat. 564, 595-596), upon the rights of
Colorado and its water users;

(b) The question of the effect upon the rights of upstream
areas of the construction or threatened construction in down-
stream areas of any projects not now existing or recognized
in this Modified Decree;

() The question of the effect of the construction or threat-
ened construction of storage capacity not now existing on
tributaries entering the North Platte River between Path-
finder Reservoir and Guernsey Reservoir;

(d) The question of the right to divert at or above the
headgate of the Casper Canal any water in lieu of, or in ex-
change for, any water developed by artificial drainage to the
river of sump areas on the Kendrick Project;

(e) Any question relating to the joint operation of Path-
finder, Guernsey, Seminoe, Alcova, and Glendo Reservoirs
whenever changed conditions make such joint operation
possible;

(f) Any change in conditions making modification of the
Modified Decree or the granting of further relief necessary
or appropriate;
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(g) Failure of the North Platte Decree Committee, or the
parties to the North Platte Decree Committee, to act upon,
resolve or agree on a matter that has been submitted to the
North Platte Decree Committee.

XIV. The costs in the original cause were apportioned and
paid pursuant to previous order of this Court. The costs in
the present cause and the payment of the fees and expenses
of the Special Master have been apportioned and paid accord-
ing to previous orders of this Court with which the parties
agree and the Court hereby confirms.

XV. The clerk of this Court shall transmit to the Gover-
nors and Attorneys General of the States of Colorado, Wyo-
ming, and Nebraska, the Solicitor General of the United
States of America, and Basin Electric Power Cooperative,
copies of this Modified Decree duly authenticated under the
seal of this Court.

XVI. Whatever claims or defenses the parties or any of
them may have in respect to the application, interpretation,
or construction of the Act of August 9, 1937 (50 Stat. 564,
595-596), shall be determined without prejudice to any party
arising because of any development of the Kendrick Project
occurring subsequent to October 1, 1951.

XVII. The following provisions are effective for the opera-
tion of Glendo Dam and Reservoir:

(@) The operation of the Glendo Project shall not impose
any demand on areas at or above Seminoe Reservoir which
will prejudice any rights that the States of Colorado or
Wyoming might have to secure a modification of the Modi-
fied Decree permitting an expansion of water uses in the
natural basin of the North Platte River in Colorado or above
Seminoe Reservoir in Wyoming.

(b) The operation of Glendo Reservoir shall not affect the
regime of the natural flow of the North Platte River except
that not more than 40,000 acre-feet of the natural flow of
the North Platte River and its tributaries which cannot be
stored in upstream reservoirs under the provisions of this
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Modified Decree may be stored in Glendo Reservoir during
any water year for disposition by the United States under
contracts, in addition to evaporation losses on such storage,
and further, the amount of water that may be held in storage
at any one time for disposition by the United States under
contracts, including carryover storage, shall never exceed
100,000 acre-feet. Such storage water shall be disposed of
in accordance with contracts executed or to be hereafter
executed, in compliance with federal law, and may be used
for any beneficial purpose in Nebraska within the Platte
River basin to the extent of 25,000 acre-feet annually and for
any beneficial purpose in Wyoming within the Platte River
basin to the extent of 15,000 acre-feet annually. The above
limitation on the amount of storage of natural flow does not
apply: (1) to flood water which may be temporarily stored in
any capacity allocated for flood control in Glendo Reservoir;
(2) to water originally stored in Pathfinder Reservoir which
may be temporarily re-stored in Glendo Reservoir after its
release from Pathfinder and before its delivery pursuant to
contract; (3) to Inland Lakes account water temporarily
stored in accordance with this Court’s Order of April 20,
1993; (4) to water which may be impounded behind Glendo
Dam, as provided in the Bureau of Reclamation Definite Plan
Report for the Glendo Unit, Wyoming, dated December 1952,
as revised through December 1959 (Glendo Definite Plan Re-
port) for the purpose of creating a head for the development
of water power; or (5) to water in Glendo Reservoir used for
the purposes described in paragraph XVII(g).

(c) Each State may substitute or supplement quantities
of storage water obtained under other contractual arrange-
ments with Glendo Reservoir storage supplies. Subject to
contractual arrangements with the United States Bureau
of Reclamation, including any required compliance with the
Endangered Species Act, 16 U. S. C. §1531 et seq., and the
National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U. S. C. §4321 et seq.,
each State shall also enjoy unrestricted use of its respective
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storage allocation in Glendo Reservoir, so long as the use is
below Glendo Reservoir and within the Platte River basin.

(d) Glendo Reservoir storage water may be consumptively
used in Wyoming by exchange or other means, upstream of
Glendo Reservoir under the terms of this paragraph. For
every two acre-feet of Glendo storage water diverted up-
stream of Glendo Reservoir pursuant to such an exchange,
all of which may be fully consumed, an additional acre-foot
of Wyoming’s Glendo storage allocation shall be contracted
at the same time for storage and release from Glendo Reser-
voir and passed through Guernsey Reservoir to the North
Platte River. Except as may be modified in accordance with
paragraph XVII(e), or by agreement of the parties, such ad-
ditional water shall be released from the reservoir at the
same time and at a rate proportionate to the diversion of the
water contracted for use upstream from Glendo Reservoir
during the irrigation season. During the nonirrigation sea-
son, due to operational constraints of the outlets at Guernsey
Reservoir, such additional water will be held in the Glendo
account and released prior to the first of May as may be
operationally practical. Except as provided in paragraph
XVII(e), once released, such additional water shall be consid-
ered natural flow water for purposes of the 75/25 apportion-
ment specified in paragraph V.

(e) If the valid exercise or enforcement of federal law
or authority requires Wyoming or a water user within Wyo-
ming to cause the release of a portion of Wyoming’s Glendo
allocation for environmental purposes downstream of Glendo
Reservoir, the additional water contracted and released
under paragraph XVII(d) may be dedicated to and used for
that purpose. Any water released pursuant to such require-
ment shall not be considered natural flow but shall be admin-
istered and protected as storage water in accordance with
state law within both Wyoming and Nebraska until used for
its intended purposes.
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(f) Storage water in Glendo Reservoir from either State’s
allocation may be used for fish and wildlife purposes down-
stream of Glendo Reservoir under contractual arrangements
with the United States Bureau of Reclamation, subject to
approval of Wyoming for contracts for water from Wyo-
ming’s storage allocation and subject to approval of Ne-
braska for contracts for water from Nebraska’s storage allo-
cation. Any water released pursuant to such agreement
shall not be considered natural flow but shall be administered
and protected as storage water in accordance with state
law within both Wyoming and Nebraska until used for its
intended purposes.

(g) The United States Bureau of Reclamation has the
discretion to hold water in Glendo Reservoir in excess of
the limitations stated in paragraph XVII(b) in accordance
with the operation of the reregulation space in Glendo Res-
ervoir under Permit No. 5998 Res. and Certificate of Con-
struction of Reservoir, as clarified by Order of the Wyoming
State Board of Control dated November 29, 2000. Such
water may be used, subject to federal law, for the following
purposes:

(1) to replace water that passed the Wyoming-Nebraska
state line in excess of the amount ordered by canals with
storage contracts below the Wyoming-Nebraska state line
as the unintended result of physical limitations on the ability
to control water deliveries;

(2) to replace evaporation from the storage ownership ac-
counts of Pathfinder Reservoir, Guernsey Reservoir, Sem-
inoe Reservoir, Alcova Reservoir, and Glendo Reservoir; and

(3) to supplement the natural flow that is available for
apportionment pursuant to paragraph V.

XVIIIL. The creation of the North Platte Decree Commit-
tee is hereby approved and ratified. Procedures that have
been approved and adopted in the Final Settlement Stip-
ulation may be modified from time to time by the North
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Platte Decree Committee if the modifications are consistent
with the Modified Decree. In the event of a conflict between
any procedure, the Final Settlement Stipulation and the
Modified Decree, the provisions of this Modified Decree
shall control.
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CORRECTIONAL SERVICES CORP. v. MALESKO

CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR
THE SECOND CIRCUIT

No. 00-860. Argued October 1, 2001—Decided November 27, 2001

Petitioner Correctional Services Corporation (CSC), under contract with
the federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP), operates Le Marquis Community
Correctional Center (Le Marquis), a facility that houses federal inmates.
After respondent, a federal inmate afflicted with a heart condition limit-
ing his ability to climb stairs, was assigned to a bedroom on Le Marquis’
fifth floor, CSC instituted a policy requiring inmates residing below the
sixth floor to use the stairs rather than the elevator. Respondent was
exempted from this policy. But when a CSC employee forbade re-
spondent to use the elevator to reach his bedroom, he climbed the stairs,
suffered a heart attack, and fell. Subsequently, respondent filed this
damages action against CSC and individual defendants, alleging, inter
alia, that they were negligent in refusing him the use of the elevator.
The District Court treated the complaint as raising claims under Bivens
v. Six Unknown Fed. Narcotics Agents, 403 U.S. 388, in which this
Court recognized for the first time an implied private action for dam-
ages against federal officers alleged to have violated a citizen’s constitu-
tional rights. In dismissing the suit, the District Court relied on FDIC
v. Meyer, 510 U. S. 471, reasoning, inter alia, that a Bivens action may
only be maintained against an individual, not a corporate entity. The
Second Circuit reversed in pertinent part and remanded, remarking,
with respect to CSC, that Meyer expressly declined to expand the cate-
gory of defendants against whom Bivens-type actions may be brought
to include not only federal agents, but also federal agencies. But the
court reasoned that such private entities should be held liable under
Bivens to accomplish the important Bivens goal of providing a remedy
for constitutional violations.

Held: Bivens’ limited holding may not be extended to confer a right of
action for damages against private entities acting under color of fed-
eral law. The Court’s authority to imply a new constitutional tort, not
expressly authorized by statute, is anchored in its general jurisdiction
to decide all cases arising under federal law. The Court first exercised
this authority in Bivens. From a discussion of that and subsequent
cases, it is clear that respondent’s claim is fundamentally different from
anything the Court has heretofore recognized. In 30 years of Bivens
jurisprudence, the Court has extended its holding only twice, to pro-



62

CORRECTIONAL SERVICES CORP. v. MALESKO

Syllabus

vide an otherwise nonexistent cause of action against individual officers
alleged to have acted unconstitutionally, e. g., Carlson v. Green, 446 U. S.
14, and to provide a cause of action for a plaintiff who lacked any alter-
native remedy for harms caused by an individual officer’s unconstitu-
tional conduct, e. g., Davis v. Passman, 442 U. S. 228, 245. Where such
circumstances are not present, the Court has consistently rejected in-
vitations to extend Bivens, often for reasons that foreclose its exten-
sion here. See, e. g., Bush v. Lucas, 462 U. S. 367. Bivens’ purpose is
to deter individual federal officers, not the agency, from committing
constitutional violations. Meyer made clear, inter alia, that the threat
of suit against an individual’s employer was not the kind of deterrence
contemplated by Bivens. 510 U.S., at 485. This case is, in every
meaningful sense, the same. For if a corporate defendant is available
for suit, claimants will focus their collection efforts on it, and not the
individual directly responsible for the alleged injury. On Meyer’s logic,
inferring a constitutional tort remedy against a private entity like CSC
is therefore foreclosed. Respondent’s claim that requiring private cor-
porations acting under color of federal law to pay for the constitutional
harms they commit is the best way to discourage future harms has no
relevance to Bivens, which is concerned solely with deterring individ-
ual officers’ unconstitutional acts. There is no reason here to consider
extending Bivens beyond its core premise. To begin with, no federal
prisoners enjoy respondent’s contemplated remedy. If such a prisoner
in a BOP facility alleges a constitutional deprivation, his only remedy
lies against the offending individual officer. Whether it makes sense to
impose asymmetrical liability costs on private prison facilities alone is a
question for Congress to decide. Nor is this a situation in which claim-
ants in respondent’s shoes lack effective remedies. It was conceded at
oral argument that alternative remedies are at least as great, and in
many respects greater, than anything that could be had under Bivens.
For example, federal prisoners in private facilities enjoy a parallel tort
remedy that is unavailable to prisoners housed in government facilities.
Inmates in respondent’s position also have full access to remedial mecha-
nisms established by the BOP, including suits in federal court for injunc-
tive relief—long recognized as the proper means for preventing entities
from acting unconstitutionally—and grievances filed through the BOP’s
Administrative Remedy Program. Pp. 66-74.

229 F. 3d 374, reversed.

REHNQUIST, C. J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which O’Con-

NOR, SCALIA, KENNEDY, and THOMAS, JJ., joined. SCALIA, J., filed a con-
curring opinion, in which THOMAS, J., joined, post, p. 75. STEVENS, J.,
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filed a dissenting opinion, in which SOUTER, GINSBURG, and BREYER, JJ.,
joined, post, p. 75.

Carter G. Phillips argued the cause for petitioner. With
him on the briefs were Frank R. Volpe, George P. Stasiuk,
and Karen M. Morinelli.

Jeffrey A. Lamken argued the cause for the United States
as amicus curiae urging reversal. With him on the brief
were Acting Solicitor General Underwood, Deputy Solici-
tor General Clement, Barbara L. Herwig, and Thomas M.
Bondy.

Steven Pasternak argued the cause for respondent. With
him on the brief was David C. Viadeck.*

CHIEF JUSTICE REHNQUIST delivered the opinion of the
Court.

We decide here whether the implied damages action first
recognized in Bivens v. Six Unknown Fed. Narcotics Agents,
403 U. S. 388 (1971), should be extended to allow recovery
against a private corporation operating a halfway house
under contract with the Bureau of Prisons. We decline to
so extend Bivens.

Petitioner Correctional Services Corporation (CSC), under
contract with the federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP), oper-
ates Community Corrections Centers and other facilities
that house federal prisoners and detainees.! Since the late

*Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for the American
Civil Liberties Union by Elizabeth Alexander, Margaret Winter, David
Fathi, and Steven R. Shapiro; and for the Legal Aid Society of the City
of New York by Daniel L. Greenberg and John Boston.

1CSC is hardly unique in this regard. The BOP has since 1981 re-
lied exclusively on contracts with private institutions and state and
local governments for the operation of halfway house facilities to help
federal prisoners reintegrate into society. The BOP contracts not only
with for-profit entities like CSC, but also with charitable organizations like
Volunteers for America (which operates facilities in Indiana, Louisiana,
Maryland, Minnesota, New York, and Texas), the Salvation Army (Arkan-
sas, Florida, Illinois, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas), Progress
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1980’s, CSC has operated Le Marquis Community Correc-
tional Center (Le Marquis), a halfway house located in New
York City. Respondent John E. Malesko is a former federal
inmate who, having been convicted of federal securities fraud
in December 1992, was sentenced to a term of 18 months’
imprisonment under the supervision of the BOP. During
his imprisonment, respondent was diagnosed with a heart
condition and treated with prescription medication. Re-
spondent’s condition limited his ability to engage in physical
activity, such as climbing stairs.

In February 1993, the BOP transferred respondent to Le
Marquis where he was to serve the remainder of his sen-
tence. Respondent was assigned to living quarters on the
fifth floor. On or about March 1, 1994, CSC instituted a pol-
icy at Le Marquis requiring inmates residing below the sixth
floor to use the staircase rather than the elevator to travel
from the first-floor lobby to their rooms. There is no dispute
that respondent was exempted from this policy on account of
his heart condition. Respondent alleges that on March 28,
1994, however, Jorge Urena, an employee of CSC, forbade
him to use the elevator to reach his fifth-floor bedroom. Re-
spondent protested that he was specially permitted elevator
access, but Urena was adamant. Respondent then climbed
the stairs, suffered a heart attack, and fell, injuring his left
ear.

Three years after this incident occurred, respondent filed
a pro se action against CSC and unnamed CSC employees in
the United States District Court for the Southern District
of New York. Two years later, now acting with counsel, re-
spondent filed an amended complaint which named Urena as
1 of the 10 John Doe defendants. The amended complaint
alleged that CSC, Urena, and unnamed defendants were
“negligent in failing to obtain requisite medication for [re-
spondent’s] condition and were further negligent by refusing

House Association (Oregon), Triangle Center (Illinois), and Catholic Social
Services (Pennsylvania).
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[respondent] the use of the elevator.” App. 12. It further
alleged that respondent injured his left ear and aggravated
a pre-existing condition “[a]s a result of the negligence of
the Defendants.” Ibid. Respondent demanded judgment
in the sum of $1 million in compensatory damages, $3 million
in anticipated future damages, and punitive damages “for
such sum as the Court and/or [jlury may determine.” Id.,
at 13.

The District Court treated the amended complaint as rais-
ing claims under Bivens v. Six Unknown Fed. Narcotics
Agents, supra, and dismissed respondent’s cause of action
in its entirety. App. to Pet. for Cert. 20a. Relying on our
decision in FDIC v. Meyer, 510 U. S. 471 (1994), the District
Court reasoned that “a Bivens action may only be main-
tained against an individual,” and thus was not available
against CSC, a corporate entity. App. to Pet. for Cert. 20a.
With respect to Urena and the unnamed individual defend-
ants, the complaint was dismissed on statute of limitations
grounds.

The Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit affirmed in
part, reversed in part, and remanded. 229 F. 3d 374 (2000).
That court affirmed dismissal of respondent’s claims against
individual defendants as barred by the statute of limita-
tions. Respondent has not challenged that ruling, and the
parties agree that the question whether a Bivens action
might lie against a private individual is not presented here.
With respect to CSC, the Court of Appeals remarked that
Meyer expressly declined “‘to expand the category of de-
fendants against whom Bivens-type actions may be brought
to include not only federal agents, but federal agencies
as well.”” 229 F. 3d, at 378 (quoting Meyer, supra, at 484
(emphasis deleted)). But the court reasoned that private
entities like CSC should be held liable under Bivens to “ac-
complish the . . . important Bivens goal of providing a rem-
edy for constitutional violations.” 229 F. 3d, at 380.
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We granted certiorari, 532 U.S. 902 (2001), and now
reverse.”

In Bivens v. Six Unknown Fed. Narcotics Agents, 403
U. S. 388 (1971), we recognized for the first time an implied
private action for damages against federal officers alleged to
have violated a citizen’s constitutional rights. Respondent
now asks that we extend this limited holding to confer a
right of action for damages against private entities acting
under color of federal law. He contends that the Court must
recognize a federal remedy at law wherever there has been
an alleged constitutional deprivation, no matter that the
victim of the alleged deprivation might have alternative
remedies elsewhere, and that the proposed remedy would
not significantly deter the principal wrongdoer, an individ-
ual private employee. We have heretofore refused to imply
new substantive liabilities under such circumstances, and we
decline to do so here.

Our authority to imply a new constitutional tort, not
expressly authorized by statute, is anchored in our general
jurisdiction to decide all cases “arising under the Consti-
tution, laws, or treaties of the United States.” 28 U.S.C.
§1331. See, e. g., Schweiker v. Chilicky, 487 U. S. 412, 420-
421 (1988); Bush v. Lucas, 462 U. S. 367, 373-374 (1983). We
first exercised this authority in Bivens, where we held that
a victim of a Fourth Amendment violation by federal officers
may bring suit for money damages against the officers in
federal court. Bivens acknowledged that Congress had
never provided for a private right of action against federal

2The Courts of Appeals have divided on whether FDIC v. Meyer, 510
U. 8. 471 (1994), forecloses the extension of Bivens to private entities.
Compare Hammons v. Norfolk Southern Corp., 156 F. 3d 701, 705 (CA6
1998) (“Nothing in Meyer prohibits a Bivens claim against a private corpo-
ration that engages in federal action”), with Kauffman v. Anglo-American
School of Sofia, 28 F. 3d 1223, 1227 (CADC 1994) (“[Under] Meyer’s con-
clusion that public federal agencies are not subject to Bivens liability,
it follows that equivalent private entities should not be liable either”).
We hold today that it does.
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officers, and that “the Fourth Amendment does not in so
many words provide for its enforcement by award of money
damages for the consequences of its violation.” 403 U. S.,
at 396. Nonetheless, relying largely on earlier decisions
implying private damages actions into federal statutes, see
1d., at 397 (citing J. I. Case Co. v. Borak, 377 U. S. 426, 433
(1964)); 403 U. S., at 402-403, n. 4 (Harlan, J., concurring in
judgment) (“The Borak case is an especially clear example
of the exercise of federal judicial power to accord damages
as an appropriate remedy in the absence of any express stat-
utory authorization of a federal cause of action”), and find-
ing “no special factors counseling hesitation in the absence
of affirmative action by Congress,” id., at 395-396, we found
an implied damages remedy available under the Fourth
Amendment.?

In the decade following Bivens, we recognized an implied
damages remedy under the Due Process Clause of the Fifth
Amendment, Davis v. Passman, 442 U. S. 228 (1979), and the
Cruel and Unusual Punishments Clause of the Eighth Amend-
ment, Carlson v. Green, 446 U. S. 14 (1980). In both Davis
and Carlson, we applied the core holding of Bivens, recogniz-
ing in limited circumstances a claim for money damages
against federal officers who abuse their constitutional au-
thority. In Dawis, we inferred a new right of action chiefly
because the plaintiff lacked any other remedy for the alleged
constitutional deprivation. 442 U. S., at 245 (“For Davis, as
for Bivens, it is damages or nothing”). In Carlson, we in-

3Since our decision in Borak, we have retreated from our previous will-
ingness to imply a cause of action where Congress has not provided one.
See, e. g., Central Bank of Denver, N. A. v. First Interstate Bank of Den-
ver, N. A., 511 U. 8. 164, 188 (1994); Transamerica Mortgage Advisors,
Inc. v. Lewis, 444 U. S. 11, 15-16 (1979); Cannon v. University of Chicago,
441 U. S. 677, 688 (1979); id., at 717-718 (REHNQUIST, J., concurring). Just
last Term it was noted that we “abandoned” the view of Borak decades
ago, and have repeatedly declined to “revert” to “the understanding of
private causes of action that held sway 40 years ago.” Alexander v. San-
doval, 532 U. S. 275, 287 (2001).
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ferred a right of action against individual prison officials
where the plaintiff’s only alternative was a Federal Tort
Claims Act (FTCA) claim against the United States. 446
U.S., at 18-23. We reasoned that the threat of suit against
the United States was insufficient to deter the unconstitu-
tional acts of individuals. Id., at 21 (“Because the Bivens
remedy is recoverable against individuals, it is a more effec-
tive deterrent than the FTCA remedy”). We also found it
“crystal clear” that Congress intended the FTCA and Bivens
to serve as “parallel” and “complementary” sources of liabil-
ity. 446 U. S., at 19-20.

Since Carlson we have consistently refused to extend
Bivens liability to any new context or new category of de-
fendants. In Bush v. Lucas, supra, we declined to create a
Bivens remedy against individual Government officials for a
First Amendment violation arising in the context of federal
employment. Although the plaintiff had no opportunity to
fully remedy the constitutional violation, we held that admin-
istrative review mechanisms crafted by Congress provided
meaningful redress and thereby foreclosed the need to fash-
ion a new, judicially crafted cause of action. 462 U.S., at
378, n. 14, 386-388. We further recognized Congress’ insti-
tutional competence in crafting appropriate relief for ag-
grieved federal employees as a “special factor counseling
hesitation in the creation of a new remedy.” Id., at 380.
See also ud., at 389 (noting that “Congress is in a far better
position than a court to evaluate the impact of a new species
of litigation between federal employees”). We have reached
a similar result in the military context, Chappell v. Wallace,
462 U. S. 296, 304 (1983), even where the defendants were
alleged to have been civilian personnel, United States v.
Stanley, 483 U. S. 669, 681 (1987).

In Schweiker v. Chilicky, we declined to infer a damages
action against individual Government employees alleged to
have violated due process in their handling of Social Secu-
rity applications. We observed that our “decisions have re-
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sponded cautiously to suggestions that Bivens remedies be
extended into new contexts.” 487 U. S., at 421. In light of
these decisions, we noted that “[t]he absence of statutory
relief for a constitutional violation . . . does not by any
means necessarily imply that courts should award money
damages against the officers responsible for the violation.”
Id., at 421-422. We therefore rejected the claim that a
Bivens remedy should be implied simply for want of any
other means for challenging a constitutional deprivation in
federal court. It did not matter, for example, that “[t]he cre-
ation of a Bivens remedy would obviously offer the prospect
of relief for injuries that must now go unredressed.” 487
U.S., at 425. See also Bush, supra, at 388 (noting that “ex-
isting remedies do not provide complete relief for the plain-
tiff”); Stanley, supra, at 683 (“[I]t is irrelevant to a special
factors analysis whether the laws currently on the books
afford Stanley . . . an adequate federal remedy for his in-
juries” (internal quotation marks omitted)). So long as the
plaintiff had an avenue for some redress, bedrock principles
of separation of powers foreclosed judicial imposition of a
new substantive liability. Chilicky, supra, at 425-427.
Most recently, in FDIC v. Meyer, we unanimously de-
clined an invitation to extend Bivens to permit suit against
a federal agency, even though the agency—because Congress
had waived sovereign immunity—was otherwise amena-
ble to suit. 510 U. S., at 484-486. Our opinion emphasized
that “the purpose of Bivens is to deter the officer,” not the
agency. Id., at 485 (emphasis in original) (citing Carlson v.
Green, supra, at 21). We reasoned that if given the choice,
plaintiffs would sue a federal agency instead of an individ-
ual who could assert qualified immunity as an affirmative
defense. To the extent aggrieved parties had less incentive
to bring a damages claim against individuals, “the deterrent
effects of the Bivens remedy would be lost.” 510 U.S,, at
485. Accordingly, to allow a Bivens claim against federal
agencies “would mean the evisceration of the Bivens remedy,
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rather than its extension.” 510 U. S., at 485. 'We noted fur-
ther that “special factors” counseled hesitation in light of the
“potentially enormous financial burden” that agency liability
would entail. Id., at 486.

From this discussion, it is clear that the claim urged by
respondent is fundamentally different from anything recog-
nized in Bivens or subsequent cases. In 30 years of Bivens
jurisprudence we have extended its holding only twice, to
provide an otherwise nonexistent cause of action against in-
dividual officers alleged to have acted unconstitutionally, or
to provide a cause of action for a plaintiff who lacked any
alternative remedy for harms caused by an individual offi-
cer’s unconstitutional conduct. Where such circumstances
are not present, we have consistently rejected invitations to
extend Bivens, often for reasons that foreclose its exten-
sion here.*

The purpose of Bivens is to deter individual federal offi-
cers from committing constitutional violations. Meyer made
clear that the threat of litigation and liability will adequately
deter federal officers for Bivens purposes no matter that
they may enjoy qualified immunity, 510 U. S., at 474, 485, are
indemnified by the employing agency or entity, id., at 486,
or are acting pursuant to an entity’s policy, id., at 473-474.
Meyer also made clear that the threat of suit against an in-
dividual’s employer was not the kind of deterrence con-
templated by Bivens. See 510 U. S., at 485 (“If we were to
imply a damages action directly against federal agencies . . .
there would be no reason for aggrieved parties to bring
damages actions against individual officers. [T]he deterrent

4JUSTICE STEVENS’ claim that this case does not implicate an “exten-
sion” of Bivens, post, at 7677, 82 (dissenting opinion), might come as some
surprise to the Court of Appeals which twice characterized its own hold-
ing as “extending Bivens liability to reach private corporations.” 229
F. 3d 374, 381 (CA2 2000). See also ibid. (“Bivens liability should extend
to private corporations”).
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effects of the Bivens remedy would be lost”). This case is,
in every meaningful sense, the same. For if a corporate de-
fendant is available for suit, claimants will focus their col-
lection efforts on it, and not the individual directly responsi-
ble for the alleged injury. See, e. g., TXO Production Corp.
v. Alliance Resources Corp., 509 U. S. 443, 464 (1993) (plural-
ity opinion) (recognizing that corporations fare much worse
before juries than do individuals); id., at 490-492 (O’CoN-
NOR, J., dissenting) (same) (citing authorities). On the logic
of Meyer, inferring a constitutional tort remedy against a
private entity like CSC is therefore foreclosed.

Respondent claims that even under Meyer’s deterrence ra-
tionale, implying a suit against private corporations acting
under color of federal law is still necessary to advance the
core deterrence purpose of Bivens. He argues that because
corporations respond to market pressures and make deci-
sions without regard to constitutional obligations, requiring
payment for the constitutional harms they commit is the best
way to discourage future harms. That may be so, but it has
no relevance to Bivens, which is concerned solely with deter-
ring the unconstitutional acts of individual officers. If de-
terring the conduct of a policymaking entity was the purpose
of Bivens, then Meyer would have implied a damages remedy
against the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation; it was
after all an agency policy that led to Meyer’s constitutional
deprivation. Meyer, supra, at 473-474. But Bivens from
its inception has been based not on that premise, but on the
deterrence of individual officers who commit unconstitu-
tional acts.

There is no reason for us to consider extending Bivens
beyond this core premise here.” To begin with, no federal

5JUSTICE STEVENS claims that our holding in favor of CSC portends
“tragic consequencel[s],” post, at 81, and “jeopardize[s] the constitutional
rights of . . . tens of thousands of inmates,” ibid. He refers to examples
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prisoners enjoy respondent’s contemplated remedy. If a
federal prisoner in a BOP facility alleges a constitutional
deprivation, he may bring a Bivens claim against the offend-
ing individual officer, subject to the defense of qualified im-
munity. The prisoner may not bring a Bivens claim against
the officer’s employer, the United States, or the BOP. With
respect to the alleged constitutional deprivation, his only
remedy lies against the individual; a remedy Meyer found
sufficient, and which respondent did not timely pursue.
Whether it makes sense to impose asymmetrical liability
costs on private prison facilities alone is a question for Con-
gress, not us, to decide.

Nor are we confronted with a situation in which claimants
in respondent’s shoes lack effective remedies. Cf. Bivens,
403 U. S., at 410 (Harlan, J., concurring in judgment) (“For
people in Bivens’ shoes, it is damages or nothing”); Davis,
442 U. S., at 245 (“For Davis, as for Bivens, it is damages or
nothing” (internal quotaton marks omitted)). It was con-
ceded at oral argument that alternative remedies are at least
as great, and in many respects greater, than anything that
could be had under Bivens. Tr. of Oral Arg. 41-42,43. For
example, federal prisoners in private facilities enjoy a par-

of cases suggesting that private correctional providers routinely abuse and
take advantage of inmates under their control. Post, at 81, n. 9 (citing
Brief for Legal Aid Society of City of New York as Amicus Curiae 8-25).
See also Brief for American Civil Liberties Union as Amicus Curiae 14—
16, and n. 6 (citing and discussing “abundant” examples of such abuse).
In all but one of these examples, however, the private facility in question
housed state prisoners—prisoners who already enjoy a right of action
against private correctional providers under 42 U.S.C. §1983. If it is
true that the imperatives for deterring the unconstitutional conduct of
private correctional providers are so strong as to demand that we imply a
new right of action directly from the Constitution, then abuses of authority
should be less prevalent in state facilities, where Congress already pro-
vides for such liability. That the trend appears to be just the opposite is
not surprising given the BOP’s oversight and monitoring of its private
contract facilities, see Brief for United States as Amicus Curiae 4-5, 24—
26, which JUSTICE STEVENS does not mention.
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allel tort remedy that is unavailable to prisoners housed
in Government facilities. See Brief in Opposition 13. This
case demonstrates as much, since respondent’s complaint in
the District Court arguably alleged no more than a quint-
essential claim of negligence. It maintained that named
and unnamed defendants were “negligent in failing to obtain
requisite medication . . . and were further negligent by re-
fusing . . . use of the elevator.” App. 12 (emphasis added).
It further maintained that respondent suffered injuries “[a]s
a result of the negligence of the Defendants.” Ibid. (em-
phasis added). The District Court, however, construed the
complaint as raising a Bivens claim, presumably under
the Cruel and Unusual Punishments Clause of the Eighth
Amendment. Respondent accepted this theory of liability,
and he has never sought relief on any other ground. This is
somewhat ironic, because the heightened “deliberate indif-
ference” standard of Eighth Amendment liability, Estelle v.
Gamble, 429 U. S. 97, 104 (1976), would make it considerably
more difficult for respondent to prevail than on a theory of
ordinary negligence, see, e. g., Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U. S.
825, 835 (1994) (“[Dleliberate indifference describes a state
of mind more blameworthy than negligence”).

This also makes respondent’s situation altogether different
from Bivens, in which we found alternative state tort reme-
dies to be “inconsistent or even hostile” to a remedy inferred
from the Fourth Amendment. 403 U. S., at 393-394. When
a federal officer appears at the door and requests entry, one
cannot always be expected to resist. See id., at 394 (“[A]
claim of authority to enter is likely to unlock the door”). Yet
lack of resistance alone might foreclose a cause of action in
trespass or privacy. Ibid. Therefore, we reasoned in
Bivens that other than an implied constitutional tort remedy,
“there remainled] . . . but the alternative of resistance, which
may amount to a crime.” Id., at 395 (internal quotation
marks and citation omitted). Such logic does not apply to
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respondent, whose claim of negligence or deliberate indif-
ference requires no resistance to official action, and whose
lack of alternative tort remedies was due solely to strategic
choice.®

Inmates in respondent’s position also have full access to
remedial mechanisms established by the BOP, including suits
in federal court for injunctive relief and grievances filed
through the BOP’s Administrative Remedy Program (ARP).
See 28 CFR §542.10 (2001) (explaining ARP as providing
“a process through which inmates may seek formal review
of an issue which relates to any aspect of their confinement”).
This program provides yet another means through which al-
legedly unconstitutional actions and policies can be brought
to the attention of the BOP and prevented from recurring.
And unlike the Bivens remedy, which we have never consid-
ered a proper vehicle for altering an entity’s policy, injunc-
tive relief has long been recognized as the proper means for
preventing entities from acting unconstitutionally.

In sum, respondent is not a plaintiff in search of a rem-
edy as in Bivens and Dawvis. Nor does he seek a cause of
action against an individual officer, otherwise lacking, as in
Carlson. Respondent instead seeks a marked extension of
Bivens, to contexts that would not advance Bivens’ core
purpose of deterring individual officers from engaging in un-
constitutional wrongdoing. The caution toward extending
Bivens remedies into any new context, a caution consistently
and repeatedly recognized for three decades, forecloses such
an extension here.

The judgment of the Court of Appeals is reversed.

It is so ordered.

5Where the government has directed a contractor to do the very thing
that is the subject of the claim, we have recognized this as a special cir-
cumstance where the contractor may assert a defense. Boyle v. United
Technologies Corp., 487 U. 8. 500 (1988). The record here would provide
no basis for such a defense.
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JUSTICE SCALIA, with whom JUSTICE THOMAS joins,
concurring.

I join the opinion of the Court because I agree that a
narrow interpretation of the rationale of Bivens v. Six Un-
known Fed. Narcotics Agents, 403 U. S. 388 (1971), would
not logically produce its application to the circumstances
of this case. The dissent is doubtless correct that a broad
interpretation of its rationale would logically produce such
application, but I am not inclined (and the Court has not been
inclined) to construe Bivens broadly.

In joining the Court’s opinion, however, I do not mean to
imply that, if the narrowest rationale of Bivens did apply
to a new context, I would extend its holding. I would not.
Bivens is a relic of the heady days in which this Court as-
sumed common-law powers to create causes of action—de-
creeing them to be “implied” by the mere existence of a stat-
utory or constitutional prohibition. As the Court points out,
ante, at 67, n. 3, we have abandoned that power to invent
“implications” in the statutory field, see Alexander v. Sando-
val, 532 U. S. 275, 287 (2001). There is even greater reason
to abandon it in the constitutional field, since an “implica-
tion” imagined in the Constitution can presumably not even
be repudiated by Congress. I would limit Bivens and its
two follow-on cases (Davis v. Passman, 442 U. S. 228 (1979),
and Carlson v. Green, 446 U. S. 14 (1980)) to the precise cir-
cumstances that they involved.

JUSTICE STEVENS, with whom JUSTICE SOUTER, JUSTICE
GINSBURG, and JUSTICE BREYER join, dissenting.

In Bivens v. Six Unknown Fed. Narcotics Agents, 403
U. S. 388 (1971), the Court affirmatively answered the ques-
tion that it had reserved in Bell v. Hood, 327 U. S. 678 (1946):
whether a violation of the Fourth Amendment “by a federal
agent acting under color of his authority gives rise to a cause
of action for damages consequent upon his unconstitutional
conduct.” 403 U.S., at 389 (emphasis added). Nearly a
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decade later, in Carlson v. Green, 446 U. S. 14 (1980), we held
that a violation of the Eighth Amendment by federal prison
officials gave rise to a Bivens remedy despite the fact that
the plaintiffs also had a remedy against the United States
under the Federal Tort Claims Act (FTCA). We stated:
“Bivens established that the victims of a constitutional viola-
tion by a federal agent have a right to recover damages
against the official in federal court despite the absence of any
statute conferring such a right.” 446 U. S., at 18 (emphasis
added).

In subsequent cases, we have decided that a Bivens rem-
edy is not available for every conceivable constitutional vio-
lation.! We have never, however, qualified our holding that
Eighth Amendment violations are actionable under Bivens.
See Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U. S. 825 (1994); McCarthy v.
Madigan, 503 U. S. 140 (1992). Nor have we ever suggested
that a category of federal agents can commit Eighth Amend-
ment violations with impunity.

The parties before us have assumed that respondent’s com-
plaint has alleged a violation of the Eighth Amendment.?
The violation was committed by a federal agent—a private
corporation employed by the Bureau of Prisons to perform
functions that would otherwise be performed by individual
employees of the Federal Government. Thus, the question
presented by this case is whether the Court should create an
exception to the straightforward application of Bivens and

1See, e. g., FDIC v. Meyer, 510 U. S. 471 (1994); Schweiker v. Chilicky,
487 U. S. 412 (1988); Bush v. Lucas, 462 U. S. 367 (1983); Chappell v. Wal-
lace, 462 U. S. 296 (1983).

2 Although it might have challenged the sufficiency of respondent’s con-
stitutional claim, see ante, at 72-73, petitioner has not done so. See Tr. of
Oral Arg. 55 (acknowledgment by petitioner that the complaint states an
Eighth Amendment violation). Its petition for certiorari presented the
single question whether a Bivens cause of action for damages “should be
implied against a private corporation acting under color of federal law.”
Pet. for Cert. (i).
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Carlson, not whether it should extend our cases beyond their
“core premise,” ante, at 71. This point is evident from the
fact that prior to our recent decision in F'DIC v. Meyer, 510
U. S. 471 (1994), the Courts of Appeals had consistently and
correctly held that corporate agents performing federal func-
tions, like human agents doing so, were proper defendants in
Bivens actions.?

Meyer, which concluded that federal agencies are not su-
able under Bivens, does not lead to the outcome reached by
the Court today. In that case, we did not discuss private
corporate agents, nor suggest that such agents should be
viewed differently from human ones. Rather, in Meyer, we
drew a distinction between “federal agents” and “an agency
of the Federal Government,” 510 U. S., at 473. Indeed, our
repeated references to the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpo-
ration’s (FDIC) status as a “federal agency” emphasized the
FDIC’s affinity to the federal sovereign. We expressed con-
cern that damages sought directly from federal agencies,
such as the FDIC, would “creat[e] a potentially enormous
financial burden for the Federal Government.” Id., at 486.
And it must be kept in mind that Meyer involved the FDIC’s
waiver of sovereign immunity, which, had the Court in
Meyer recognized a cause of action, would have permitted
the very sort of lawsuit that Bivens presumed impossi-

3See Schowengerdt v. General Dynamics Corp., 823 F. 2d 1328 (CA9
1987); Reuber v. United States, 750 F. 2d 1039 (CADC 1984); Gerena v.
Puerto Rico Legal Servs., Inc., 697 F. 2d 447 (CA1 1983); Dobyns v.
E-Systems, Inc., 667 F. 2d 1219 (CA5 1982); Yiamouyiannis v. Chem-
ical Abstracts Serv., 521 F. 2d 1392 (CA6 1975).

It is true that one court has overruled its Circuit precedent in light of
Meyer and held that Meyer dictates the exclusion of all corporate entities
from Bivens liability. Kauffman v. Anglo-American School of Sofia, 28
F. 3d 1223 (CADC 1994). However, as another court has explained, that
conclusion is in no way compelled by Meyer. See Hammons v. Norfolk
Southern Corp., 156 F. 3d 701 (CA6 1998).
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ble: “a direct action against the Government.” 510 U.S., at
4854

Moreover, in Meyer, as in Bush v. Lucas, 462 U.S. 367
(1983), and Schweiker v. Chilicky, 487 U. S. 412 (1988), we
were not dealing with a well-recognized cause of action.
The cause of action alleged in Meyer was a violation of proce-
dural due process, and as the Meyer Court noted, “a Bivens
action alleging a violation of the Due Process Clause of the
Fifth Amendment may be appropriate in some contexts, but
not in others.” 510 U.S,, at 484, n. 9. Not only is substan-
tive liability assumed in the present case, but respondent’s
Eighth Amendment claim falls in the heartland of substan-
tive Bivens claims.?

Because Meyer does not dispose of this case, the Court
claims that the rationales underlying Bivens—namely, lack
of alternative remedies and deterrence—are not present in
cases in which suit is brought against a private corporation
serving as a federal agent. However, common sense, but-
tressed by all of the reasons that supported the holding in
Bivens, leads to the conclusion that corporate agents should
not be treated more favorably than human agents.

First, the Court argues that respondent enjoys alterna-
tive remedies against the corporate agent that distinguish
this case from Bivens. In doing so, the Court characterizes
Bivens and its progeny as cases in which plaintiffs lacked
“any alternative remedy,” ante, at 70. In Bivens, however,
even though the plaintiff’s suit against the Federal Gov-

4 Meyer also did not address the present situation because the Court
understood the plaintiff’s “real complaint” in that case to be that the indi-
vidual officers would be shielded by qualified immunity, 510 U. S., at 485,
a concern not present in the case before us, see Richardson v. McKnight,
521 U.S. 399, 412 (1997) (denying qualified immunity to private prison
guards in a suit under 42 U. S. C. §1983).

5The Court incorrectly assumes that we are being asked “to imply a
new constitutional tort,” ante, at 66. The tort here is, however, well es-
tablished; the only question is whether a remedy in damages is available
against a limited class of tortfeasors.
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ernment under state tort law may have been barred by
sovereign immunity, a suit against the officer himself under
state tort law was theoretically possible. Moreover, as the
Court recognized in Carlson, Bivens plaintiffs also have
remedies available under the FTCA. Thus, the Court is in-
correct to portray Bivens plaintiffs as lacking any other
avenue of relief, and to imply as a result that respondent
in this case had a substantially wider array of non-Bivens
remedies at his disposal than do other Bivens plaintiffs.®
If alternative remedies provide a sufficient justification for
closing the federal forum here, where the defendant is a pri-
vate corporation, the claims against the individual defend-
ants in Carlson, in light of the FTCA alternative, should
have been rejected as well.”

It is ironic that the Court relies so heavily for its hold-
ing on this assumption that alternative effective remedies—
primarily negligence actions in state court—are available
to respondent. See ante, at 72-74. Like Justice Harlan,
I think it “entirely proper that these injuries be compensa-
ble according to uniform rules of federal law, especially in

5The Court recognizes that the question whether a Bivens action would
lie against the individual employees of a private corporation like Correc-
tional Services Corporation (CSC) is not raised in the present case. Ante,
at 65. Both CSC and respondent have assumed Bivens would apply to
these individuals, and the United States as amicus maintains that such
liability would be appropriate under Bivens. It does seem puzzling that
Bivens liability would attach to the private individual employees of such
corporations—subagents of the Federal Government—but not to the cor-
porate agents themselves. However, the United States explicitly main-
tains this to be the case, and the reasoning of the Court’s opinion relies,
at least in part, on the availability of a remedy against employees of pri-
vate prisons. Cf. ante, at 72 (noting that Meyer “found sufficient” a rem-
edy against the individual officer, “which respondent did not timely pur-
sue” (emphasis added)).

7Although the Court lightly references administrative remedies that
might be available to CSC-housed inmates, these are by no means the sort
of comprehensive administrative remedies previously contemplated by the
Court in Bush and Schweiker.
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light of the very large element of federal law which must in
any event control the scope of official defenses to liability.”
Bivens, 403 U. S., at 409 (opinion concurring in judgment).
And aside from undermining uniformity, the Court’s reliance
on state tort law will jeopardize the protection of the full
scope of federal constitutional rights. State law might have
comparable causes of action for tort claims like the Eighth
Amendment violation alleged here, see ante, at 73, but other
unconstitutional actions by prison employees, such as viola-
tions of the Equal Protection or Due Process Clauses, may
find no parallel causes of action in state tort law. Even
though respondent here may have been able to sue for some
degree of relief under state law because his Eighth Amend-
ment claim could have been pleaded as negligence, future
plaintiffs with constitutional claims less like traditional torts
will not necessarily be so situated.®

Second, the Court claims that the deterrence goals of
Bivens would not be served by permitting liability here.
Ante, at T1 (citing Meyer). It cannot be seriously main-
tained, however, that tort remedies against corporate em-
ployers have less deterrent value than actions against their

8The Court blames respondent, who filed his initial complaint pro se, for
the lack of state remedies in this case; according to the Court, respondent’s
failure to bring a negligence suit in state court was “due solely to strategic
choice,” ante, at 74. Such strategic behavior, generally speaking, is imag-
inable, but there is no basis in the case before us to charge respondent
with acting strategically. Cf. ante, at 73 (discussing how proving a federal
constitutional claim would be “considerably more difficult” than proving a
state negligence claim). Respondent filed his complaint in federal court
because he believed himself to have been severely maltreated while in
federal custody, and he had no legal counsel to advise him to do otherwise.
Without the aid of counsel, respondent not only failed to file for state relief,
but he also failed to name the particular prison guard who was responsible
for his injuries, resulting in the eventual dismissal of the claims against
the individual officers as time barred. Respondent may have been an
unsophisticated plaintiff, or, at worst, not entirely diligent about determin-
ing the identify of the guards, but it can hardly be said that “strategic
choice” was the driving force behind respondent’s litigation behavior.
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employees. As the Court has previously noted, the “orga-
nizational structure” of private prisons “is one subject to
the ordinary competitive pressures that normally help pri-
vate firms adjust their behavior in response to the incentives
that tort suits provide—pressures not necessarily present in
government departments.” Richardson v. McKnight, 521
U. S. 399, 412 (1997). Thus, the private corporate entity at
issue here is readily distinguishable from the federal agency
in Meyer. Indeed, a tragic consequence of today’s decision
is the clear incentive it gives to corporate managers of pri-
vately operated custodial institutions to adopt cost-saving
policies that jeopardize the constitutional rights of the tens
of thousands of inmates in their custody.’

The Court raises a concern with imposing “asymmetri-
cal liability costs on private prison facilities,” ante, at 72,
and further claims that because federal prisoners in
Government-run institutions can only sue officers, it would
be unfair to permit federal prisoners in private institu-
tions to sue an “officer’s employer,” ibid. Permitting liabil-
ity in the present case, however, would produce symmetry:
both private and public prisoners would be unable to sue
the principal (i. e., the Government), but would be able to
sue the primary federal agent (i. e., the Government official
or the corporation). Indeed, it is the Court’s decision that
creates asymmetry—between federal and state prisoners
housed in private correctional facilities. Under 42 U. S. C.
§1983, a state prisoner may sue a private prison for depri-
vation of constitutional rights, see Lugar v. Edmondson Oil
Co., 457 U.S. 922, 936-937 (1982) (permitting suit under

9As amici for respondent explain, private prisons are exempt from
much of the oversight and public accountability faced by the Bureau of
Prisons, a federal entity. See, e. g., Brief for Legal Aid Society of the City
of New York as Amicus Curiae 8-25. Indeed, because a private prison
corporation’s first loyalty is to its stockholders, rather than the public in-
terest, it is no surprise that cost-cutting measures jeopardizing prisoners’
rights are more likely in private facilities than in public ones.
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§ 1983 against private corporations exercising “state action”),
yet the Court denies such a remedy to that prisoner’s federal
counterpart. It is true that we have never expressly held
that the contours of Bivens and §1983 are identical. The
Court, however, has recognized sound jurisprudential rea-
sons for parallelism, as different standards for claims against
state and federal actors “would be incongruous and confus-
ing.” Butz v. Economou, 438 U. S. 478, 499 (1978) (internal
quotation marks omitted); cf. Bolling v. Sharpe, 347 U. S.
497, 500 (1954) (“In view of our decision that the Consti-
tution prohibits the states from maintaining racially seg-
regated public schools, it would be unthinkable that the
same Constitution would impose a lesser duty on the Federal
Government”). The value of such parallelism was in fact
furthered by Meyer, since §1983 would not have provided
the plaintiff a remedy had he pressed a similar claim against
a state agency.

It is apparent from the Court’s critical discussion of the
thoughtful opinions of Justice Harlan and his contempo-
raries, ante, at 66—67, and n. 3, and from its erroneous state-
ment of the question presented by this case as whether
Bivens “should be extended” to allow recovery against a pri-
vate corporation employed as a federal agent, ante, at 63,
that the driving force behind the Court’s decision is a dis-
agreement with the holding in Bivens itself.® There are at
least two reasons why it is improper for the Court to allow
its decision in this case to be influenced by that predisposi-

10 See also ante, at 75 (SCALIA, J., concurring) (arguing that Bivens is a
“relic of . . . heady days” and should be limited, along with Carlson v.
Green, 446 U. 8. 14 (1980), and Davis v. Passman, 442 U. S. 228 (1979), to
its facts). Such hostility to the core of Bivens is not new. See, e. g., Carl-
son, 446 U.S., at 32 (REHNQUIST, J., dissenting) (“[TJo dispose of this
case as if Bivens were rightly decided would in the words of Mr. Justice
Frankfurter be to start with an ‘unreality’”). Nor is there anything new
in the Court’s disregard for precedent concerning well-established causes
of action. See Alexander v. Sandoval, 532 U. S. 275, 294-297 (2001) (STE-
VENS, J., dissenting).
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tion. First, as is clear from the legislative materials cited
in Carlson, 446 U. S., at 19-20, see also ante, at 68, Congress
has effectively ratified the Bivens remedy; surely Congress
has never sought to abolish it. Second, a rule that has been
such a well-recognized part of our law for over 30 years
should be accorded full respect by the Members of this
Court, whether or not they would have endorsed that rule
when it was first announced. For our primary duty is to
apply and enforce settled law, not to revise that law to accord
with our own notions of sound policy.
I respectfully dissent.
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The Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (Gaming Act) provides, as relevant

here, that Internal Revenue Code (Code) provisions “(including
[§§ 11441, 3402(q), 6041, and 60501, and chapter 35 . . .) concerning the
reporting and withholding of taxes” with respect to gambling operations
shall apply to Indian tribes in the same way as they apply to States. 25
U.S. C. §2719(d)(1). Chapter 35 imposes taxes from which it exempts
certain state-controlled gambling activities, but says nothing about tax
reporting or withholding. Petitioners, the Choctaw and Chickasaw
Nations, claim that the Gaming Act subsection’s explicit parenthetical
reference exempts them from paying those chapter 35 taxes from which
the States are exempt. Rejecting that claim, the Tenth Circuit held
that the subsection applies only to Code provisions concerning tax with-
holding and reporting.

Held: Section 2719(d)(1) does not exempt tribes from paying the

gambling-related taxes that chapter 35 imposes. Pp. 88-95.

(a) The subsection’s language outside the parenthetical says that the
subsection applies to Code provisions concerning reporting and with-
holding, and the other four parenthetical references arguably con-
cern reporting and withholding. The Tribes nonetheless claim that
the subsection’s explicit parenthetical reference to chapter 35 expands
the Gaming Act’s scope beyond reporting and withholding provisions—
to the tax-imposing provisions that chapter 35 contains—and at the very
least gives the subsection an ambiguity that can be resolved by applying
the canon that statutes are to be construed liberally in favor of Indians
with ambiguous provisions interpreted to their benefit. Rejecting their
argument reduces the chapter 35 phrase to surplusage, but there is no
other reasonable reading of the statute. Pp. 88-89.

(b) The statute’s language is too strong to give the chapter 35 refer-
ence independent operative effect. The unambiguous language outside
the parenthetical says without qualification that the subsection applies
to “provisions . . . concerning the reporting and withholding of taxes”;
and the language inside the parenthetical, prefaced with the word “in-

*Together with Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma v. United States (see this

Court’s Rule 12.4), also on certiorari to the same court.
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cluding,” literally says the same, since to “include” means to “contain.”
The use of parentheses emphasizes the fact that that which is within
is meant simply to be illustrative. To give the chapter 35 reference
independent operative effect would require seriously rewriting the rest
of the statute. One would have to read “including” to mean what it
does not mean, namely, “including . . . and.” To read the language out-
side the parenthetical as if it referred to (1) Code provisions con-
cerning tax reporting and withholding and (2) those “concerning . . .
wagering operations” would be far too convoluted to believe Con-
gress intended it. There is no reason to think Congress intended to
sweep within the subsection’s scope every Code provision concerning
wagering. The subject matter at issue—tax exemption—also counsels
against accepting the Tribes’ interpretation. This Court can find no
comparable instance in which Congress legislated an exemption through
a parenthetical numerical cross-reference. Since the more plausible
role for the parenthetical to play in this subsection is that of providing
an illustrative list of examples, common sense suggests that “chapter
35” is simply a bad example that Congress included inadvertently, a
drafting mistake. Pp. 89-91.

(c) The Gaming Act’s legislative history on balance supports this
Court’s conclusion. And the canons of interpretation to which the
Tribes point—that every clause and word of a statute should be given
effect and that statutes are to be construed liberally in favor of the
Indians with ambiguous provisions interpreted to their benefit—do not
determine how to read this statute. First, the canons are guides that
need not be conclusive. Circuit City Stores, Inc. v. Adams, 532 U. S.
105, 115. To accept these canons as conclusive here would produce an
interpretation that the Court firmly believes would conflict with con-
gressional intent. Second, specific canons are often countered by some
maxim pointing in a different direction. Ibid. The canon requiring a
court to give effect to each word “if possible” is sometimes offset by the
canon permitting a court to reject words as mere surplusage if inadvert-
ently inserted or if repugnant to the rest of the statute. Moreover, the
pro-Indian canon is offset by the canon warning against interpreting
federal statutes as providing tax exemptions unless the exemptions are
clearly expressed. Given the individualized nature of this Court’s pre-
vious cases, one cannot say that the pro-Indian canon is inevitably
stronger, particularly where the interpretation of a congressional stat-
ute rather than an Indian treaty is at issue. Pp. 91-95.

208 F. 3d 871 (first judgment); 210 F. 3d 389 (second judgment), affirmed.

BREYER, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which REHNQUIST,
C. J.,, and STEVENS, KENNEDY, and GINSBURG, JJ., joined, and in which
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ScALIA and THOMAS, JJ., joined as to all but Part II-B. O’CONNOR, J.,
filed a dissenting opinion, in which SOUTER, J., joined, post, p. 96.

Graydon Dean Luthey, Jr., argued the cause for petition-
ers. With him on the briefs were Stephen W. Ray, Bob W.
Rabon, and Dennis W. Arrow.

Edward C. DuMont argued the cause for the United
States. With him on the brief were Solicitor General
Olson, Acting Assistant Attorney General Fallon, Deputy
Solicitor General Wallace, Gary R. Allen, and David Eng-
lish Carmack.t

JUSTICE BREYER delivered the opinion of the Court.*

In these cases we must decide whether a particular sub-
section in the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, 102 Stat. 2467-
2486, 25 U. S. C. §§2701-2721 (1994 ed.), exempts tribes from
paying the gambling-related taxes that chapter 35 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code imposes—taxes that States need not
pay. We hold that it does not create such an exemption.

I

The relevant Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (Gaming Act)
subsection, as codified in 25 U. S. C. §2719(d)(1), reads as
follows:

TBriefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for the San Carlos
Apache Tribe by Richard T. Treon, for the San Manuel Band of Serrano
Mission Indians by Jerome L. Levine and Frank R. Lawrence; for the
Seminole Tribe of Florida et al. by Hans Walker, Jr., and Judith A. Sha-
piro; and for the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux (Dakota) Community et al.
by Mark J. Streitz and Michael J. Wahoske.

Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for the town of Led-
yard, Connecticut, et al. by Benjamin S. Sharp, Guy R. Martin, and Don-
ald C. Mitchell.

Briefs of amici curiae were filed for the Lower Sioux Indian Commu-
nity in Minnesota et al. by James M. Schoessler, Henry M. Buffalo, Jr.,
Mark A. Anderson, and Dennis J. Peterson; and for the Muscogee (Creek)
Nation by L. Susan Work.

*JUSTICE SCALIA and JUSTICE THOMAS join all but Part II-B of this
opinion.
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“The provisions of [the Internal Revenue Code of
1986] (including sections 1441, 3402(q), 6041, and 60501,
and chapter 35 of such [Code]) concerning the reporting
and withholding of taxes with respect to the winnings
from gaming or wagering operations shall apply to In-
dian gaming operations conducted pursuant to this chap-
ter, or under a Tribal-State compact entered into under
section 2710(d)(3) of this title that is in effect, in the
same manner as such provisions apply to State gaming
and wagering operations.”

The subsection says that Internal Revenue Code provisions
that “concer[n] the reporting and withholding of taxes” with
respect to gambling operations shall apply to Indian tribes
in the same way as they apply to States. The subsection
also says in its parenthetical that those provisions “includ[e]”
Internal Revenue Code “chapter 35.” Chapter 35, however,
says nothing about the reporting or the withholding of taxes.
Rather, that chapter simply imposes taxes—excise taxes and
occupational taxes related to gambling—from which it ex-
empts certain state-controlled gambling activities. See,
e.g., 26 U.S.C. §4401(a) (1994 ed.) (imposing 0.25% excise
tax on each wager); §4411 (imposing $50 occupational tax on
each individual engaged in wagering business); §4402(3)
(exempting state-operated gambling operations, such as
lotteries).

In this lawsuit two Native American Indian Tribes, the
Choctaw and Chickasaw Nations, claim that the Gaming Act
subsection exempts them from paying those chapter 35 taxes
from which States are exempt. Brief for Petitioners 34-36.
They rest their claim upon the subsection’s explicit paren-
thetical reference to chapter 35. The Tenth Circuit rejected
their claim on the ground that the subsection, despite its par-
enthetical reference, applies only to Code provisions that
concern the “reporting and withholding of taxes.” 208 F. 3d
871, 883—-884 (2000); see also 210 F. 3d 389 (2000). The Court
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, however, reached the
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opposite conclusion. Little Six, Inc. v. United States, 210
F. 3d 1361, 1366 (2000). We granted certiorari in order to
resolve the conflict. We agree with the Tenth Circuit.

II

The Tribes’ basic argument rests upon the subsection’s ex-
plicit reference to “chapter 35”—contained in a parenthetical
that refers to four other Internal Revenue Code provisions
as well. The subsection’s language outside the parenthetical
says that the subsection applies to those Internal Revenue
Code provisions that concern “reporting and withholding.”
The other four parenthetical references are to provisions
that concern, or at least arguably concern, reporting and
withholding. See 26 U. S. C. §1441 (1994 ed. and Supp. V)
(withholding of taxes for nonresident alien); §3402(q) (with-
holding of taxes from certain gambling winnings); § 6041 (re-
porting by businesses of payments, including payments of
gambling winnings, to others); §60501 (reporting by busi-
nesses of large cash receipts, arguably applicable to certain
gambling winnings or receipts).

But what about chapter 357 The Tribes correctly point
out that chapter 35 has nothing to do with “reporting and
withholding.” Brief for Petitioners 28-29. They add that
the reference must serve some purpose, and the only purpose
that the Tribes can find is that of expanding the scope of the
Gaming Act’s subsection beyond reporting and withholding
provisions—to the tax-imposing provisions that chapter 35
does contain. The Gaming Act therefore must exempt them
(like States) from those tax payment requirements. The
Tribes add that at least the reference to chapter 35 makes
the subsection ambiguous. And they ask us to resolve the
ambiguity by applying a special Indian-related interpreta-
tive canon, namely, “‘statutes are to be construed liberally
in favor of the Indians with ambiguous provisions inter-
preted to their benefit.”” Id., at 13 (quoting Montana v.
Blackfeet Tribe, 471 U. S. 759, 766 (1985)).
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We cannot accept the Tribes’ claim. We agree with the
Tribes that rejecting their argument reduces the phrase
“(including . . . chapter 35) . ..” to surplusage. Nonetheless,
we can find no other reasonable reading of the statute.

A

The language of the statute is too strong to bend as the
Tribes would wish—i. e., so that it gives the chapter 35 refer-
ence independent operative effect. For one thing, the lan-
guage outside the parenthetical is unambiguous. It says
without qualification that the subsection applies to “provi-
sions . . . concerning the reporting and withholding of taxes.”
And the language inside the parenthetical, prefaced with the
word “including,” literally says the same. To “include” is to
“contain” or “comprise as part of a whole.” Webster’s Ninth
New Collegiate Dictionary 609 (1985). In this instance that
which “contains” the parenthetical references—the “whole”
of which the references are “parts”—is the phrase “pro-
visions . . . concerning the reporting and withholding of
taxes . . ..” The use of parentheses emphasizes the fact
that that which is within is meant simply to be illustrative,
hence redundant—a circumstance underscored by the lack of
any suggestion that Congress intended the illustrative list to
be complete. Cf. 26 U.S. C. §3406 (1994 ed.) (backup with-
holding provision not mentioned in parenthetical).

Nor can one give the chapter 35 reference independent
operative effect without seriously rewriting the language of
the rest of the statute. One would have to read the word
“including” to mean what it does not mean, namely, “includ-
ing . ..and.” One would have to read the statute as if, for
example, it placed “chapter 35” outside the parenthetical and
said “provisions of the . .. Code including chapter 35 and
also provisions . .. concerning the reporting and withholding
of taxes . ...” Or, one would have to read the language as
if it said “provisions of the . .. Code . . . concerning the
taxation and the reporting and withholding of taxes ....”
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We mention this latter possibility because the congressional
bill that became the law before us once did read that way.
But when the bill left committee, it contained not the em-
phasized words (“the taxation and”) but the cross-reference
to chapter 35.

We recognize the Tribes’ claim (made here for the first
time) that one could avoid rewriting the statute by reading
the language outside the parenthetical as if it referred to
two kinds of “provisions of the . .. Code”: first, those “con-
cerning the reporting and withholding of taxes with respect
to the winnings from gaming,” and, second, those “concern-
ing ... wagering operations.” See Reply Brief for Petition-
ers 8-10. The subsection’s grammar literally permits this
reading. But that reading, even if ultimately comprehensi-
ble, is far too convoluted to believe Congress intended it.
Nor is there any reason to think Congress intended to sweep
within the subsection’s scope every Internal Revenue Code
provision concerning wagering—a result that this unnatural
reading would accomplish.

The subject matter at issue also counsels against accepting
the Tribes’ interpretation. That subject matter is tax ex-
emption. When Congress enacts a tax exemption, it ordi-
narily does so explicitly. We can find no comparable in-
stance in which Congress legislated an exemption through
an inexplicit numerical cross-reference—especially a cross-
reference that might easily escape notice.

As we have said, the more plausible role for the paren-
thetical to play in this subsection is that of providing an
illustrative list of examples. So considered, “chapter 35”
is simply a bad example—an example that Congress in-
cluded inadvertently. The presence of a bad example in a
statute does not warrant rewriting the remainder of the
statute’s language. Nor does it necessarily mean that the
statute is ambiguous, 1. e., “capable of being understood in
two or more possible senses or ways.” Webster’s Ninth
New Collegiate Dictionary 77 (1985). Indeed, in ordinary
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life, we would understand an analogous instruction—say,
“Test drive some cars, including Plymouth, Nissan, Chevro-
let, Ford, and Kitchenaid”—not as creating ambiguity, but as
reflecting a mistake. Here too, in context, common sense
suggests that the cross-reference is simply a drafting mis-
take, a failure to delete an inappropriate cross-reference in
the bill that Congress later enacted into law. Cf. Little Six,
Inc. v. United States, 229 F. 3d 1383, 1385 (CA Fed. 2000)
(Dyk, J., dissenting from denial of rehearing en banc) (“The
language of the provision has all the earmarks of a simple
mistake in legislative drafting”).

B

The Gaming Act’s legislative history on balance supports
our conclusion. The subsection as it appeared in the origi-
nal Senate bill applied both to taxation and to reporting and
withholding. It read as follows:

“Provisions of the Internal Revenue Code . .. concerning
the taxation and the reporting and withholding of taxes
with respect to gambling or wagering operations shall
apply to Indian gaming operations . . . the same as they
apply to State operations.” S.555, 100th Cong., 1st
Sess., 37 (1987).

With the “taxation” language present, it would have made
sense to include chapter 35, which concerns taxation, in a
parenthetical that included other provisions that concern
reporting and withholding. But the Senate committee de-
leted the taxation language. Why did it permit the cross-
reference to chapter 35 to remain? Committee documents
do not say.

The Tribes argue that the committee intentionally left it
in the statute in order to serve as a substitute for the word
“taxation.” An amicus tries to support this view by point-
ing to a tribal representative’s testimony that certain Tribes
were “opposed to any indication where Internal Revenue
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would be collecting taxes from the tribal bingo operations.”
Hearings on S. 555 and S. 1303 before the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs, 100th Cong., 1st Sess., 109 (1987)
(statement of Lionel John, Executive Director of United
South and Eastern Tribes). Other Tribes thought the “tax-
ation” language too “vague,” preferring a clear statement
“that the Internal Revenue Service is not being granted au-
thority to tax tribes.” Id., at 433, 435 (statement of Charles
W. Blackwell, Representative of the American Indian Tribal
Government and Policy Consultants, Inc.).

Substitution of “chapter 35” for the word “taxation,” how-
ever, could not have served the tribal witnesses purposes,
for doing so took from the bill the very words that made
clear the tribes would not be taxed and substituted language
that made it more likely they would be taxed. Nor can we
believe that anyone seeking to grant a tax exemption would
intentionally substitute a confusion-generating numerical
cross-reference, see Part I1-A, supra, for pre-existing lan-
guage that unambiguously carried out that objective. It is
far easier to believe that the drafters, having included the
entire parenthetical while the word “taxation” was still part
of the bill, unintentionally failed to remove what had become
a superfluous numerical cross-reference—particularly since
the tax-knowledgeable Senate Finance Committee never
received the opportunity to examine the bill. Cf. S. Doc.
No. 100-1, Senate Manual 30 (1987) (proposed legislation con-
cerning revenue measures shall be referred to the Commit-
tee on Finance).

Finally, the Tribes point to a letter written by one of the
Gaming Act’s authors, stating that “by including reference
to Chapter 35,” Congress intended “that the tax treatment
of wagers conducted by tribal governments be the same as
that for wagers conducted by state governments under
Chapter 35.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 113a. This letter, how-
ever, was written after the event. It expresses the views
of only one member of the committee. And it makes no
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effort to explain the critical legislative circumstance, namely,
the elimination of the word “taxation” from the bill. The
letter may express the Senator’s interpretive preference, but
that preference cannot overcome the language of the statute
and the related considerations we have discussed. See
Heintz v. Jenkins, 514 U. S. 291, 298 (1995) (A “statement
[made] not during the legislative process, but after the stat-
ute became law . . . is not a statement upon which other
legislators might have relied in voting for or against the Act,
but it simply represents the views of one informed person on
an issue about which others may (or may not) have thought
differently”). Cf. New York Telephone Co. v. New York State
Dept. of Labor, 440 U. S. 519, 564, n. 18 (1979) (Powell, J.,
dissenting) (“The comments . . . of a single Congressman,
delivered long after the original passage of the [act at issue],
are of no aid in determining congressional intent . . .”).

In sum, to adopt the Tribes’ interpretation would read
back into the Act the very word “taxation” that the Sen-
ate committee deleted. We ordinarily will not assume that
Congress intended “‘to enact statutory language that it
has earlier discarded in favor of other language.”” INS v.
Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U. S. 421, 443 (1987) (quoting Nach-
man Corp. v. Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, 446
U. S. 359, 392-393 (1980)); Gulf Oil Corp. v. Copp Paving
Co., 419 U. S. 186, 200 (1974) (same); Mescalero Apache Tribe
v. Jones, 411 U. S. 145, 157 (1973) (same). There is no special
reason for doing so here.

C

The Tribes point to canons of interpretation that favor
their position. The Court has often said that “‘every clause
and word of a statute’” should, “‘if possible,”” be given
“‘effect.”” United States v. Menasche, 348 U. S. 528, 538—
539 (1955) (quoting Montclair v. Ramsdell, 107 U. S. 147, 152
(1883)). The Tribes point out that our interpretation de-
prives the words “chapter 35” of any effect. The Court has
also said that “statutes are to be construed liberally in favor
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of the Indians with ambiguous provisions interpreted to
their benefit.” Montana v. Blackfeet Tribe, 471 U.S., at
766; South Carolina v. Catawba Tribe, Inc., 476 U. S. 498,
520 (1986) (Blackmun, J., dissenting). The Tribes point out
that our interpretation is not to the Indians’ benefit.

Nonetheless, these canons do not determine how to read
this statute. For one thing, canons are not mandatory rules.
They are guides that “need not be conclusive.” Circuit City
Stores, Inc. v. Adams, 532 U. S. 105, 115 (2001). They are
designed to help judges determine the Legislature’s intent
as embodied in particular statutory language. And other
circumstances evidencing congressional intent can overcome
their force. In this instance, to accept as conclusive the can-
ons on which the Tribes rely would produce an interpreta-
tion that we conclude would conflict with the intent embod-
ied in the statute Congress wrote. Cf. Choteau v. Burnet,
283 U. S. 691 (1931) (upholding taxation where congressional
intent reasonably clear); Superintendent of Five Civilized
Tribes v. Commissioner, 295 U. S. 418 (1935) (same); Mesca-
lero Apache Tribe v. Jones, supra (same). In light of the
considerations discussed earlier, we cannot say that the stat-
ute is “fairly capable” of two interpretations, cf. Montana v.
Blackfeet Tribe, supra, at 766, nor that the Tribes’ interpre-
tation is fairly “possible.”

Specific canons “are often countered . . . by some maxim
pointing in a different direction.” Circuit City Stores, Inc.
v. Adams, supra, at 115. The canon requiring a court to
give effect to each word “if possible” is sometimes offset by
the canon that permits a court to reject words “as surplus-
age” if “inadvertently inserted or if repugnant to the rest of
the statute . ...” K. Llewellyn, The Common Law Tradi-
tion 525 (1960). And the latter canon has particular force
here where the surplus words consist simply of a numerical
cross-reference in a parenthetical. Cf. Cabell Huntington
Hospital, Inc. v. Shalala, 101 F. 3d 984, 990 (CA4 1996)
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(“A parenthetical is, after all, a parenthetical, and it cannot
be used to overcome the operative terms of the statute”).

Moreover, the canon that assumes Congress intends its
statutes to benefit the tribes is offset by the canon that
warns us against interpreting federal statutes as provid-
ing tax exemptions unless those exemptions are clearly ex-
pressed. See United States v. Wells Fargo Bank, 485 U. S.
351, 354 (1988) (“[E]xemptions from taxation . .. must be
unambiguously proved”); Squire v. Capoeman, 351 U.S. 1, 6
(1956) (“[TJo be valid, exemptions to tax laws should be
clearly expressed”); United States Trust Co. v. Helvering,
307 U.S. 57, 60 (1939) (“Exemptions from taxation do not
rest upon implication”). Nor can one say that the pro-Indian
canon is inevitably stronger—particularly where the inter-
pretation of a congressional statute rather than an Indian
treaty is at issue. Cf. post, at 100 (O’CONNOR, J., dissenting).
This Court’s earlier cases are too individualized, involving
too many different kinds of legal circumstances, to warrant
any such assessment about the two canons’ relative strength.
Compare, e. g., Choate v. Trapp, 224 U. S. 665, 675-676 (1912)
(interpreting statement in treaty-related Indian land patents
that land is “nontaxable” as creating property right invali-
dating later congressional effort to tax); Squire, supra, at 3
(Indian canon offsetting tax canon when related statutory
provision and history make clear that language freeing In-
dian land “‘of all charge or incumbrance whatsoever’” in-
cludes tax); McClanahan v. Arizona Tax Comm’n, 411 U. S.
164, 174 (1973) (state tax violates principle of Indian sover-
eignty embodied in treaty), with Mescalero, supra (relying
on tax canon to find Indians taxable); Choteau, supra (lan-
guage makes clear no exemption); Five Tribes, supra (same).

Consequently, the canons here cannot make the difference
for which the Tribes argue. We conclude that the judg-
ments of the Tenth Circuit must be affirmed.

It is so ordered.
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JUSTICE O’CONNOR, with whom JUSTICE SOUTER joins,
dissenting.

The Court today holds that 25 U. S. C. §2719(d) (1994 ed.)
clearly and unambiguously fails to give Indian Nations (Na-
tions) the exemption from federal wagering excise and re-
lated occupational taxes enjoyed by the States. Because I
believe §2719(d) is subject to more than one interpretation,
and because “statutes are to be construed liberally in favor
of the Indians, with ambiguous provisions interpreted to
their benefit,” Montana v. Blackfeet Tribe, 471 U. S. 759, 766
(1985), I respectfully dissent.

I

I agree with the Court that §2719(d) incorporates an error
in drafting. I disagree, however, that the section’s refer-
ence to chapter 35 is necessarily that error.

As originally proposed in the Senate, the bill that became
the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA) would have ap-
plied all gambling and wagering-related sections of the In-
ternal Revenue Code to the Nations in the same manner as
the States:

“Provisions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986,
concerning the taxation and the reporting and with-
holding of taxes with respect to gambling or wager-
ing operations shall apply to Indian gaming operations
conducted pursuant to this Act the same as they apply
to State operations.” S. 555, 100th Cong., 1st Sess., 37
(1987).

The Senate Indian Affairs Committee altered the language
of this bill in two contradictory ways. It restricted the
applicable Code sections to those relating to the “reporting
and withholding of taxes with respect to the winnings” from
gaming operations. 25 U.S.C. §2719(d). It also added a
parenthetical listing specific Code sections to be applied to
the Nations in the same manner as the States, including
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chapter 35, a Code provision that relates to gambling opera-
tions generally, but not to the reporting and withholding
of gambling winnings. Ibid.

One of these two changes must have been made in error.
There is no reason to assume, however, that it must have
been the latter. It is equally likely that Congress intended
§2719(d) to apply chapter 35 to the Nations, but adopted
too restrictive a general characterization of the applicable
sections.

The Court can do no more than speculate that the bill’s
drafters included the parenthetical while the original re-
striction was in place and failed to remove it when that
restriction was altered. See ante, at 92. Both the inclusion
of the parenthetical and the alteration of the restriction
occurred in the Senate committee, S. Rep. No. 100-446
(1988), and there is no way to determine the order in which
they were adopted. If the parenthetical was added after
the restriction, one could just as easily characterize the
restriction as an unintentional holdover from a previous
version of the bill.

True, reading the statute to grant the Nations the exemp-
tion requires the section’s reference to the “reporting and
withholding of taxes with respect to the winnings” from
gaming operations to sustain a meaning the words them-
selves cannot bear. But the Court’s reading of the statute
fares no better: It requires excising from §2719(d) Con-
gress’ explicit reference to chapter 35. This goes beyond
treating statutory language as mere surplusage. See Potter
v. United States, 155 U. S. 438, 446 (1894) (the presence of
statutory language “cannot be regarded as mere surplusage;
it means something”); cf. ante, at 89. Surplusage is redun-
dant statutory language, Babbitt v. Sweet Home Chapter,
Communities for Great Ore., 515 U. S. 687, 697-698 (1995);
W. Popkin, Materials on Legislation: Political Language and
the Political Process 214 (3d ed. 2001)—the Court’s reading
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negates language that undeniably bears separate meaning.
This is not a step to be undertaken lightly.

Both approaches therefore require rewriting the statute,
see ante, at 89. Neither of these rewritings is necessarily
more “serious” than the other: At most, each involves
doing no more than reversing a change made in committee.
Cf. ante, at 90.

The Court argues that, because the reference to chapter
35 occurs in a parenthetical, negating this language does less
damage to the statute than concluding that the restrictive
language outside the parenthetical is too narrowly drawn.
I am aware of no generally accepted canon of statutory con-
struction favoring language outside of parentheses to lan-
guage within them, see, e.g.,, W. Eskridge, P. Frickey, &
E. Garrett, Legislation and Statutory Interpretation, App. C
(2000) (listing canons), nor do I think it wise for the Court
to adopt one today. The importance of statutory language
depends not on its punctuation, but on its meaning. See
United States Nat. Bank of Ore. v. Independent Ins. Agents
of America, Inc., 508 U. S. 439, 454 (1993) (“[A] purported
plain-meaning analysis based only on punctuation is neces-
sarily incomplete and runs the risk of distorting a statute’s
true meaning”).

The fact that the parenthetical is illustrative does not
change the analysis: If Congress’ illustration does not match
its general description, there is as much reason to question
the description as the illustration. Where another general
description is possible—and was in fact part of the bill at an
earlier stage—Congress’ choice of an example that matches
the earlier description is at least ambiguous. Moreover, as
§2719(d)’s parenthetical specifically lists statutory sections
to be applied to the Nations, one might in fact conclude that
the doctrine that the specific governs the general, Crawford
Fitting Co. v. J. T. Gibbons, Inc., 482 U. S. 437, 445 (1987),
makes this specific parenthetical even more significant than
the general restriction that follows.



Cite as: 534 U. S. 84 (2001) 99

O’CONNOR, J., dissenting

Nor is negating Congress’ clear reference to chapter 35
required by the policy behind the statute. If anything, con-
gressional policy weighs in favor of the Nations. Congress’
central purpose in enacting IGRA was “to provide a statu-
tory basis for the operation of gaming by Indian tribes as
a means of promoting tribal economic development, self-
sufficiency, and strong tribal governments.” §2702(1). Ex-
empting Nations from federal gaming taxation in the same
manner as States preserves the Nations’ sovereignty and
avoids giving state gaming a competitive advantage that
would interfere with the Nations’ ability to raise revenue in
this manner.

II

Because nothing in the text, legislative history, or under-
lying policies of §2719(d) clearly resolves the contradiction
inherent in the section, it is appropriate to turn to canons
of statutory construction. The Nations urge the Court to
rely upon the Indian canon that “statutes are to be construed
liberally in favor of the Indians, with ambiguous provisions
interpreted to their benefit,” Montana v. Blackfeet Tribe,
471 U. S., at 766, as a basis for deciding that the error in
§2719(d) lies in the restriction of the subclass, not in
the specific listing of chapter 35. “[R]ooted in the unique
trust relationship between the United States and the Indi-
ans,” County of Oneida v. Oneida Indian Nation of N.Y,
470 U. S. 226, 247 (1985), the Indian canon presumes congres-
sional intent to assist its wards to overcome the disadvan-
tages our country has placed upon them. Consistent with
this purpose, the Indian canon applies to statutes as well
as treaties: The form of the enactment does not change the
presumption that Congress generally intends to benefit
the Nations. Montana v. Blackfeet Tribe, supra; County
of Yakima v. Confederated Tribes and Bands of Yakima
Nation, 502 U. S. 251 (1992). In these cases, because Con-
gress has chosen gaming as a means of enabling the Nations
to achieve self-sufficiency, the Indian canon rightly dictates
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that Congress should be presumed to have intended the Na-
tions to receive more, rather than less, revenue from this
enterprise.

Of course, the Indian canon is not the only canon with
potential applicability in these cases. Also relevant is the
taxation principle, that exemptions from taxation must be
clearly expressed. United States Trust Co. v. Helvering,
307 U.S. 57, 60 (1939); see also ante, at 95. These canons
pull in opposite directions, the former favoring the Nations’
preferred reading, and the latter favoring the Government’s.

This Court has repeatedly held that, when these two can-
ons conflict, the Indian canon predominates. In Choate v.
Trapp, 224 U.S. 665 (1912), a State attempted to rely on
the taxation principle to argue that a treaty provision
making land granted to Indians nontaxable was merely a
bounty, capable of being withdrawn at any time. The Court
acknowledged the taxation principle, responding:

“But in the Government’s dealings with the Indians, the
rule is exactly the contrary. The construction, instead
of being strict, is liberal; doubtful expressions, instead
of being resolved in favor of the United States, are to be
resolved in favor of [Indian nations.]” Id., at 674-675.

In Squire v. Capoeman, 351 U.S. 1, 3 (1956), the Federal
Government had conveyed land to the Nations “‘free of all
charge or encumbrance whatsoever.”” Although this phrase
did not expressly mention nontaxability, the Court held that
the language “might well be sufficient to include taxation,”
id., at 7. Invoking the Indian canon, id., at 6-7, we found
the Nations exempt.

Likewise, in McClanahan v. Arizona Tax Comm’n, 411
U. S. 164 (1973), this Court inferred an exemption from state
taxation of property inside reservations from a treaty re-
serving lands for the exclusive use and occupancy of the
Nations. In doing so, the Court noted: “It is true, of course,
that exemptions from tax laws should, as a general rule, be
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clearly expressed. But we have in the past construed lan-
guage far more ambiguous than this as providing a tax ex-
emption for Indians.” Id., at 176 (citing Squire, supra, at
100).

As the purpose behind the Indian canon is the same re-
gardless of the form of enactment, supra, at 99, there is no
reason to alter the Indian canon’s relative strength where a
statute rather than a treaty is involved. Cf. ante, at 95.
The primacy of the Indian canon over the taxation principle
should not be surprising, as this Court has also held that
the general presumption supporting the legality of executive
action must yield to the Indian canon, a “counterpresumption
specific” to Indians. Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chip-
pewa Indians, 526 U. S. 172, 194, n. 5 (1999).

This Court has failed to apply the Indian canon to extend
tax exemptions to the Nations only when nothing in the lan-
guage of the underlying statute or treaty suggests the Na-
tions should be exempted. The Cherokee Tobacco, 11 Wall.
616, 618, 620 (1871) (finding no exemption for the Nations
from language imposing taxes on certain “‘articles produced
anywhere within the exterior boundaries of the United
States’”); Choteau v. Burnet, 283 U. S. 691, 693-694 (1931)
(finding no exemption in provisions “subject[ing] the income
of ‘every individual’ to tax,” including “income ‘from any
source whatever’”); Superintendent of Five Civilized Tribes
v. Commissioner, 295 U.S. 418 (1935) (same); Mescalero
Apache Tribe v. Jones, 411 U. S. 145, 155 (1973) (refusing to
exempt the Nations from taxes on land use income based on
language that “[o]n its face . .. exempts land and rights in
land, not income derived from its use”). Mescalero also
went further, suggesting that because of the taxation princi-
ple, the Court would refuse to find such an exemption absent
“clear statutory guidance.” Id., at 156. Mescalero’s formu-
lation is admittedly in tension with the Court’s precedents
giving the Indian canon primacy over the taxation principle
where statutory language is ambiguous. As Mescalero was
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decided on the same day as one of those very precedents, the
unanimous decision in McClanahan v. Ariz