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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

Allotment of Justices 

It is ordered that the following allotment be made of the Chief 
Justice and Associate Justices of this Court among the circuits, 
pursuant to Title 28, United States Code, Section 42, and that such 
allotment be entered of record, effective August 17, 2009, viz.: 

For the District of Columbia Circuit, John G. Roberts, Jr., 
Chief Justice. 

For the First Circuit, Stephen Breyer, Associate Justice. 
For the Second Circuit, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, Associate 

Justice. 
For the Third Circuit, Samuel A. Alito, Jr., Associate Justice. 
For the Fourth Circuit, John G. Roberts, Jr., Chief Justice. 
For the Fifth Circuit, Antonin Scalia, Associate Justice. 
For the Sixth Circuit, John Paul Stevens, Associate Justice. 
For the Seventh Circuit, John Paul Stevens, Associate Justice. 
For the Eighth Circuit, Samuel A. Alito, Jr., Associate Justice. 
For the Ninth Circuit, Anthony M. Kennedy, Associate Justice. 
For the Tenth Circuit, Sonia Sotomayor, Associate Justice. 
For the Eleventh Circuit, Clarence Thomas, Associate Justice. 
For the Federal Circuit, John G. Roberts, Jr., Chief Justice. 

August 17, 2009. 

(For next previous allotment, see 557 U. S., Pt. 2, p. iv.) 
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DEATH OF MR. O’CONNOR 

Supreme Court of the United States 

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 16, 2009 

Present: Chief Justice Roberts, Justice Scalia, 
Justice Kennedy, Justice Thomas, Justice Ginsburg, 
Justice Alito, and Justice Sotomayor. 

The Chief Justice said: 

It is my sad duty to announce the death on November 11th 
of John Jay O’Connor III. John Jay O’Connor was the hus­
band of Justice Sandra Day O’Connor. He was a member of 
the Bar of this Court. 

On behalf of the Court and Retired Justice Souter, 
I extend profound sympathy to Justice O’Connor and her 
family. 

It will be recorded on the Court’s minutes that the recess 
this Court takes today will be in honor of John Jay O’Con­
nor III. 
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CASES ADJUDGED 

IN THE 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
AT
 

OCTOBER TERM, 2009
 

CORCORAN v. LEVENHAGEN, SUPERINTENDENT, 
INDIANA STATE PRISON 

on petition for writ of certiorari to the united 
states court of appeals for the seventh circuit 

No. 08–10495. Decided October 20, 2009 

Petitioner was convicted of murder and sentenced to death in an Indiana 
state court. Petitioner sought habeas relief in the Federal District 
Court. Petitioner advanced five arguments that his death sentence was 
unlawful, including a claim that his sentence violated the Sixth Amend­
ment. Without addressing petitioner’s other arguments, the District 
Court granted relief on petitioner’s Sixth Amendment claim. The Sev­
enth Circuit reversed the Sixth Amendment ruling, remanded with in­
structions to deny habeas relief, and stated that Indiana could reinstate 
the death penalty. The Court of Appeals did not address petitioner’s 
other sentencing claims. In denying a petition for rehearing, the Sev­
enth Circuit rejected petitioner’s argument that the District Court 
should be permitted to consider his other claims. 

Held: The Court of Appeals erred in disposing of petitioner’s other claims 
without any explanation. It should have permitted the District Court 
to consider petitioner’s unresolved challenges to his death sentence on 
remand, or should have itself explained why such consideration was 
unnecessary. 

Certiorari granted; 551 F. 3d 703, vacated and remanded. 

1 
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2 CORCORAN v. LEVENHAGEN 

Per Curiam 

Per Curiam. 

An Indiana jury convicted Joseph Corcoran of four counts 
of murder. Corcoran was sentenced to death. After Corco­
ran’s challenges to his sentence in the Indiana courts failed, 
he sought federal habeas relief. Corcoran argued in his fed­
eral habeas petition that: (1) the Indiana trial court com­
mitted various errors at the sentencing phase; (2) his sen­
tence violated the Sixth Amendment; (3) Indiana’s capital 
sentencing statute was unconstitutional; (4) the prosecution 
committed misconduct at sentencing; and (5) he should not 
be executed because he suffers from a mental illness. See 
Corcoran v. Buss, 483 F. Supp. 2d 709, 719, 726 (ND Ind. 
2007). The District Court granted habeas relief on Corco­
ran’s claim of a Sixth Amendment violation, and ordered the 
state courts to resentence Corcoran to a penalty other than 
death. Id., at 725–726. The District Court did not address 
Corcoran’s other arguments relating to his sentence, noting 
that they were “rendered moot” by the order that Corcoran 
be resentenced because of the Sixth Amendment violation. 
Id., at 734. 

The Seventh Circuit reversed the District Court’s Sixth 
Amendment ruling. Corcoran v. Buss, 551 F. 3d 703, 712, 
714 (2008). Then, without mentioning Corcoran’s other sen­
tencing claims, the Seventh Circuit remanded “with instruc­
tions to deny the writ,” stating that “Indiana is at liberty to 
reinstate the death penalty.” Id., at 714. Corcoran sought 
rehearing, arguing that the Court of Appeals should have 
allowed the District Court to consider his additional attacks 
on his sentence. But the Court of Appeals denied rehear­
ing, again without referring to Corcoran’s undecided claims. 

We now grant certiorari and hold that the Seventh Circuit 
erred in disposing of Corcoran’s other claims without expla­
nation of any sort. The Seventh Circuit should have permit­
ted the District Court to consider Corcoran’s unresolved 
challenges to his death sentence on remand, or should have 
itself explained why such consideration was unnecessary. 
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In its brief in opposition, the State argues that Corcoran’s 
claims were waived, and that they were in any event frivo­
lous, so that a remand would be wasteful. Brief in Opposi­
tion 9–10. Nothing in the Seventh Circuit’s opinion, how­
ever, suggests that this was the basis for that court’s order 
that the writ be denied. 

The petition for certiorari and the motion for leave to pro­
ceed in forma pauperis are granted. The judgment of the 
Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit is vacated, and the 
case is remanded for further proceedings consistent with 
this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 
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Per Curiam 

BOBBY, WARDEN v. VAN HOOK 

on	 petition for writ of certiorari to the united 
states court of appeals for the sixth circuit 

No. 09–144. Decided November 9, 2009 

An Ohio state court sentenced respondent Van Hook to death for murder 
in 1985. In 2003, a Federal District Court denied Van Hook’s request 
for habeas relief. The Sixth Circuit reversed. Ultimately, it relied on 
American Bar Association (ABA) guidelines published in 2003, conclud­
ing that Van Hook’s lawyers were deficient in investigating and present­
ing mitigating evidence at the penalty phase. 

Held: Because Van Hook’s attorneys met the constitutional minimum of 
competence, he was not denied effective assistance of counsel. The 
Sixth Amendment entitles a defendant to receive representation that 
does not fall “below an objective standard of reasonableness” in light of 
“prevailing professional norms.” Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 
668, 686. Restatements of professional standards can be useful as 
“guides” to what reasonableness entails, but only to the extent they 
describe the professional norms prevailing when the representation took 
place. Id., at 688. The Sixth Circuit ignored this limiting principle in 
relying on ABA guidelines announced 18 years after Van Hook’s trial. 
Judging counsel’s conduct in the 1980’s under 2003 standards—without 
even pausing to consider whether they reflected the prevailing profes­
sional practice at the time of the trial—was error. Van Hook’s counsel 
were not ineffective under the professional standards prevailing at the 
time of trial. They did not start their mitigation investigation too late, 
their investigation’s scope was not unreasonable, and their decision not 
to seek more mitigating evidence than they had in hand fell within the 
range of professionally reasonable judgments. 

Certiorari granted; 560 F. 3d 523, reversed and remanded. 

Per Curiam. 

The Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit granted habeas 
relief to Robert Van Hook on the ground that he did not 
receive effective assistance of counsel during the sentencing 
phase of his capital trial. Because we think it clear that Van 
Hook’s attorneys met the constitutional minimum of compe­
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Per Curiam 

tence under the correct standard, we grant the petition and 
reverse. 

I 

On February 18, 1985, Van Hook went to a Cincinnati bar 
that catered to homosexual men, hoping to find someone to 
rob. He approached David Self, and after the two spent sev­
eral hours drinking together they left for Self ’s apartment. 
There Van Hook “lured Self into a vulnerable position” and 
attacked him, first strangling him until he was unconscious, 
then killing him with a kitchen knife and mutilating his body. 
State v. Van Hook, 39 Ohio St. 3d 256, 256–257, 530 N. E. 2d 
883, 884 (1988) (statement of the case). Before fleeing with 
Self ’s valuables, Van Hook attempted to cover his tracks, 
stuffing the knife and other items into the body and smearing 
fingerprints he had left behind. Six weeks later, police 
found him in Florida, where he confessed. 

Van Hook was indicted in Ohio for aggravated murder, 
with one capital specification, and aggravated robbery. He 
waived his right to a jury trial, and a three-judge panel found 
him guilty of both charges and the capital specification. At 
the sentencing hearing, the defense called eight mitigation 
witnesses, and Van Hook himself gave an unsworn state­
ment. After weighing the aggravating and mitigating cir­
cumstances, the trial court imposed the death penalty. The 
Ohio courts affirmed on direct appeal, id., at 265, 530 N. E. 
2d, at 892; State v. Van Hook, No. C–85–0565, 1987 WL 11202 
(Ohio App., May 13, 1987) (per curiam), and we denied cer­
tiorari, Van Hook v. Ohio, 489 U. S. 1100 (1989). Van Hook 
also sought state postconviction relief, which the Ohio courts 
denied. State v. Van Hook, No. C–910505, 1992 WL 308350 
(Ohio App., Oct. 21, 1992) (per curiam), appeal denied, 66 
Ohio St. 3d 1440, 608 N. E. 2d 1085, rehearing denied, 66 
Ohio St. 3d 1470, 611 N. E. 2d 328 (1993); State v. Van Hook, 
70 Ohio St. 3d 1216, 639 N. E. 2d 1199 (1994). 

Van Hook filed this federal habeas petition in 1995. The 
District Court denied relief on all 17 of his claims. Van 
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Hook v. Anderson, No. C–1–94–269 (SD Ohio, Aug. 7, 2003), 
App. to Pet. for Cert. 123a, 163a. A panel of the Sixth Cir­
cuit reversed, concluding that Van Hook’s confession was un­
constitutionally obtained under Edwards v. Arizona, 451 
U. S. 477 (1981). See Van Hook v. Anderson, 444 F. 3d 830, 
832 (2006). The en banc Sixth Circuit vacated that ruling, 
holding the confession was proper, and it remanded the case 
to the panel to consider Van Hook’s other claims. See Van 
Hook v. Anderson, 488 F. 3d 411, 428 (2007). Van Hook peti­
tioned for a writ of certiorari, which we denied. Van Hook 
v. Hudson, 552 U. S. 1023 (2007). 

On remand, the panel granted Van Hook habeas relief 
again, but on different grounds, holding that his attorneys 
were ineffective during the penalty phase because they did 
not adequately investigate and present mitigating evidence, 
neglected to secure an independent mental-health expert, 
and requested and relied on a presentence investigation re­
port without objecting to damaging evidence it contained. 
See Van Hook v. Anderson, 535 F. 3d 458, 461 (2008). The 
en banc Sixth Circuit again vacated the panel’s opinion, but 
rather than hearing the case a second time it remanded for 
the panel to revise its opinion. See Van Hook v. Anderson, 
560 F. 3d 523, 524 (2009). In its third opinion, the panel— 
relying on guidelines published by the American Bar Associ­
ation (ABA) in 2003—granted relief to Van Hook on the sole 
ground that his lawyers performed deficiently in investigat­
ing and presenting mitigating evidence. See id., at 525. 
The State petitioned for a writ of certiorari. We grant the 
petition and reverse. 

II 

Because Van Hook filed his federal habeas petition before 
April 24, 1996, the provisions of the Antiterrorism and Effec­
tive Death Penalty Act of 1996 do not apply. See Lindh v. 
Murphy, 521 U. S. 320, 327 (1997). Even without the Act’s 
added layer of deference to state-court judgments, we cannot 
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agree with the Court of Appeals that Van Hook is entitled 
to relief. 

A 

The Sixth Amendment entitles criminal defendants to the 
“ ‘effective assistance of counsel’ ”—that is, representation 
that does not fall “below an objective standard of reasonable­
ness” in light of “prevailing professional norms.” Strick­
land v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668, 686, 688 (1984) (quoting 
McMann v. Richardson, 397 U. S. 759, 771, n. 14 (1970)). 
That standard is necessarily a general one. “No particular 
set of detailed rules for counsel’s conduct can satisfactorily 
take account of the variety of circumstances faced by defense 
counsel or the range of legitimate decisions regarding how 
best to represent a criminal defendant.” 466 U. S., at 688– 
689. Restatements of professional standards, we have rec­
ognized, can be useful as “guides” to what reasonableness 
entails, but only to the extent they describe the professional 
norms prevailing when the representation took place. Id., 
at 688. 

The Sixth Circuit ignored this limiting principle, relying 
on ABA guidelines announced 18 years after Van Hook went 
to trial. See 560 F. 3d, at 526–528 (quoting ABA Guidelines 
for the Appointment and Performance of Defense Counsel in 
Death Penalty Cases 10.7, comment., pp. 81–83 (rev. ed. 
2003)). The ABA standards in effect in 1985 described de­
fense counsel’s duty to investigate both the merits and miti­
gating circumstances in general terms: “It is the duty of the 
lawyer to conduct a prompt investigation of the circum­
stances of the case and to explore all avenues leading to facts 
relevant to the merits of the case and the penalty in the 
event of conviction.” 1 ABA Standards for Criminal Justice 
4–4.1, p. 4–53 (2d ed. 1980). The accompanying two-page 
commentary noted that defense counsel have “a substantial 
and important role to perform in raising mitigating factors,” 
and that “[i]nformation concerning the defendant’s back­
ground, education, employment record, mental and emotional 
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stability, family relationships, and the like, will be relevant, 
as will mitigating circumstances surrounding the commission 
of the offense itself.” Id., at 4–55. 

Quite different are the ABA’s 131-page “Guidelines” for 
capital defense counsel, published in 2003, on which the Sixth 
Circuit relied. Those directives expanded what had been (in 
the 1980 Standards) a broad outline of defense counsel’s du­
ties in all criminal cases into detailed prescriptions for legal 
representation of capital defendants. They discuss the duty 
to investigate mitigating evidence in exhaustive detail, speci­
fying what attorneys should look for, where to look, and 
when to begin. See ABA Guidelines 10.7, comment., at 80– 
85. They include, for example, the requirement that coun­
sel’s investigation cover every period of the defendant’s life 
from “the moment of conception,” id., at 81, and that counsel 
contact “virtually everyone . . . who knew [the defendant] 
and his family” and obtain records “concerning not only the 
client, but also his parents, grandparents, siblings, and chil­
dren,” id., at 83. Judging counsel’s conduct in the 1980’s on 
the basis of these 2003 Guidelines—without even pausing to 
consider whether they reflected the prevailing professional 
practice at the time of the trial—was error. 

To make matters worse, the Court of Appeals (following 
Circuit precedent) treated the ABA’s 2003 Guidelines not 
merely as evidence of what reasonably diligent attorneys 
would do, but as inexorable commands with which all capital 
defense counsel “ ‘must fully comply.’ ” 560 F. 3d, at 526 
(quoting Dickerson v. Bagley, 453 F. 3d 690, 693 (CA6 2006)). 
Strickland stressed, however, that “American Bar Associa­
tion standards and the like” are “only guides” to what rea­
sonableness means, not its definition. 466 U. S., at 688. We 
have since regarded them as such.1 See Wiggins v. Smith, 

1 The narrow grounds for our opinion should not be regarded as accept­
ing the legitimacy of a less categorical use of the Guidelines to evaluate 
post-2003 representation. For that to be proper, the Guidelines must re­
flect “[p]revailing norms of practice,” Strickland, 466 U. S., at 688, and 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 4 (2009) 9 

Per Curiam 

539 U. S. 510, 524 (2003). What we have said of state re­
quirements is a fortiori true of standards set by private or­
ganizations: “[W]hile States are free to impose whatever spe­
cific rules they see fit to ensure that criminal defendants are 
well represented, we have held that the Federal Constitution 
imposes one general requirement: that counsel make objec­
tively reasonable choices.” Roe v. Flores-Ortega, 528 U. S. 
470, 479 (2000). 

B 

Van Hook insists that the Sixth Circuit’s missteps made no 
difference because his counsel were ineffective even under 
professional standards prevailing at the time. He is wrong. 

Like the Court of Appeals, Van Hook first contends that 
his attorneys began their mitigation investigation too late, 
waiting until he was found guilty—only days before the sen­
tencing hearing—to dig into his background. See 560 F. 3d, 
at 528. But the record shows they started much sooner. 
Between Van Hook’s indictment and his trial less than three 
months later, they contacted their lay witnesses early and 
often: They spoke nine times with his mother (beginning 
within a week after the indictment), once with both parents 
together, twice with an aunt who lived with the family and 
often cared for Van Hook as a child, and three times with a 
family friend whom Van Hook visited immediately after the 
crime. App. to Pet. for Cert. 380a–383a, 384a–387a. As for 
their expert witnesses, they were in touch with one more 
than a month before trial, and they met with the other for 
two hours a week before the trial court reached its verdict. 
Id., at 382a, 386a. Moreover, after reviewing his military 
history, they met with a representative of the Veterans Ad­
ministration seven weeks before trial and attempted to ob­

“standard practice,” Wiggins v. Smith, 539 U. S. 510, 524 (2003), and must 
not be so detailed that they would “interfere with the constitutionally 
protected independence of counsel and restrict the wide latitude counsel 
must have in making tactical decisions,” Strickland, supra, at 689. We 
express no views on whether the 2003 Guidelines meet these criteria. 
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tain his medical records. Id., at 381a, 386a. And they 
looked into enlisting a mitigation specialist when the trial 
was still five weeks away. Id., at 386a. The Sixth Circuit, 
in short, was simply incorrect in saying Van Hook’s lawyers 
waited until the “last minute.” 560 F. 3d, at 528. Cf. Wil­
liams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 362, 395 (2000) (counsel waited 
“until a week before the trial” to prepare for the sentenc­
ing phase). 

Nor was the scope of counsel’s investigation unreasonable.2 

The Sixth Circuit said Van Hook’s attorneys found only 
“a little information about his traumatic childhood experi­
ence,” 560 F. 3d, at 528, but that is a gross distortion. The 
trial court learned, for instance, that Van Hook (whose par­
ents were both “heavy drinkers”) started drinking as a tod­
dler, began “barhopping” with his father at age 9, drank and 
used drugs regularly with his father from age 11 forward, 
and continued abusing drugs and alcohol into adulthood. 
App. to Pet. for Cert. 310a–312a, 323a–326a, 328a–330a, 373a. 
The court also heard that Van Hook grew up in a “ ‘combat 
zone’ ”: He watched his father beat his mother weekly, saw 
him hold her at gunpoint and knifepoint, “observed” episodes 
of “sexual violence” while sleeping in his parents’ bedroom, 
and was beaten himself at least once. Id., at 321a, 338a– 
339a, 371a. It learned that Van Hook, who had “fantasies 
about killing and war” from an early age, was deeply upset 
when his drug and alcohol abuse forced him out of the mili­
tary, and attempted suicide five times (including a month be­
fore the murder), id., at 351a–353a, 372a. And although the 

2 In his brief in this Court, Van Hook also alludes to his counsel’s failure 
to obtain an independent mental-health expert and their reliance on (and 
failure to object to harmful evidence in) a presentence investigation re­
port—grounds on which the Sixth Circuit panel previously relied but 
which it abandoned in its final opinion. See supra, at 6. Van Hook 
now concedes, however, that neither ground is a “basis for issuing the 
writ,” Brief in Opposition 5; see also id., at 7, and accordingly we do not 
address them. 
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experts agreed that Van Hook did not suffer from a “mental 
disease or defect,” the trial court learned that Van Hook’s 
borderline personality disorder and his consumption of drugs 
and alcohol the day of the crime impaired “his ability to re­
frain from the [crime],” id., at 303a, and that his “explo[sion]” 
of “senseless and bizarre brutality” may have resulted from 
what one expert termed a “homosexual panic,” id., at 376a. 

Despite all the mitigating evidence the defense did pre­
sent, Van Hook and the Court of Appeals fault his counsel 
for failing to find more. What his counsel did discover, the 
argument goes, gave them “reason to suspect that much 
worse details existed,” and that suspicion should have 
prompted them to interview other family members—his 
stepsister, two uncles, and two aunts—as well as a psychia­
trist who once treated his mother, all of whom “could have 
helped his counsel narrate the true story of Van Hook’s child­
hood experiences.” 560 F. 3d, at 528. But there comes a 
point at which evidence from more distant relatives can rea­
sonably be expected to be only cumulative, and the search 
for it distractive from more important duties. The ABA 
Standards prevailing at the time called for Van Hook’s coun­
sel to cover several broad categories of mitigating evidence, 
see 1 ABA Standards 4–4.1, comment., at 4–55, which they 
did. And given all the evidence they unearthed from those 
closest to Van Hook’s upbringing and the experts who re­
viewed his history, it was not unreasonable for his counsel 
not to identify and interview every other living family mem­
ber or every therapist who once treated his parents. This 
is not a case in which the defendant’s attorneys failed to act 
while potentially powerful mitigating evidence stared them 
in the face, cf. Wiggins, 539 U. S., at 525, or would have been 
apparent from documents any reasonable attorney would 
have obtained, cf. Rompilla v. Beard, 545 U. S. 374, 389–393 
(2005). It is instead a case, like Strickland itself, in which 
defense counsel’s “decision not to seek more” mitigating evi­
dence from the defendant’s background “than was already in 
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hand” fell “well within the range of professionally reasonable 
judgments.” 466 U. S., at 699.3 

What is more, even if Van Hook’s counsel performed defi­
ciently by failing to dig deeper, he suffered no prejudice as 
a result. See id., at 694. As the Ohio court that rejected 
Van Hook’s state habeas petition found, the affidavits submit­
ted by the witnesses not interviewed show their testimony 
would have added nothing of value. See State v. Van Hook, 
No. C–910505, 1992 WL 308350, *2. Only two witnesses 
even arguably would have added new, relevant information: 
One of Van Hook’s uncles noted that Van Hook’s mother was 
temporarily committed to a psychiatric hospital, and Van 
Hook’s stepsister mentioned that his father hit Van Hook fre­
quently and tried to kill Van Hook’s mother. App. to Pet. 
for Cert. 227a, 232a. But the trial court had already 
heard—from Van Hook’s mother herself—that she had been 
“under psychiatric care” more than once. Id., at 340a. And 
it was already aware that his father had a violent nature, 
had attacked Van Hook’s mother, and had beaten Van Hook 
at least once. See also id., at 305a (noting that Van Hook 
“suffered from a significant degree of neglect and abuse” 
throughout his “chaotic” childhood). Neither the Court of 
Appeals nor Van Hook has shown why the minor additional 
details the trial court did not hear would have made any 
difference. 

On the other side of the scales, moreover, was the evi­
dence of the aggravating circumstance the trial court found: 

3 In addition to the evidence the Sixth Circuit said his attorneys over­
looked, Van Hook alleges that his lawyers failed to provide the expert 
witnesses with a “complete set of relevant records or [his] complete 
psycho-social history.” Brief in Opposition 4. But he offers no support 
for that assertion. He further claims that his counsel failed to obtain or 
present records of his military service and prior hospitalizations, but the 
record shows that they did review the former, see App. to Pet. for Cert. 
380a, and that the trial court learned (from one of the written expert 
reports) all the relevant information Van Hook says it would have gleaned 
from the latter, see id., at 373a–377a. 
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that Van Hook committed the murder alone in the course 
of an aggravated robbery. See Ohio Rev. Code Ann. 
§ 2929.04(A)(7) (Lexis 2006). Van Hook’s confession made 
clear, and he never subsequently denied, both that he was 
the sole perpetrator of the crime and that “[h]is intention 
from beginning to end was to rob [Self] at some point in their 
evening’s activities.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 295a; see id., at 
276a–278a, 294a. Nor did he arrive at that intention on a 
whim: Van Hook had previously pursued the same strategy— 
of luring homosexual men into secluded settings to rob 
them—many times since his teenage years, and he employed 
it again even after Self ’s murder in the weeks before his 
arrest. See id., at 279a, 295a, 374a. Although Van Hook 
apparently deviated from his original plan once the offense 
was underway—going beyond stealing Self ’s goods to killing 
him and disfiguring the dead body—that hardly helped his 
cause. The Sixth Circuit, which focused on the number of 
aggravating factors instead of their weight, see 560 F. 3d, at 
530; cf. Ohio Rev. Code Ann. § 2929.04(B), gave all this evi­
dence short shrift, leading it to overstate further the effect 
additional mitigating evidence might have had. 

* * * 

The petition for certiorari and the motion for leave to pro­
ceed in forma pauperis are granted. The judgment of the 
Court of Appeals is reversed, and the case is remanded for 
further proceedings consistent with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Alito, concurring. 

I join the Court’s per curiam opinion but emphasize my 
understanding that the opinion in no way suggests that the 
American Bar Association’s Guidelines for the Appointment 
and Performance of Defense Counsel in Death Penalty Cases 
(rev. ed. 2003) (2003 Guidelines or ABA Guidelines) have spe­
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cial relevance in determining whether an attorney’s perform­
ance meets the standard required by the Sixth Amendment. 
The ABA is a venerable organization with a history of serv­
ice to the bar, but it is, after all, a private group with limited 
membership. The views of the association’s members, not 
to mention the views of the members of the advisory commit­
tee that formulated the 2003 Guidelines, do not necessarily 
reflect the views of the American bar as a whole. It is the 
responsibility of the courts to determine the nature of the 
work that a defense attorney must do in a capital case in 
order to meet the obligations imposed by the Constitution, 
and I see no reason why the ABA Guidelines should be given 
a privileged position in making that determination. 
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WONG, WARDEN v. BELMONTES 

on	 petition for writ of certiorari to the united 
states court of appeals for the ninth circuit 

No. 08–1263. Decided November 16, 2009 

Respondent Belmontes was convicted of murder and sentenced to death 
in a California court. Unsuccessful on direct appeal and state collateral 
review, he sought federal habeas relief, claiming that his counsel was 
constitutionally ineffective for failing to investigate and present suffi­
cient mitigating evidence at the trial’s sentencing phase. The District 
Court denied relief, concluding that Belmontes’ counsel had been ineffec­
tive but that Belmontes could not establish prejudice under Strickland 
v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668. The Ninth Circuit reversed, agreeing 
that counsel’s performance was defective but disagreeing with the Dis­
trict Court’s prejudice ruling. 

Held: The Ninth Circuit erred in concluding that Belmontes was preju­
diced by his counsel’s alleged deficient performance during sentencing. 
To establish prejudice, Belmontes must show a reasonable probability 
that (1) a competent attorney, aware of the available mitigating evi­
dence, would have introduced it at sentencing, and (2) had the jury been 
confronted with this mitigating evidence, there is a reasonable probabil­
ity that it would have returned with a different sentence. In evaluating 
this second question, it is necessary to consider all the relevant evidence 
that the jury would have had before it—not just the mitigation evidence 
that could have been presented but also the rebuttal evidence that al­
most certainly would have come with it. Here, the additional evidence 
that the Ninth Circuit concluded should have been introduced was either 
cumulative of the substantial mitigation evidence already introduced or 
would have opened the door to powerful rebuttal evidence that Bel­
montes was responsible for not one but two murders. Belmontes can­
not demonstrate a reasonable probability that, had it been presented all 
of this evidence, the jury would have returned with a different sentence. 

Certiorari granted; 529 F. 3d 834, reversed and remanded. 

Per Curiam. 

In 1981, in the course of a burglary, Fernando Belmontes 
bludgeoned Steacy McConnell to death, striking her in the 
head 15 to 20 times with a steel dumbbell bar. See People 
v. Belmontes, 45 Cal. 3d 744, 759–761, 755 P. 2d 310, 315–316 
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(1988). After the murder, Belmontes and his accomplices 
stole McConnell’s stereo, sold it for $100, and used the money 
to buy beer and drugs for the night. Id., at 764–765, 755 
P. 2d, at 318–319. 

Belmontes was convicted of murder and sentenced to 
death in state court. Unsuccessful on direct appeal and 
state collateral review, Belmontes sought federal habeas re­
lief, which the District Court denied. The Court of Appeals 
reversed, finding instructional error, but we overturned that 
decision. Ayers v. Belmontes, 549 U. S. 7 (2006); see also 
Brown v. Belmontes, 544 U. S. 945 (2005). 

On remand, the Court of Appeals again ruled for Bel­
montes, this time finding that Belmontes suffered ineffective 
assistance of counsel during the sentencing phase of his trial. 
The District Court had previously denied relief on that 
ground, finding that counsel for Belmontes had performed 
deficiently under Ninth Circuit precedent, but that Bel­
montes could not establish prejudice under Strickland v. 
Washington, 466 U. S. 668 (1984). Belmontes v. Calderon, 
Civ. S–89–0736 DFL JFM (ED Cal., Aug. 15, 2000), App. to 
Pet. for Cert. 140a, 179a, 183a. The Court of Appeals 
agreed that counsel’s performance was deficient, but dis­
agreed with the District Court with respect to prejudice, 
determining that counsel’s errors undermined confidence in 
the penalty phase verdict. Belmontes v. Ayers, 529 F. 3d 
834, 859–863, 874 (CA9 2008). We disagree with the Court 
of Appeals as to prejudice, grant the State’s petition for cer­
tiorari, and reverse. 

I 

Belmontes argues that his counsel was constitutionally in­
effective for failing to investigate and present sufficient miti­
gating evidence during the penalty phase of his trial. To 
prevail on this claim, Belmontes must meet both the deficient 
performance and prejudice prongs of Strickland, 466 U. S., 
at 687. To show deficient performance, Belmontes must es­
tablish that “counsel’s representation fell below an objective 
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standard of reasonableness.” Id., at 688. In light of “the 
variety of circumstances faced by defense counsel [and] the 
range of legitimate decisions regarding how best to repre­
sent a criminal defendant,” the performance inquiry neces­
sarily turns on “whether counsel’s assistance was reasonable 
considering all the circumstances.” Id., at 688–689. At all 
points, “[j]udicial scrutiny of counsel’s performance must be 
highly deferential.” Id., at 689. 

The challenge confronting Belmontes’ lawyer, John Schick, 
was very specific. Substantial evidence indicated that Bel­
montes had committed a prior murder, and the prosecution 
was eager to introduce that evidence during the penalty 
phase of the McConnell trial. The evidence of the prior 
murder was extensive, including eyewitness testimony, Bel­
montes’ own admissions, and Belmontes’ possession of the 
murder weapon and the same type of ammunition used to 
kill the victim. Record 2239–2250, 2261; Deposition of John 
Schick, Exhs. 62, 63, 64 (Sept. 26, 1995). 

The evidence, furthermore, was potentially devastating. 
It would have shown that two years before Steacy McCon­
nell’s death, police found Jerry Howard’s body in a secluded 
area. Howard had been killed execution style, with a bullet 
to the back of the head. The authorities suspected Bel­
montes, but on the eve of trial the State’s witnesses refused 
to cooperate (Belmontes’ mother had begged one not to tes­
tify). The prosecution therefore believed it could not prove 
Belmontes guilty of murder beyond a reasonable doubt. 
What the prosecution could prove, even without the recalci­
trant witnesses, was that Belmontes possessed the gun used 
to murder Howard. So the State offered, and Belmontes ac­
cepted, a no-contest plea to accessory after the fact to volun­
tary manslaughter. Record 2239–2243; Deposition of John 
Schick, Exhs. 62, 63, 64. 

But Belmontes had not been shy about discussing the mur­
der, boasting to several people that he had killed Howard. 
Steven Cartwright informed the district attorney that Bel­
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montes had confessed to the murder. A police informant 
told detectives that Belmontes “bragged” about the murder, 
stating that he was “mad” at Howard because “the night be­
fore, he had quite a [lot] of dope and wouldn’t share it with 
him.” After double jeopardy protection set in and he had 
been released on parole, Belmontes admitted his responsibil­
ity for the murder to his counselor at the California Youth 
Authority, Charles Sapien. During his time in confinement, 
Belmontes had “always denied that he was the [one] who 
shot Jerry Howard.” But because Sapien “had been square 
with [Belmontes],” Belmontes decided to level with Sapien 
upon his release, telling Sapien that he had “ ‘wasted’ that 
guy.” Record 2240; Deposition of John Schick, Exhs. 62, 
63, 64. 

Schick understood the gravity of this aggravating evi­
dence, and he built his mitigation strategy around the over­
riding need to exclude it. California evidentiary rules, 
Schick knew, offered him an argument to exclude the evi­
dence, but those same rules made clear that the evidence 
would come in for rebuttal if Schick opened the door. Rec­
ord 2256; see also People v. Rodriguez, 42 Cal. 3d 730, 791– 
792, 726 P. 2d 113, 153 (1986); People v. Harris, 28 Cal. 3d 935, 
960–962, 623 P. 2d 240, 254 (1981). Schick thus had “grave 
concerns” that, even if he succeeded initially in excluding 
the prior murder evidence, it would still be admitted if his 
mitigation case swept too broadly. Accordingly, Schick de­
cided to proceed cautiously, structuring his mitigation argu­
ments and witnesses to limit that possibility. Deposition of 
John Schick 301, 309–310; see Strickland, supra, at 699 (“Re­
stricting testimony on respondent’s character to what had 
come in at the plea colloquy ensured that contrary character 
and psychological evidence and respondent’s criminal history, 
which counsel had successfully moved to exclude, would not 
come in”). 

As Schick expected, the prosecution was ready to admit 
this evidence during the sentencing phase. Schick moved to 
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exclude the evidence, arguing that the State should be al­
lowed to tell the jury only that Belmontes had been convicted 
of being an accessory after the fact to voluntary manslaugh­
ter—nothing more. Record 2240–2254. Schick succeeded 
in keeping the prosecution from presenting the damaging ev­
idence in its sentencing case in chief, but his client remained 
at risk: The trial court indicated the evidence would come in 
for rebuttal or impeachment if Schick opened the door. Id., 
at 2256. 

This was not an empty threat. In one instance, Schick 
elicited testimony that Belmontes was not a violent person. 
The State objected and, out of earshot of the jury, argued 
that it should be able to rebut the testimony with the 
Howard murder evidence. Id., at 2332–2334. The court 
warned Schick that it was “going to have to allow [the prose­
cution] to go into the whole background” if Schick continued 
his line of questioning. Id., at 2334. Schick acquiesced, and 
the court struck the testimony. Ibid. 

The court’s warning reinforced Schick’s understanding 
that he would have to tailor his mitigation case carefully to 
preserve his success in excluding the Howard murder evi­
dence. With that cautionary note in mind, Schick put on 
nine witnesses he thought could advance a case for mitiga­
tion, without opening the door to the prior murder evidence. 
See id., at 2312–2417. 

The Court of Appeals determined that in spite of these 
efforts, Schick’s performance was constitutionally deficient 
under Circuit precedent. 529 F. 3d, at 862–863. The State 
challenges that conclusion, but we need not resolve the point, 
because we agree with the District Court that Belmontes 
cannot establish prejudice. 

II 

To establish prejudice, Belmontes must show “a reason­
able probability that, but for counsel’s unprofessional errors, 
the result of the proceeding would have been different.” 
Strickland, 466 U. S., at 694. That showing requires Bel­
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montes to establish “a reasonable probability that a compe­
tent attorney, aware of [the available mitigating evidence], 
would have introduced it at sentencing,” and “that had the 
jury been confronted with this . . . mitigating evidence, there 
is a reasonable probability that it would have returned with 
a different sentence.” Wiggins v. Smith, 539 U. S. 510, 535, 
536 (2003). 

The Ninth Circuit determined that a reasonably competent 
lawyer would have introduced more mitigation evidence, on 
top of what Schick had already presented. For purposes of 
our prejudice analysis, we accept that conclusion and proceed 
to consider whether there is a reasonable probability that 
a jury presented with this additional mitigation evidence 
would have returned a different verdict. 

In evaluating that question, it is necessary to consider all 
the relevant evidence that the jury would have had before it 
if Schick had pursued the different path—not just the mitiga­
tion evidence Schick could have presented, but also the How­
ard murder evidence that almost certainly would have come 
in with it. See Strickland, supra, at 695–696, 700. Thus, 
to establish prejudice, Belmontes must show a reasonable 
probability that the jury would have rejected a capital sen­
tence after it weighed the entire body of mitigating evidence 
(including the additional testimony Schick could have pre­
sented) against the entire body of aggravating evidence (in­
cluding the Howard murder evidence). Belmontes cannot 
meet this burden. 

We begin with the mitigating evidence Schick did present 
during the sentencing phase. That evidence was substan­
tial. The same Ninth Circuit panel addressing the same rec­
ord in Belmontes’ first habeas appeal agreed, recognizing 
“the substantial nature of the mitigating evidence” Schick 
presented. Belmontes v. Woodford, 350 F. 3d 861, 907 
(2003). It reiterated the point several times. See id., at 
874, 901, 908. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 15 (2009) 21 

Per Curiam 

All told, Schick put nine witnesses on the stand over a 
span of two days, and elicited a range of testimony on Bel­
montes’ behalf. A number of those witnesses highlighted 
Belmontes’ “terrible” childhood. They testified that his fa­
ther was an alcoholic and extremely abusive. Belmontes’ 
grandfather described the one-bedroom house where Bel­
montes spent much of his childhood as a “chicken coop.” 
Belmontes did not do well in school; he dropped out in the 
ninth grade. His younger sister died when she was only 10 
months old. And his grandmother died tragically when she 
drowned in her swimming pool. See Record 2314–2319, 
2324–2325, 2344. 

Family members also testified that, despite these difficul­
ties, Belmontes maintained strong relationships with his 
grandfather, grandmother, mother, and sister. Id., at 2317– 
2318, 2325–2326. And Belmontes’ best friend offered the in­
sights of a close friend and confidant. Id., at 2329–2332. 

Schick also called witnesses who detailed Belmontes’ reli­
gious conversion while in state custody on the accessory 
charge. These witnesses told stories about Belmontes’ ef­
forts advising other inmates in his detention center’s reli­
gious program, to illustrate that he could live a productive 
and meaningful life in prison. They described his success 
working as part of a firefighting crew, detailing his rise from 
lowest man on the team to second in command. Belmontes’ 
assistant chaplain even said that he would use Belmontes as 
a regular part of his prison counseling program if the jury 
handed down a life sentence. Id., at 2379–2384, 2396–2398, 
2400–2407. 

Belmontes himself bolstered these accounts by testifying 
about his childhood and religious conversion, both at sen­
tencing and during allocution. Belmontes described his 
childhood as “pretty hard,” but took responsibility for his 
actions, telling the jury that he did not want to use his back­
ground “as a crutch[,] to say I am in a situation right now 
. . . because of that.” Id., at 2343. 
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On remand from this Court, the Court of Appeals—ad­
dressing Belmontes’ ineffective assistance claim for the first 
time—changed its view of this evidence. Instead of finding 
Schick’s mitigation case “substantial,” as it previously had, 
Belmontes, 350 F. 3d, at 907, the Ninth Circuit this time 
around labeled it “cursory,” 529 F. 3d, at 841, 861, n. 14, 866. 
Compare also Belmontes, 350 F. 3d, at 874, 901, 907 (labeling 
the mitigation evidence Schick presented “substantial”), with 
529 F. 3d, at 847, n. 3, 874 (labeling the same evidence “insub­
stantial”). More evidence, the Court of Appeals now con­
cluded, would have made a difference; in particular, more 
evidence to “humanize” Belmontes, as that court put it no 
fewer than 11 times in its opinion. Id., at 850, 859, 860, 862, 
863, 864, 865, and n. 18, 869, 872, 874. The court determined 
that the failure to put on this evidence prejudiced Belmontes. 

There are two problems with this conclusion: Some of the 
evidence was merely cumulative of the humanizing evidence 
Schick actually presented; adding it to what was already 
there would have made little difference. Other evidence 
proposed by the Ninth Circuit would have put into play as­
pects of Belmontes’ character that would have triggered ad­
mission of the powerful Howard evidence in rebuttal. This 
evidence would have made a difference, but in the wrong 
direction for Belmontes. In either event, Belmontes cannot 
establish Strickland prejudice. 

First, the cumulative evidence. In the Court of Appeals’ 
view, Belmontes should have presented more humanizing ev­
idence about Belmontes’ “difficult childhood” and highlighted 
his “positive attributes.” 529 F. 3d, at 864. As for his 
difficult childhood, Schick should have called witnesses to 
testify that “when Belmontes was five years old, his 10­
month-old sister died of a brain tumor,” that he “exhibited 
symptoms of depression” after her death, that his grand­
mother suffered from “alcoholism and prescription drug ad­
diction,” and that both his immediate and extended family 
lived in a state of “constant strife.” Ibid. As for his posi­
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tive attributes, Schick should have produced testimony about 
Belmontes’ “strong character as a child in the face of adver­
sity.” Ibid. Schick should have illustrated that Belmontes 
was “kind, responsible, and likeable”; that he “got along well 
with his siblings” and was “respectful towards his grand­
parents despite their disapproval of his mixed racial back­
ground”; and that he “participated in community activities, 
kept up in school and got along with his teachers before [an] 
illness, and made friends easily.” Ibid. 

But as recounted above and recognized by the state courts 
and, originally, this very panel, Schick did put on substantial 
mitigation evidence, much of it targeting the same “humaniz­
ing” theme the Ninth Circuit highlighted. Compare, e. g., 
ibid. with Record 2317 (death of 10-month-old sister); id., 
at 2319, 2325 (difficult childhood); id., at 2314–2315 (family 
member’s addictions); id., at 2314–2315, 2324–2325 (family 
strife and abuse); id., at 2317, 2319, 2347–2348, 2397 (strong 
character as a child); id., at 2326–2327 (close relationship 
with siblings); id., at 2317–2319 (close relationship with 
grandparents); id., at 2348–2351 (participation in community 
religious events); see also, e. g., Belmontes’ Traverse to Re­
spondent’s Return to Pet. for Writ of Habeas Corpus in 
No. S–89–0736–EJG–JFM (ED Cal.), p. 64 (“[C]ounsel’s pres­
entation was arguably adequate only with respect to [evi­
dence] of ‘humanizing’ petitioner”). The sentencing jury 
was thus “well acquainted” with Belmontes’ background and 
potential humanizing features. Schriro v. Landrigan, 550 
U. S. 465, 481 (2007). Additional evidence on these points 
would have offered an insignificant benefit, if any at all. 

The Ninth Circuit also determined that both the evidence 
Schick presented and the additional evidence it proposed 
would have carried greater weight if Schick had submitted 
expert testimony. Such testimony could “make connections 
between the various themes in the mitigation case and ex­
plain to the jury how they could have contributed to Belmon­
tes’s involvement in criminal activity.” 529 F. 3d, at 853. 
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See also ibid. (discussing expert’s federal habeas testimony 
on importance of expert testimony). But the body of miti­
gating evidence the Ninth Circuit would have required 
Schick to present was neither complex nor technical. It re­
quired only that the jury make logical connections of the kind 
a layperson is well equipped to make. The jury simply did 
not need expert testimony to understand the “humanizing” 
evidence; it could use its common sense or own sense of 
mercy. 

What is more, expert testimony discussing Belmontes’ 
mental state, seeking to explain his behavior, or putting it 
in some favorable context would have exposed Belmontes to 
the Howard evidence. See Darden v. Wainwright, 477 U. S. 
168, 186 (1986) (“Any attempt to portray petitioner as a non­
violent man would have opened the door for the State to 
rebut with evidence of petitioner’s prior convictions. . . . Sim­
ilarly, if defense counsel had attempted to put on evidence 
that petitioner was a family man, they would have been faced 
with his admission at trial that, although still married, he 
was spending the weekend furlough with a girlfriend”). 

If, for example, an expert had testified that Belmontes had 
a “ ‘high likelihood of a . . . nonviolent adjustment to a prison 
setting,’ ” as Belmontes suggested an expert might, see Brief 
for Appellant in No. 01–99018 (CA9), p. 34, the question 
would have immediately arisen: “What was his propensity 
toward violence to begin with? Does evidence of another 
murder alter your view?” Expert testimony explaining why 
the jury should feel sympathy, as opposed simply to facts 
that might elicit that response, would have led to a similar 
rejoinder: “Is such sympathy equally appropriate for some­
one who committed a second murder?” Any of this testi­
mony from an expert’s perspective would have made the 
Howard evidence fair game. 

Many of Belmontes’ other arguments fail for the same rea­
son. He argues that the jury should have been told that he 
suffered an “extended bout with rheumatic fever,” which led 
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to “emotional instability, impulsivity, and impairment of the 
neurophysiological mechanisms for planning and reasoning.” 
Amended Pet. for Writ of Habeas Corpus in No. CIVS– 
89–0736–EJG–JFM (ED Cal.), p. 120. But the cold, calcu­
lated nature of the Howard murder and Belmontes’ subse­
quent bragging about it would have served as a powerful 
counterpoint. 

The type of “more-evidence-is-better” approach advocated 
by Belmontes and the Court of Appeals might seem appeal­
ing—after all, what is there to lose? But here there was a 
lot to lose. A heavyhanded case to portray Belmontes in a 
positive light, with or without experts, would have invited 
the strongest possible evidence in rebuttal—the evidence 
that Belmontes was responsible for not one but two murders. 

Belmontes counters that some of the potential mitigating 
evidence might not have opened the door to the prior murder 
evidence. The Court of Appeals went so far as to state, 
without citation, that “[t]here would be no basis for suggest­
ing that [expert testimony] would be any different if the ex­
pert were informed that Belmontes committed two murders 
rather than one.” 529 F. 3d, at 869, n. 20. But it is surely 
pertinent in assessing expert testimony “explain[ing] . . . 
involvement in criminal activity,” id., at 853, to know what 
criminal activity was at issue. And even if the number of 
murders were as irrelevant as the Ninth Circuit asserted, 
the fact that these two murders were so different in charac­
ter made each of them highly pertinent in evaluating expert 
testimony of the sort envisioned by the Court of Appeals. 

The Ninth Circuit noted that the trial court retained dis­
cretion to exclude the Howard evidence even if Schick 
opened the door. Id., at 869–870, n. 20. If Schick had 
doubts, the Court of Appeals contended, he could have se­
cured an answer in advance through a motion in limine. 
Ibid. The trial judge, however, left little doubt where he 
stood. While ruling that the prosecution could not present 
the evidence in its case in chief, Record 2254, the judge made 
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clear that it would come in for certain rebuttal purposes, 
id., at 2256, 2332–2334. When Schick elicited testimony that 
Belmontes was not violent, for example, the judge ordered it 
stricken and warned Schick that he would admit the Howard 
murder evidence—to let the prosecution “go into the whole 
background”—if Schick pressed forward. Id., at 2334. 

In balancing the mitigating factors against the aggrava­
tors, the Court of Appeals repeatedly referred to the aggra­
vating evidence the State presented as “scant.” 529 F. 3d, 
at 870, 873, 874, 875, 878. That characterization misses 
Strickland’s point that the reviewing court must consider all 
the evidence—the good and the bad—when evaluating preju­
dice. See Strickland, 466 U. S., at 695–696, 700. Here, the 
worst kind of bad evidence would have come in with the 
good. The only reason it did not was because Schick was 
careful in his mitigation case. The State’s aggravation evi­
dence could only be characterized as “scant” if one ignores 
the “elephant in the courtroom”—Belmontes’ role in the 
Howard murder—that would have been presented had 
Schick submitted the additional mitigation evidence. Bel­
montes v. Ayers, 551 F. 3d 864, 867 (CA9 2008) (Callahan, J., 
dissenting from denial of rehearing en banc). 

Even on the record before it—which did not include the 
Howard murder—the state court determined that Belmontes 
“was convicted on extremely strong evidence that he com­
mitted an intentional murder of extraordinary brutality.” 
Belmontes, 45 Cal. 3d, at 819, 755 P. 2d, at 354. That court 
also noted that “[t]he properly admitted aggravating evi­
dence in this case—in particular, the circumstances of the 
crime—was simply overwhelming.” Id., at 809, 755 P. 2d, at 
348 (citation omitted). The Ninth Circuit saw the murder 
differently. It viewed the circumstances of the crime as 
only “conceivably significant” as an aggravating factor. 529 
F. 3d, at 871. In particular, the Court of Appeals concluded 
that “[t]he crime here did not involve . . . needless suffering 
on the part of the victim.” Ibid. 
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We agree with the state court’s characterization of the 
murder, and simply cannot comprehend the assertion by the 
Court of Appeals that this case did not involve “needless 
suffering.” The jury saw autopsy photographs showing 
Steacy McConnell’s mangled head, her skull crushed by 15 
to 20 blows from a steel dumbbell bar the jury found to have 
been wielded by Belmontes. McConnell’s corpse showed nu­
merous “defensive bruises and contusions on [her] hands, 
arms, and feet,” id., at 839, which “plainly evidenced a des­
perate struggle for life at [Belmontes’] hands,” Belmontes, 
supra, at 819, 755 P. 2d, at 354. Belmontes left McConnell 
to die, but officers found her still fighting for her life before 
ultimately succumbing to the injuries caused by the blows 
from Belmontes. Record 3. The jury also heard that this 
savage murder was committed solely to prevent interference 
with a burglary that netted Belmontes $100 he used to buy 
beer and drugs for the night. McConnell suffered, and it 
was clearly needless. 

Some of the error below may be traced to confusion about 
the appropriate standard and burden of proof. While the 
Court of Appeals quoted the pertinent language from Strick­
land, that court elsewhere suggested it might have applied 
something different. In explaining its prejudice determina­
tion, the Ninth Circuit concluded that “[t]he aggravating 
evidence, even with the addition of evidence that Belmon­
tes murdered Howard, is not strong enough, in light of the 
mitigating evidence that could have been adduced, to rule 
out a sentence of life in prison.” 529 F. 3d, at 875. But 
Strickland does not require the State to “rule out” a sen­
tence of life in prison to prevail. Rather, Strickland places 
the burden on the defendant, not the State, to show a “rea­
sonable probability” that the result would have been differ­
ent. 466 U. S., at 694. Under a proper application of the 
Strickland standard, Belmontes cannot carry this burden. 

It is hard to imagine expert testimony and additional 
facts about Belmontes’ difficult childhood outweighing the 
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facts of McConnell’s murder. It becomes even harder to 
envision such a result when the evidence that Belmontes 
had committed another murder—“the most powerful imagin­
able aggravating evidence,” as Judge Levi put it, Belmontes, 
S–89–0736, App. to Pet. for Cert. 183a—is added to the mix. 
Schick’s mitigation strategy failed, but the notion that the 
result could have been different if only Schick had put on 
more than the nine witnesses he did, or called expert wit­
nesses to bolster his case, is fanciful. 

The petition for certiorari and the motion for leave to pro­
ceed in forma pauperis are granted. The judgment of the 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit is reversed, and the 
case is remanded for further proceedings consistent with 
this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Stevens, concurring. 

When Fernando Belmontes was sentenced to death in 
1982, California Penal Code § 190.3(k)* conveyed the unmis­
takable message that juries could not give any mitigating 
weight to evidence that did not extenuate the severity of 
the crime. See Ayers v. Belmontes, 549 U. S. 7, 27 (2006) 
(Stevens, J., dissenting). The trial judge who presided at 
Belmontes’ sentencing hearing so understood the law, and 
his instructions to the jury reflected that understanding. 
See id., at 33–34. It was only later that both the California 
Supreme Court and this Court squarely held that a jury 
must be allowed to give weight to any aspect of a defendant’s 
character or history that may provide a basis for a sentence 
other than death, even if such evidence does not “ ‘tend to 
reduce the defendant’s culpability for his crime.’ ” Id., at 28 
(quoting Skipper v. South Carolina, 476 U. S. 1, 11 (1986) 
(Powell, J., concurring in judgment)). 

*Cal. Penal Code Ann. § 190.3(k) (West 1988). 
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The testimony adduced at Belmontes’ sentencing hearing 
described his religious conversion and his positive contribu­
tions to a youth rehabilitation program. Neither his own 
testimony, nor that of the two ministers and the other 
witnesses who testified on his behalf, made any attempt to 
extenuate the severity of his crime. Their testimony did, 
however, afford the jury a principled basis for imposing a 
sentence other than death. See Ayers, 549 U. S., at 29–31 
(Stevens, J., dissenting). A review of the entire record, es­
pecially the colloquy between six jurors and the trial judge, 
makes it clear to me that “the jury believed that the law 
forbade it from giving that evidence any weight at all.” Id., 
at 36–39. I therefore remain convinced that in its initial re­
view of this case, the Court of Appeals correctly set aside 
Belmontes’ death sentence. 

The narrow question that is now before us is whether the 
additional mitigating evidence that trial counsel failed to un­
cover would have persuaded the jury to return a different 
verdict. The evidence trial counsel might have presented 
hardly matters, however, because in my view the conscien­
tious jurors’ mistaken understanding of the law would have 
prevented them from giving that additional evidence “any 
weight at all,” id., at 39, let alone controlling weight. De­
spite my strong disagreement with the Court’s decision to 
review this case once again, I nevertheless agree with the 
Court’s conclusion that trial counsel’s failure to present addi­
tional mitigating evidence probably did not affect the out­
come of the trial. 
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PORTER v. McCOLLUM, ATTORNEY GENERAL OF 
FLORIDA, et al. 

on petition for writ of certiorari to the united 
states court of appeals for the eleventh circuit 

No. 08–10537. Decided November 30, 2009 

Petitioner Porter was sentenced to death for murder. In postconviction 
proceedings, both the trial court and the Florida Supreme Court re­
served judgment on counsel’s deficiency at the penalty phase, but ruled 
that Porter had not been prejudiced by counsel’s failure to investigate 
and present mitigating evidence of Porter’s abusive childhood, his heroic 
military service and associated trauma, his long-term substance abuse, 
and his impaired mental health and mental capacity. The Federal Dis­
trict Court subsequently granted habeas relief, concluding that counsel’s 
failure to adduce that evidence violated Porter’s Sixth Amendment right 
to effective assistance of counsel, but the Eleventh Circuit reversed on 
the ground that the State Supreme Court’s ruling was a reasonable ap­
plication of Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668. 

Held: The performance of Porter’s counsel was deficient, and the Florida 
Supreme Court unreasonably applied Strickland in holding that Porter 
was not prejudiced by that deficiency. That counsel failed to conduct 
even a cursory investigation into Porter’s background shows that his 
performance fell below an objective standard of reasonableness. See 
466 U. S., at 688. And it was objectively unreasonable for the state 
court to conclude there was no reasonable probability the sentence 
would not have been different had the sentencing judge and jury heard 
the significant mitigation evidence Porter’s counsel neither uncovered 
nor presented. See id., at 694. 

Certiorari granted in part; 552 F. 3d 1260, reversed and remanded. 

Per Curiam. 

Petitioner George Porter is a veteran who was both 
wounded and decorated for his active participation in two 
major engagements during the Korean War; his combat serv­
ice unfortunately left him a traumatized, changed man. His 
commanding officer’s moving description of those two battles 
was only a fraction of the mitigating evidence that his coun­
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sel failed to discover or present during the penalty phase of 
his trial in 1988. 

In this federal postconviction proceeding, the District 
Court held that Porter’s lawyer’s failure to adduce that evi­
dence violated his Sixth Amendment right to counsel and 
granted his application for a writ of habeas corpus. The 
Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit reversed, on the 
ground that the Florida Supreme Court’s determination that 
Porter was not prejudiced by any deficient performance by 
his counsel was a reasonable application of Strickland v. 
Washington, 466 U. S. 668 (1984). Like the District Court, 
we are persuaded that it was objectively unreasonable to 
conclude there was no reasonable probability the sentence 
would have been different if the sentencing judge and jury 
had heard the significant mitigation evidence that Porter’s 
counsel neither uncovered nor presented. We therefore 
grant the petition for certiorari in part and reverse the judg­
ment of the Court of Appeals.1 

I 

Porter was convicted of two counts of first-degree murder 
for the shooting of his former girlfriend, Evelyn Williams, 
and her boyfriend, Walter Burrows. He was sentenced to 
death on the first count but not the second. 

In July 1986, as his relationship with Williams was ending, 
Porter threatened to kill her and then left town. When he 
returned to Florida three months later, he attempted to see 
Williams, but her mother told him that Williams did not want 
to see him. He drove past Williams’ house each of the two 
days prior to the shooting, and the night before the murder 
he visited Williams, who called the police. Porter then went 
to two cocktail lounges and spent the night with a friend, 
who testified Porter was quite drunk by 11 p.m. Early the 
next morning, Porter shot Williams in her house. Burrows 

1 We deny the petition insofar as it challenges his conviction. 
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struggled with Porter and forced him outside where Porter 
shot him. 

Porter represented himself, with standby counsel, for most 
of the pretrial proceedings and during the beginning of his 
trial. Near the completion of the State’s case in chief, Por­
ter pleaded guilty. He thereafter changed his mind about 
representing himself, and his standby counsel was appointed 
as his counsel for the penalty phase. During the penalty 
phase, the State attempted to prove four aggravating fac­
tors: Porter had been “previously convicted” of another vio­
lent felony (i. e., in Williams’ case, killing Burrows, and in his 
case, killing Williams); 2 the murder was committed during a 
burglary; the murder was committed in a cold, calculated, 
and premeditated manner; and the murder was especially 
heinous, atrocious, or cruel. The defense put on only one 
witness, Porter’s ex-wife, and read an excerpt from a deposi­
tion. The sum total of the mitigating evidence was incon­
sistent testimony about Porter’s behavior when intoxicated 
and testimony that Porter had a good relationship with his 
son. Although his lawyer told the jury that Porter “has 
other handicaps that weren’t apparent during the trial” and 
Porter was not “mentally healthy,” he did not put on any 
evidence related to Porter’s mental health. 3 Tr. 477–478 
(Jan. 22, 1988). 

The jury recommended the death sentence for both mur­
ders. The trial court found that the State had proved all 
four aggravating circumstances for the murder of Williams 
but that only the first two were established with respect to 
Burrows’ murder. The trial court found no mitigating cir­
cumstances and imposed a death sentence for Williams’ mur­

2 It is an aggravating factor under Florida law that “[t]he defendant was 
previously convicted of another capital felony or of a felony involving the 
use or threat of violence to the person.” Fla. Stat. § 921.141(5)(b) (1987). 
In Porter’s case, the State established that factor by reference to Porter’s 
contemporaneous convictions stemming from the same episode: two counts 
of murder and one count of aggravated assault. Tr. 5 (Mar. 4, 1988). 
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der only. On direct appeal, the Florida Supreme Court af­
firmed the sentence over the dissent of two justices, but 
struck the heinous, atrocious, or cruel aggravating factor. 
Porter v. State, 564 So. 2d 1060 (1990) (per curiam). The 
court found the State had not carried its burden on that fac­
tor because the “record is consistent with the hypothesis that 
Porter’s was a crime of passion, not a crime that was meant 
to be deliberately and extraordinarily painful.” Id., at 1063 
(emphasis deleted). The two dissenting justices would have 
reversed the penalty because the evidence of drunkenness, 
“combined with evidence of Porter’s emotionally charged, 
desperate, frustrated desire to meet with his former lover, 
is sufficient to render the death penalty disproportional pun­
ishment in this instance.” Id., at 1065–1066 (Barkett, J., 
concurring in part and dissenting in part). 

In 1995, Porter filed a petition for postconviction relief in 
state court, claiming his penalty-phase counsel failed to in­
vestigate and present mitigating evidence. The court con­
ducted a 2-day evidentiary hearing, during which Porter pre­
sented extensive mitigating evidence, all of which was 
apparently unknown to his penalty-phase counsel. Unlike 
the evidence presented during Porter’s penalty hearing, 
which left the jury knowing hardly anything about him other 
than the facts of his crimes, the new evidence described his 
abusive childhood, his heroic military service and the trauma 
he suffered because of it, his long-term substance abuse, and 
his impaired mental health and mental capacity. 

The depositions of his brother and sister described the 
abuse Porter suffered as a child. Porter routinely wit­
nessed his father beat his mother, one time so severely that 
she had to go to the hospital and lost a child. Porter’s father 
was violent every weekend, and by his siblings’ account, Por­
ter was his father’s favorite target, particularly when Porter 
tried to protect his mother. On one occasion, Porter’s father 
shot at him for coming home late, but missed and just beat 
Porter instead. According to his brother, Porter attended 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



34 PORTER v. McCOLLUM 

Per Curiam 

classes for slow learners and left school when he was 12 
or 13. 

To escape his horrible family life, Porter enlisted in the 
Army at age 17 and fought in the Korean War. His company 
commander, Lieutenant Colonel Sherman Pratt, testified at 
Porter’s postconviction hearing. Porter was with the 2d Di­
vision, which had advanced above the 38th parallel to 
Kunu-ri when it was attacked by Chinese forces. Porter 
suffered a gunshot wound to the leg during the advance but 
was with the unit for the battle at Kunu-ri. While the 8th 
Army was withdrawing, the 2d Division was ordered to hold 
off the Chinese advance, enabling the bulk of the 8th Army 
to live to fight another day. As Colonel Pratt described it, 
the unit “went into position there in bitter cold night, terri­
bly worn out, terribly weary, almost like zombies because we 
had been in constant—for five days we had been in constant 
contact with the enemy fighting our way to the rear, little 
or no sleep, little or no food, literally as I say zombies.” 1 
Tr. 138 (Jan. 4, 1996). The next morning, the unit engaged 
in a “fierce hand-to-hand fight with the Chinese” and later 
that day received permission to withdraw, making Porter’s 
regiment the last unit of the 8th Army to withdraw. Id., 
at 139–140. 

Less than three months later, Porter fought in a second 
battle, at Chip’yong-ni. His regiment was cut off from the 
rest of the 8th Army and defended itself for two days and 
two nights under constant fire. After the enemy broke 
through the perimeter and overtook defensive positions on 
high ground, Porter’s company was charged with retaking 
those positions. In the charge up the hill, the soldiers “were 
under direct open fire of the enemy forces on top of the hill. 
They immediately came under mortar, artillery, machine 
gun, and every other kind of fire you can imagine and they 
were just dropping like flies as they went along.” Id., at 
150. Porter’s company lost all three of its platoon ser­
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geants, and almost all of the officers were wounded. Porter 
was again wounded, and his company sustained the heaviest 
losses of any troops in the battle, with more than 50% casual­
ties. Colonel Pratt testified that these battles were “very 
trying, horrifying experiences,” particularly for Porter’s 
company at Chip’yong-ni. Id., at 152. Porter’s unit was 
awarded the Presidential Unit Citation for the engagement 
at Chip’yong-ni, and Porter individually received two Pur­
ple Hearts and the Combat Infantryman Badge, along with 
other decorations. 

Colonel Pratt testified that Porter went absent without 
leave (AWOL) for two periods while in Korea. He ex­
plained that this was not uncommon, as soldiers sometimes 
became disoriented and separated from the unit, and that the 
commander had decided not to impose any punishment for 
the absences. In Colonel Pratt’s experience, an “awful lot 
of [veterans] come back nervous wrecks. Our [veterans’] 
hospitals today are filled with people mentally trying to sur­
vive the perils and hardships [of] . . . the Korean War,” par­
ticularly those who fought in the battles he described. Id., 
at 153. 

When Porter returned to the United States, he went 
AWOL for an extended period of time.3 He was sentenced 
to six months’ imprisonment for that infraction, but he re­
ceived an honorable discharge. After his discharge, he suf­
fered dreadful nightmares and would attempt to climb his 
bedroom walls with knives at night.4 Porter’s family even­

3 Porter explained to one of the doctors who examined him for compe­
tency to stand trial that he went AWOL in order to spend time with his 
son. Record 904. 

4 Porter’s expert testified that these symptoms would “easily” warrant 
a diagnosis of posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD). 2 Tr. 233 (Jan. 5, 
1996). PTSD is not uncommon among veterans returning from combat. 
See Hearing on Fiscal Year 2010 Budget for Veterans’ Programs before 
the Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 111th Cong., 1st Sess., 63 
(2009) (uncorrected copy) (testimony of Eric K. Shinseki, Secretary of Vet­
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tually removed all of the knives from the house. According 
to Porter’s brother, Porter developed a serious drinking 
problem and began drinking so heavily that he would get 
into fights and not remember them at all. 

In addition to this testimony regarding his life history, 
Porter presented an expert in neuropsychology, Dr. Dee, who 
had examined Porter and administered a number of psycho­
logical assessments. Dr. Dee concluded that Porter suffered 
from brain damage that could manifest in impulsive, violent 
behavior. At the time of the crime, Dr. Dee testified, Porter 
was substantially impaired in his ability to conform his con­
duct to the law and suffered from an extreme mental or emo­
tional disturbance, two statutory mitigating circumstances, 
Fla. Stat. § 921.141(6). Dr. Dee also testified that Porter had 
substantial difficulties with reading, writing, and memory, 
and that these cognitive defects were present when he was 
evaluated for competency to stand trial. 2 Tr. 227–228 (Jan. 
5, 1996); see also Record 904–906. Although the State’s ex­
perts reached different conclusions regarding the statutory 
mitigators,5 each expert testified that he could not diagnose 
Porter or rule out a brain abnormality. 2 Tr. 345, 382 (Jan. 
5, 1996); 3 id., at 405. 

The trial judge who conducted the state postconviction 
hearing, without determining counsel’s deficiency, held that 
Porter had not been prejudiced by the failure to introduce 
any of that evidence. Record 1203, 1206. He found that 
Porter had failed to establish any statutory mitigating cir­
cumstances, id., at 1207, and that the nonstatutory mitigat­
ing evidence would not have made a difference in the out­

erans Affairs (VA), reporting that approximately 23% of the Iraq and 
Afghanistan war veterans seeking treatment at a VA medical facility had 
been preliminarily diagnosed with PTSD). 

5 The State presented two experts, Dr. Riebsame and Dr. Kirkland. 
Neither of the State’s experts had examined Porter, but each testified 
that based upon their review of the record, Porter met neither statutory 
mitigating circumstance. 
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come of the case, id., at 1210. He discounted the evidence 
of Porter’s alcohol abuse because it was inconsistent and dis­
counted the evidence of Porter’s abusive childhood because 
he was 54 years old at the time of the trial. He also con­
cluded that Porter’s periods of being AWOL would have re­
duced the impact of Porter’s military service to “inconse­
quential proportions.” Id., at 1212. Finally, he held that 
even considering all three categories of evidence together, 
the “trial judge and jury still would have imposed death.” 
Id., at 1214. 

The Florida Supreme Court affirmed. It first accepted 
the trial court’s finding that Porter could not have estab­
lished any statutory mitigating circumstances, based on the 
trial court’s acceptance of the State’s experts’ conclusions in 
that regard. Porter v. State, 788 So. 2d 917, 923 (2001) (per 
curiam). It then held the trial court was correct to find 
“the additional nonstatutory mitigation to be lacking in 
weight because of the specific facts presented.” Id., at 925. 
Like the postconviction court, the Florida Supreme Court 
reserved judgment regarding counsel’s deficiency. Ibid.6 

Two justices dissented, reasoning that counsel’s failure to in­
vestigate and present mitigating evidence was “especially 
harmful” because of the divided vote affirming the sentence 
on direct appeal—“even without the substantial mitigation 
that we now know existed”—and because of the reversal of 

6 The postconviction court stated defense counsel “was not ineffective 
for failing to pursue mental health evaluations and . . . [Porter] has thus 
failed to show sufficient evidence that any statutory mitigators could have 
been presented.” Record 1210. It is not at all clear whether this stray 
comment addressed counsel’s deficiency. If it did, then it was at most 
dictum, because the court expressly “decline[d] to make a determination 
regarding whether or not Defense Counsel was in fact deficient here.” 
Id., at 1206. The Florida Supreme Court simply paraphrased the postcon­
viction court when it stated “trial counsel’s decision not to pursue mental 
evaluations did not exceed the bounds for competent counsel.” Porter v. 
State, 788 So. 2d 917, 923–924 (2001) (per curiam). But that court also 
expressly declined to answer the question of deficiency. Id., at 925. 
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the heinous, atrocious, and cruel aggravating factor. Id., at 
937 (Anstead, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). 

Porter thereafter filed his federal habeas petition. The 
District Court held Porter’s penalty-phase counsel had been 
ineffective. It first determined that counsel’s performance 
had been deficient because “penalty-phase counsel did little, 
if any investigation . . . and failed to effectively advocate 
on behalf of his client before the jury.” Porter v. Crosby, 
No. 6:03–cv–1465–Orl–31KRS, 2007 WL 1747316, *23 (MD 
Fla., June 18, 2007). It then determined that counsel’s defi­
cient performance was prejudicial, finding that the state 
court’s decision was contrary to clearly established law in 
part because the state court failed to consider the entirety 
of the evidence when reweighing the evidence in mitigation, 
including the trial evidence suggesting that “this was a 
crime of passion, that [Porter] was drinking heavily just 
hours before the murders, or that [Porter] had a good rela­
tionship with his son.” Id., at *30. 

The Eleventh Circuit reversed. It held the District Court 
had failed to appropriately defer to the state court’s factual 
findings with respect to Porter’s alcohol abuse and his men­
tal health. 552 F. 3d 1260, 1274, 1275 (2008) (per curiam). 
The Court of Appeals then separately considered each cate­
gory of mitigating evidence and held it was not unreasonable 
for the state court to discount each category as it did. Id., 
at 1274. Porter petitioned for a writ of certiorari. We 
grant the petition and reverse with respect to the Court of 
Appeals’ disposition of Porter’s ineffective-assistance claim. 

II 

To prevail under Strickland, Porter must show that his 
counsel’s deficient performance prejudiced him. To estab­
lish deficiency, Porter must show his “counsel’s representa­
tion fell below an objective standard of reasonableness.” 
466 U. S., at 688. To establish prejudice, he “must show that 
there is a reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s un­
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professional errors, the result of the proceeding would have 
been different.” Id., at 694. Finally, Porter is entitled 
to relief only if the state court’s rejection of his claim of in­
effective assistance of counsel was “contrary to, or involved 
an unreasonable application of,” Strickland, or it rested 
“on an unreasonable determination of the facts in light of 
the evidence presented in the State court proceeding.” 28 
U. S. C. § 2254(d). 

Because the state court did not decide whether Porter’s 
counsel was deficient, we review this element of Porter’s 
Strickland claim de novo. Rompilla v. Beard, 545 U. S. 374, 
390 (2005). It is unquestioned that under the prevailing pro­
fessional norms at the time of Porter’s trial, counsel had an 
“obligation to conduct a thorough investigation of the defend­
ant’s background.” Williams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 362, 396 
(2000). The investigation conducted by Porter’s counsel 
clearly did not satisfy those norms. 

Although Porter had initially elected to represent himself, 
his standby counsel became his counsel for the penalty phase 
a little over a month prior to the sentencing proceeding be­
fore the jury. It was the first time this lawyer had repre­
sented a defendant during a penalty-phase proceeding. At 
the postconviction hearing, he testified that he had only one 
short meeting with Porter regarding the penalty phase. He 
did not obtain any of Porter’s school, medical, or military 
service records or interview any members of Porter’s family. 
In Wiggins v. Smith, 539 U. S. 510, 524, 525 (2003), we held 
counsel “fell short of . . . professional standards” for not ex­
panding their investigation beyond the presentence investi­
gation report and one set of records they obtained, particu­
larly “in light of what counsel actually discovered” in the 
records. Here, counsel did not even take the first step of 
interviewing witnesses or requesting records. Cf. Bobby v. 
Van Hook, ante, at 9–12 (holding performance not deficient 
when counsel gathered a substantial amount of information 
and then made a reasonable decision not to pursue additional 
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sources); Strickland, 466 U. S., at 699 (“[Counsel’s] decision 
not to seek more character or psychological evidence than 
was already in hand was . . .  reasonable”). Beyond that, 
like the counsel in Wiggins, he ignored pertinent avenues 
for investigation of which he should have been aware. The 
court-ordered competency evaluations, for example, collec­
tively reported Porter’s very few years of regular school, his 
military service and wounds sustained in combat, and his 
father’s “over-disciplin[e].” Record 904, 902–906. As an 
explanation, counsel described Porter as fatalistic and unco­
operative. But he acknowledged that although Porter in­
structed him not to speak with Porter’s ex-wife or son, Por­
ter did not give him any other instructions limiting the 
witnesses he could interview. 

Counsel thus failed to uncover and present any evidence 
of Porter’s mental health or mental impairment, his family 
background, or his military service. The decision not to in­
vestigate did not reflect reasonable professional judgment. 
Wiggins, supra, at 534. Porter may have been fatalistic or 
uncooperative, but that does not obviate the need for defense 
counsel to conduct some sort of mitigation investigation. 
See Rompilla, supra, at 381–382. 

III 

Because we find Porter’s counsel deficient, we must deter­
mine whether the Florida Supreme Court unreasonably ap­
plied Strickland in holding Porter was not prejudiced by 
that deficiency. Under Strickland, a defendant is preju­
diced by his counsel’s deficient performance if “there is a 
reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s unprofessional 
errors, the result of the proceeding would have been differ­
ent.” 466 U. S., at 694. In Florida, the sentencing judge 
makes the determination as to the existence and weight of 
aggravating and mitigating circumstances and the punish­
ment, Fla. Stat. § 921.141(3), but he must give the jury ver­
dict of life or death “great weight,” Tedder v. State, 322 
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So. 2d 908, 910 (Fla. 1975) (per curiam). Porter must show 
that but for his counsel’s deficiency, there is a reasonable 
probability he would have received a different sentence. To 
assess that probability, we consider “the totality of the avail­
able mitigation evidence—both that adduced at trial, and the 
evidence adduced in the habeas proceeding”—and “reweig[h] 
it against the evidence in aggravation.” Williams, supra, 
at 397–398. 

This is not a case in which the new evidence “would barely 
have altered the sentencing profile presented to the sentenc­
ing judge.” Strickland, supra, at 700. The judge and jury 
at Porter’s original sentencing heard almost nothing that 
would humanize Porter or allow them to accurately gauge 
his moral culpability. They learned about Porter’s turbu­
lent relationship with Williams, his crimes, and almost noth­
ing else. Had Porter’s counsel been effective, the judge and 
jury would have learned of the “kind of troubled history we 
have declared relevant to assessing a defendant’s moral cul­
pability.” Wiggins, supra, at 535. They would have heard 
about (1) Porter’s heroic military service in two of the most 
critical—and horrific—battles of the Korean War, (2) his 
struggles to regain normality upon his return from war, 
(3) his childhood history of physical abuse, and (4) his brain 
abnormality, difficulty reading and writing, and limited 
schooling. See Penry v. Lynaugh, 492 U. S. 302, 319 (1989) 
(“ ‘[E]vidence about the defendant’s background and char­
acter is relevant because of the belief, long held by this soci­
ety, that defendants who commit criminal acts that are at­
tributable to a disadvantaged background . . . may be less 
culpable’ ”). Instead, they heard absolutely none of that evi­
dence, evidence which “might well have influenced the jury’s 
appraisal of [Porter’s] moral culpability.” Williams, supra, 
at 398. 

On the other side of the ledger, the weight of evidence 
in aggravation is not as substantial as the sentencing judge 
thought. As noted, the sentencing judge accepted the jury’s 
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recommendation of a death sentence for the murder of Wil­
liams but rejected the jury’s death-sentence recommendation 
for the murder of Burrows. The sentencing judge believed 
that there were four aggravating circumstances related to 
the Williams murder but only two for the Burrows murder. 
Accordingly, the judge must have reasoned that the two ag­
gravating circumstances that were present in both cases 
were insufficient to warrant a death sentence but that the 
two additional aggravating circumstances present with re­
spect to the Williams murder were sufficient to tip the bal­
ance in favor of a death sentence. But the Florida Supreme 
Court rejected one of these additional aggravating circum­
stances, i. e., that Williams’ murder was especially heinous, 
atrocious, or cruel, finding the murder “consistent with . . . a  
crime of passion” even though premeditated to a heightened 
degree. 564 So. 2d, at 1063–1064. Had the judge and jury 
been able to place Porter’s life history “on the mitigating 
side of the scale,” and appropriately reduced the ballast on 
the aggravating side of the scale, there is clearly a reason­
able probability that the advisory jury—and the sentencing 
judge—“would have struck a different balance,” Wiggins, 
supra, at 537, and it is unreasonable to conclude otherwise. 

The Florida Supreme Court’s decision that Porter was not 
prejudiced by his counsel’s failure to conduct a thorough—or 
even cursory—investigation is unreasonable. The Florida 
Supreme Court either did not consider or unreasonably dis­
counted the mitigation evidence adduced in the postconvic­
tion hearing. Under Florida law, mental health evidence 
that does not rise to the level of establishing a statutory 
mitigating circumstance may nonetheless be considered by 
the sentencing judge and jury as mitigating. See, e. g., Hos-
kins v. State, 965 So. 2d 1, 17–18 (Fla. 2007) (per curiam). 
Indeed, the Constitution requires that “the sentencer in capi­
tal cases must be permitted to consider any relevant mitigat­
ing factor.” Eddings v. Oklahoma, 455 U. S. 104, 112 (1982). 
Yet neither the postconviction trial court nor the Florida Su­
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preme Court gave any consideration for the purpose of non-
statutory mitigation to Dr. Dee’s testimony regarding the ex­
istence of a brain abnormality and cognitive defects.7 While 
the State’s experts identified perceived problems with the 
tests that Dr. Dee used and the conclusions that he drew 
from them, it was not reasonable to discount entirely the 
effect that his testimony might have had on the jury or the 
sentencing judge. 

Furthermore, the Florida Supreme Court, following the 
state postconviction court, unreasonably discounted the evi­
dence of Porter’s childhood abuse and military service. It 
is unreasonable to discount to irrelevance the evidence of 
Porter’s abusive childhood, especially when that kind of his­
tory may have particular salience for a jury evaluating Por­
ter’s behavior in his relationship with Williams. It is also 
unreasonable to conclude that Porter’s military service 
would be reduced to “inconsequential proportions,” 788 
So. 2d, at 925, simply because the jury would also have 
learned that Porter went AWOL on more than one occasion. 
Our Nation has a long tradition of according leniency to vet­
erans in recognition of their service, especially for those who 
fought on the front lines as Porter did.8 Moreover, the rele­
vance of Porter’s extensive combat experience is not only 
that he served honorably under extreme hardship and grue­
some conditions, but also that the jury might find mitigating 

7 The Florida Supreme Court acknowledged that Porter had presented 
evidence of “statutory and nonstatutory mental mitigation,” 788 So. 2d, at 
921, but it did not consider Porter’s mental health evidence in its discus­
sion of nonstatutory mitigating evidence, id., at 924. 

8 See Abbott, The Civil War and the Crime Wave of 1865–70, 1 Soc. Serv. 
Rev. 212, 232–234 (1927) (discussing the movement to pardon or parole 
prisoners who were veterans of the Civil War); Rosenbaum, The Relation­
ship Between War and Crime in the United States, 30 J. Crim. L. & C. 
722, 733–734 (1940) (describing a 1922 study by the Wisconsin Board of 
Control that discussed the number of veterans imprisoned in the State 
and considered “the greater leniency that may be shown to ex-service men 
in court”). 
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the intense stress and mental and emotional toll that combat 
took on Porter.9 The evidence that he was AWOL is consist­
ent with this theory of mitigation and does not impeach or 
diminish the evidence of his service. To conclude otherwise 
reflects a failure to engage with what Porter actually went 
through in Korea. 

As the two dissenting justices in the Florida Supreme 
Court reasoned, “there exists too much mitigating evidence 
that was not presented to now be ignored.” Id., at 937 (An-
stead, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). Al­
though the burden is on petitioner to show he was prejudiced 
by his counsel’s deficiency, the Florida Supreme Court’s con­
clusion that Porter failed to meet this burden was an unrea­
sonable application of our clearly established law. We do 
not require a defendant to show “that counsel’s deficient con­
duct more likely than not altered the outcome” of his penalty 
proceeding, but rather that he establish “a probability suffi­
cient to undermine confidence in [that] outcome.” Strick­
land, 466 U. S., at 693–694. This Porter has done. 

The petition for certiorari is granted in part, and the mo­
tion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis is granted. The 
judgment of the Court of Appeals is reversed, and the case 
is remanded for further proceedings consistent with this 
opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

9 Cf. Cal. Penal Code Ann. § 1170.9(a) (West Supp. 2009) (providing a 
special hearing for a person convicted of a crime “who alleges that he or 
she committed the offense as a result of post-traumatic stress disorder, 
substance abuse, or psychological problems stemming from service in a 
combat theater in the United States military”); Minn. Stat. § 609.115, Subd. 
10 (2008) (providing for a special process at sentencing if the defendant is 
a veteran and has been diagnosed as having a mental illness by a quali­
fied psychiatrist). 
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MICHIGAN v. FISHER 

on petition for writ of certiorari to the court of 
appeals of michigan 

No. 09–91. Decided December 7, 2009 

Fisher was charged with assault with a dangerous weapon and possession 
of a firearm during the commission of a felony. Police responding to a 
domestic disturbance at respondent Fisher’s house found damaged prop­
erty and blood at the scene, observed Fisher screaming and throwing 
things inside the house, and saw that his hand was cut. When Fisher 
refused to open the door or tell officers whether he needed medical at­
tention, Officer Goolsby entered the house, where he found Fisher point­
ing a rifle at him. But the trial court suppressed Goolsby’s statement, 
ruling that the officer had violated the Fourth Amendment by entering 
the house without a warrant. The Michigan Court of Appeals affirmed. 

Held: Goolsby’s entry into the house was lawful under the emergency aid 
exception to the warrant requirement, which applies where officers have 
“an objectively reasonable basis for believing” that medical assistance 
is needed or persons are in danger. Brigham City v. Stuart, 547 U. S. 
398, 406. Here, it was reasonable to believe that Fisher had hurt him­
self and needed treatment or that he was about to hurt, or had already 
hurt, someone else. 

Certiorari granted; reversed and remanded. 

Per Curiam. 

Police officers responded to a complaint of a disturbance 
near Allen Road in Brownstown, Michigan.* Officer Chris­
topher Goolsby later testified that, as he and his partner ap­
proached the area, a couple directed them to a residence 
where a man was “going crazy.” Docket No. 276439, 2008 
WL 786515, *1 (Mich. App., Mar. 25, 2008) (per curiam) (al­
teration and internal quotation marks omitted). Upon their 
arrival, the officers found a household in considerable chaos: 
a pickup truck in the driveway with its front smashed, dam­
aged fenceposts along the side of the property, and three 

*We have taken the facts from the opinion of the Michigan Court of 
Appeals. Except where indicated, the parties do not dispute the facts. 
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broken house windows, the glass still on the ground outside. 
The officers also noticed blood on the hood of the pickup 
and on clothes inside of it, as well as on one of the doors 
to the house. (It is disputed whether they noticed this im­
mediately upon reaching the house, but undisputed that they 
noticed it before the allegedly unconstitutional entry.) 
Through a window, the officers could see respondent, Jeremy 
Fisher, inside the house, screaming and throwing things. 
The back door was locked, and a couch had been placed to 
block the front door. 

The officers knocked, but Fisher refused to answer. They 
saw that Fisher had a cut on his hand, and they asked him 
whether he needed medical attention. Fisher ignored these 
questions and demanded, with accompanying profanity, that 
the officers go to get a search warrant. Officer Goolsby then 
pushed the front door partway open and ventured into the 
house. Through the window of the open door he saw Fisher 
pointing a long gun at him. Officer Goolsby withdrew. 

Fisher was charged under Michigan law with assault with 
a dangerous weapon and possession of a firearm during the 
commission of a felony. The trial court concluded that Offi­
cer Goolsby violated the Fourth Amendment when he en­
tered Fisher’s house, and granted Fisher’s motion to sup­
press the evidence obtained as a result—that is, Officer 
Goolsby’s statement that Fisher pointed a rifle at him. The 
Michigan Court of Appeals initially remanded for an eviden­
tiary hearing, see Docket No. 256027, 2005 WL 3481454 (Dec. 
20, 2005) (per curiam), after which the trial court reinstated 
its order. The Court of Appeals then affirmed over a dis­
sent by Judge Talbot. See 2008 WL 786515, at *2; id., at 
*2–*5. The Michigan Supreme Court granted leave to ap­
peal, but, after hearing oral argument, it vacated its prior 
order and denied leave instead; three justices, however, 
would have taken the case and reversed on the ground that 
the Court of Appeals misapplied the Fourth Amendment. 
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See 483 Mich. 1007, 765 N. W. 2d 19 (2009). Because the 
decision of the Michigan Court of Appeals is indeed contrary 
to our Fourth Amendment case law, particularly Brigham 
City v. Stuart, 547 U. S. 398 (2006), we grant the State’s peti­
tion for certiorari and reverse. 

“[T]he ultimate touchstone of the Fourth Amendment,” we 
have often said, “is ‘reasonableness.’ ” Id., at 403. There­
fore, although “searches and seizures inside a home without 
a warrant are presumptively unreasonable,” Groh v. Rami­
rez, 540 U. S. 551, 559 (2004) (internal quotation marks omit­
ted), that presumption can be overcome. For example, “the 
exigencies of the situation [may] make the needs of law 
enforcement so compelling that the warrantless search is ob­
jectively reasonable.” Mincey v. Arizona, 437 U. S. 385, 
393–394 (1978) (internal quotation marks omitted). 

Brigham City identified one such exigency: “the need to 
assist persons who are seriously injured or threatened with 
such injury.” 547 U. S., at 403. Thus, law enforcement of­
ficers “may enter a home without a warrant to render emer­
gency assistance to an injured occupant or to protect an occu­
pant from imminent injury.” Ibid. This “emergency aid 
exception” does not depend on the officers’ subjective intent 
or the seriousness of any crime they are investigating when 
the emergency arises. Id., at 404–405. It requires only “an 
objectively reasonable basis for believing,” id., at 406, that 
“a person within [the house] is in need of immediate aid,” 
Mincey, supra, at 392. 

Brigham City illustrates the application of this standard. 
There, police officers responded to a noise complaint in the 
early hours of the morning. “As they approached the house, 
they could hear from within an altercation occurring, some 
kind of fight.” 547 U. S., at 406 (internal quotation marks 
omitted). Following the tumult to the back of the house 
whence it came, the officers saw juveniles drinking beer in 
the backyard and a fight unfolding in the kitchen. They 
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watched through the window as a juvenile broke free from 
the adults restraining him and punched another adult in the 
face, who recoiled to the sink, spitting blood. Ibid. Under 
these circumstances, we found it “plainly reasonable” for the 
officers to enter the house and quell the violence, for they 
had “an objectively reasonable basis for believing both that 
the injured adult might need help and that the violence in 
the kitchen was just beginning.” Ibid. 

A straightforward application of the emergency aid excep­
tion, as in Brigham City, dictates that the officer’s entry was 
reasonable. Just as in Brigham City, the police officers here 
were responding to a report of a disturbance. Just as in 
Brigham City, when they arrived on the scene they encoun­
tered a tumultuous situation in the house—and here they 
also found signs of a recent injury, perhaps from a car acci­
dent, outside. And just as in Brigham City, the officers 
could see violent behavior inside. Although Officer Goolsby 
and his partner did not see punches thrown, as did the offi­
cers in Brigham City, they did see Fisher screaming and 
throwing things. It would be objectively reasonable to be­
lieve that Fisher’s projectiles might have a human target 
(perhaps a spouse or a child), or that Fisher would hurt him­
self in the course of his rage. In short, we find it as plain 
here as we did in Brigham City that the officer’s entry was 
reasonable under the Fourth Amendment. 

The Michigan Court of Appeals, however, thought the situ­
ation “did not rise to a level of emergency justifying the war­
rantless intrusion into a residence.” 2008 WL 786515, at *2. 
Although the Court of Appeals conceded that “there was 
evidence an injured person was on the premises,” it found it 
significant that “the mere drops of blood did not signal a 
likely serious, life-threatening injury.” Ibid. The court 
added that the cut Officer Goolsby observed on Fisher’s hand 
“likely explained the trail of blood” and that Fisher “was 
very much on his feet and apparently able to see to his own 
needs.” Ibid. 
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Even a casual review of Brigham City reveals the flaw 
in this reasoning. Officers do not need ironclad proof of 
“a likely serious, life-threatening” injury to invoke the emer­
gency aid exception. The only injury police could confirm 
in Brigham City was the bloody lip they saw the juvenile 
inflict upon the adult. Fisher argues that the officers here 
could not have been motivated by a perceived need to pro­
vide medical assistance, since they never summoned emer­
gency medical personnel. This would have no bearing, of 
course, upon their need to ensure that Fisher was not endan­
gering someone else in the house. Moreover, even if the 
failure to summon medical personnel conclusively established 
that Goolsby did not subjectively believe, when he entered 
the house, that Fisher or someone else was seriously injured 
(which is doubtful), the test, as we have said, is not what 
Goolsby believed, but whether there was “an objectively rea­
sonable basis for believing” that medical assistance was 
needed, or persons were in danger, Brigham City, supra, at 
406; Mincey, supra, at 392. 

It was error for the Michigan Court of Appeals to replace 
that objective inquiry into appearances with its hindsight de­
termination that there was in fact no emergency. It does 
not meet the needs of law enforcement or the demands of 
public safety to require officers to walk away from a situation 
like the one they encountered here. Only when an apparent 
threat has become an actual harm can officers rule out innoc­
uous explanations for ominous circumstances. But “[t]he 
role of a peace officer includes preventing violence and re­
storing order, not simply rendering first aid to casualties.” 
Brigham City, supra, at 406. It sufficed to invoke the emer­
gency aid exception that it was reasonable to believe that 
Fisher had hurt himself (albeit nonfatally) and needed treat­
ment that in his rage he was unable to provide, or that 
Fisher was about to hurt, or had already hurt, someone else. 
The Michigan Court of Appeals required more than what the 
Fourth Amendment demands. 
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* * * 

The petition for certiorari is granted. The judgment of 
the Michigan Court of Appeals is reversed, and the case is 
remanded for further proceedings not inconsistent with this 
opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Stevens, with whom Justice Sotomayor joins, 
dissenting. 

On October 31, 2003, Jeremy Fisher pointed a rifle at Offi­
cer Christopher Goolsby when Goolsby attempted to force 
his way into Fisher’s home without a warrant. Fisher was 
charged with assault with a dangerous weapon and pos­
session of a dangerous weapon during the commission of a 
felony. The charges were dismissed after the trial judge 
granted a motion to suppress evidence of the assault because 
it was the product of Goolsby’s unlawful entry. In 2005 the 
Michigan Court of Appeals held that the trial court had erred 
because it had decided the suppression motion without con­
ducting a full evidentiary hearing. On remand, the trial 
court conducted such a hearing and again granted the motion 
to suppress. 

As a matter of Michigan law it is well settled that police 
officers may enter a home without a warrant “when they 
reasonably believe that a person within is in need of immedi­
ate aid.” People v. Davis, 442 Mich. 1, 25, 497 N. W. 2d 910, 
921 (1993). We have stated the rule in the same way under 
federal law, Mincey v. Arizona, 437 U. S. 385, 392 (1978), and 
have explained that a warrantless entry is justified by the 
“ ‘need to protect or preserve life or avoid serious injury,’ ” 
ibid. The State bears the burden of proof on that factual 
issue and relied entirely on the testimony of Officer Goolsby 
in its attempt to carry that burden. Since three years had 
passed, Goolsby was not sure about certain facts—such as 
whether Fisher had a cut on his hand—but he did remember 
that Fisher repeatedly swore at the officers and told them to 
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get a warrant, and that Fisher was screaming and throwing 
things. Goolsby also testified that he saw “mere drops” of 
blood outside Fisher’s home, No. 276439, 2008 WL 786515, 
*2 (Mich. App., Mar. 25, 2008) (per curiam) (summarizing 
Goolsby’s testimony), and that he did not ask whether anyone 
else was inside. Goolsby did not testify that he had any rea­
son to believe that anyone else was in the house. Thus, the 
factual question was whether Goolsby had “an objectively 
reasonable basis for believing that [Fisher was] seriously in­
jured or imminently threatened with such injury.” Brig­
ham City v. Stuart, 547 U. S. 398, 400 (2006). 

After hearing the testimony, the trial judge was “even 
more convinced” that the entry was unlawful. Tr. 29 (Dec. 
19, 2006). He noted the issue was “whether or not there 
was a reasonable basis to [enter the house] or whether 
[Goolsby] was just acting on some possibilities,” id., at 22, 
and evidently found the record supported the latter rather 
than the former. He found the police decision to leave the 
scene and not return for several hours—without resolving 
any potentially dangerous situation and without calling for 
medical assistance—inconsistent with a reasonable belief 
that Fisher was in need of immediate aid. In sum, the one 
judge who heard Officer Goolsby’s testimony was not per­
suaded that Goolsby had an objectively reasonable basis for 
believing that entering Fisher’s home was necessary to avoid 
serious injury. 

The Michigan Court of Appeals affirmed, concluding that 
the State had not met its burden. Perhaps because one 
judge dissented, the Michigan Supreme Court initially 
granted an application for leave to appeal. After consider­
ing briefs and oral argument, however, the majority of that 
Court vacated its earlier order because it was “no longer 
persuaded that the questions presented should be reviewed 
by this Court.” 483 Mich. 1007, 765 N. W. 2d 19 (2009). 

Today, without having heard Officer Goolsby’s testimony, 
this Court decides that the trial judge got it wrong. I am 
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not persuaded that he did, but even if we make that assump­
tion, it is hard to see how the Court is justified in micro­
managing the day-to-day business of state tribunals making 
fact-intensive decisions of this kind. We ought not usurp 
the role of the factfinder when faced with a close ques­
tion of the reasonableness of an officer’s actions, particularly 
in a case tried in a state court. I therefore respectfully 
dissent. 
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BEARD, SECRETARY, PENNSYLVANIA DEPART­
MENT OF CORRECTIONS, et al.  v. KINDLER
 

certiorari to the united states court of appeals for 
the third circuit 

No. 08–992. Argued November 2, 2009—Decided December 8, 2009 

Respondent Kindler was convicted of capital murder in Pennsylvania state 
court, and the jury recommended a death sentence. Kindler filed post-
verdict motions challenging his conviction and sentence, but before the 
trial court could consider the motions or the jury’s death recommenda­
tion, Kindler escaped and fled to Canada. The state trial court subse­
quently dismissed Kindler’s postverdict motions because of his escape. 
Canadian authorities ultimately captured Kindler and held him in jail 
pending extradition. But before Kindler could be transferred from Ca­
nadian custody, he escaped again, this time remaining at large for more 
than two years. He was eventually recaptured and transferred to the 
United States. Once back in this country, Kindler sought to reinstate 
his postverdict motions, but the trial court denied relief, holding that 
the judge who had dismissed the motions had not abused his discretion 
under Pennsylvania’s fugitive forfeiture law. Kindler argued on direct 
appeal that the trial court erred in declining to address the merits of 
his postverdict motions, but the Pennsylvania Supreme Court affirmed. 
Kindler’s claims were rejected on state habeas, and he sought federal 
habeas relief. Under the adequate state ground doctrine, a federal ha­
beas court will not review a claim rejected by a state court “if the 
decision of [the state] court rests on a state law ground that is independ­
ent of the federal question and adequate to support the judgment.” 
Coleman v. Thompson, 501 U. S. 722, 729. The District Court nonethe­
less granted Kindler’s habeas petition, determining that the state fugi­
tive forfeiture rule did not provide an adequate basis to bar federal 
review of Kindler’s habeas claims. The Third Circuit affirmed, and the 
Commonwealth petitioned for certiorari. It argued that the Third Cir­
cuit had held the state fugitive forfeiture rule automatically inadequate 
because the state courts had discretion in applying it, and the Common­
wealth sought review of that holding. The Court granted that petition. 

Held: A state procedural rule is not automatically “inadequate” under the 
adequate state ground doctrine—and therefore unenforceable on federal 
habeas review—because the state rule is discretionary rather than man­
datory. The question whether a state procedural ruling is adequate is 
itself a question of federal law. Lee v. Kemna, 534 U. S. 362, 375. This 
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Court has framed the adequacy inquiry by asking whether the state 
rule was “firmly established and regularly followed.” Id., at 376. A 
discretionary state procedural rule can serve as an adequate ground to 
bar federal habeas review even if the appropriate exercise of discretion 
may permit consideration of a federal claim in some cases but not others. 
A contrary holding would pose an unnecessary dilemma for the 
States: They could preserve flexibility by granting courts discretion to 
excuse procedural errors, but only at the cost of undermining the finality 
of state court judgments. Or States could preserve the finality of their 
judgments by withholding such discretion, but only at the cost of pre­
cluding any flexibility in applying the rules. If forced to choose, many 
States would opt for mandatory rules to avoid the high costs of plenary 
federal review. That would be unfortunate in many cases, as discre­
tionary rules are often desirable. The federal system, for example, 
often grants the trial judge broad discretion when his ringside perspec­
tive at the main event offers him a comparative advantage in decision-
making. The States have followed suit. Given the federalism and 
comity concerns motivating the adequate state ground doctrine in the 
habeas context, see Coleman, supra, at 730, this Court should not disre­
gard discretionary state procedural rules that are in place in nearly 
every State and are substantially similar to those given full force 
in federal courts. Cf. Francis v. Henderson, 425 U. S. 536, 541–542. 
Pp. 60–63. 

542 F. 3d 70, vacated and remanded. 

Roberts, C. J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which all other 
Members joined, except Alito, J., who took no part in the consideration 
or decision of the case. Kennedy, J., filed a concurring opinion, in which 
Thomas, J., joined, post, p. 63. 

Ronald Eisenberg argued the cause for petitioners. With 
him on the briefs were Thomas W. Dolgenos and Lynne 
Abraham. 

Matthew C. Lawry  argued the cause for respondent. 
With him on the brief were Leigh Skipper, Jennifer L. Giv­
ens, and Billy H. Nolas.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for the State of Cali­
fornia et al. by Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Attorney General of California, 
Dane R. Gillette, Chief Assistant Attorney General, and Donald E. 
de Nicola, Deputy State Solicitor General, by Kevin T. Kane, Chief State’s 
Attorney of Connecticut, by Richard S. Gebelein, Chief Deputy Attorney 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 53 (2009) 55 

Opinion of the Court 

Chief Justice Roberts delivered the opinion of the 
Court. 

A federal habeas court will not review a claim rejected by 
a state court “if the decision of [the state] court rests on a 
state law ground that is independent of the federal ques­
tion and adequate to support the judgment.” Coleman v. 
Thompson, 501 U. S. 722, 729 (1991). We granted certiorari 
to decide the following question: “Is a state procedural rule 
automatically ‘inadequate’ under the adequate-state-grounds 
doctrine—and therefore unenforceable on federal habeas cor­
pus review—because the state rule is discretionary rather 
than mandatory?” Pet. for Cert. i. Petitioners argue the 
correct answer is “no.” At oral argument, respondent—con­
sistent with his position below—expressly agreed. We do 
too, and accordingly vacate the judgment of the Court of 
Appeals. 

I 

In 1982, Joseph Kindler, along with Scott Shaw and David 
Bernstein, burglarized a music store in Bucks County, Penn­
sylvania. Police stopped the getaway car and arrested 
Shaw and Bernstein. In a harbinger of things to come, Kin­
dler escaped. Commonwealth v. Kindler, 536 Pa. 228, 236, 
639 A. 2d 1, 5, cert. denied, 513 U. S. 933 (1994). 

General of Delaware, by Orville B. Fitch II, Deputy Attorney General of 
New Hampshire, and by the Attorneys General for their respective States 
as follows: Terry Goddard of Arizona, John W. Suthers of Colorado, Bill 
McCollum of Florida, Lawrence G. Wasden of Idaho, Gregory F. Zoeller 
of Indiana, James D. “Buddy” Caldwell of Louisiana, Lori Swanson of 
Minnesota, Jim Hood of Mississippi, Chris Koster of Missouri, Jon Bru­
ning of Nebraska, Gary K. King of New Mexico, Richard Cordray of Ohio, 
W. A. Drew Edmondson of Oklahoma, John R. Kroger of Oregon, Thomas 
W. Corbett, Jr., of Pennsylvania, Henry D. McMaster of South Carolina, 
Robert E. Cooper, Jr., of Tennessee, Mark L. Shurtleff of Utah, William 
C. Mims of Virginia, Robert M. McKenna of Washington, Darrell V. Mc­
Graw, Jr., of West Virginia, and J. B. Van Hollen of Wisconsin; and for the 
Criminal Justice Legal Foundation by Kent S. Scheidegger. 
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Police later arrested Kindler and charged him with bur­
glary. He was released on bail. Bernstein agreed to testify 
against Kindler, but Kindler had other plans. At about 2:30 
a.m. on July 25, 1982, Kindler and Shaw attacked Bernstein 
outside his apartment. Kindler beat Bernstein with a base­
ball bat approximately 20 times, and Shaw shocked Bern­
stein 5 times with an electric prod. Bernstein at that point 
was still alive but unable to move, and Kindler and Shaw 
dragged their victim to their nearby car, loaded him in the 
trunk, and drove to the Delaware River. At the river, Kin­
dler tied a cinder block around Bernstein’s neck and dumped 
him in the water. A forensic examiner later determined 
that Bernstein died of drowning and massive head injuries. 
536 Pa., at 236–239, 639 A. 2d, at 5–6. 

Kindler was brought to trial and convicted of capital mur­
der. The jury recommended a death sentence, and Kindler 
filed postverdict motions. Id., at 230–231, 639 A. 2d, at 2. 

But on September 19, 1984, before the trial court could 
consider the motions or the jury’s death recommendation, 
Kindler escaped. Ibid. In an organized effort to saw 
through the external prison bars with smuggled tools, Kin­
dler broke out of the maximum-security wing of the prison 
and headed for Canada. See Commonwealth v. Kindler, 554 
Pa. 513, 517–518, and n. 4, 722 A. 2d 143, 145, and n. 4 (1998). 

Kindler remained a fugitive in Canada until April 26, 1985, 
when he was arrested in Quebec for separate burglary of­
fenses. The United States sought Kindler’s return, but an 
extradition treaty allowed Canada to refuse to hand over 
anyone likely to face execution. See Kindler v. Can­
ada (Minister of Justice), [1991] 2 S. C. R. 779, 84 D. L. R. 
(4th) 438. 

Kindler turned into something of a local celebrity. He 
even appeared on Canadian television, explaining, among 
other things, how he had escaped and why he chose Canada: 
“I knew there was no death penalty here.” CTV National 
News: Joseph Kindler’s Fate Unresolved (Canadian televi­
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sion broadcast Sept. 22, 1985) (videos available in Clerk of 
Court’s case file). Canadian authorities ultimately acqui­
esced to overtures from the United States and agreed to ex­
tradite Kindler. Kindler, 536 Pa., at 231, 639 A. 2d, at 2. 

But before Kindler could be transferred from Canadian 
custody, he escaped again. On the night of October 23, 1986, 
Kindler broke through a skylight on the 13th floor of the jail 
(his fellow inmates had hoisted him up to the skylight 15 feet 
above the floor) and escaped to the roof, where he stood 175 
feet above ground. Armed with 13 stories’ worth of bed­
sheets tied together, Kindler safely rappelled down the side 
of the jail. (A fellow escapee was not as lucky—the sheets 
ripped on his way down, causing him to fall 50 feet to his 
death.) Kindler, 554 Pa., at 517–519, 722 A. 2d, at 145. 

This time, Kindler remained on the lam for nearly two 
years, until he was featured on the popular television show, 
“America’s Most Wanted.” Characterizing Kindler as “an 
above average criminal” and “a chess player who under­
stands when to make his move,” the show asked viewers for 
information to help capture him. America’s Most Wanted, 
Sept. 4, 1988, Season 1, Episode 30, at 10:01. Several view­
ers recognized Kindler and notified Canadian authorities, 
who arrested him in September 1988. 554 Pa., at 519, 722 
A. 2d, at 145. 

Kindler again fought extradition. On September 16, 1991, 
after three years of litigation, the Supreme Court of Canada 
rejected Kindler’s efforts. See Kindler, [1991] 2 S. C. R. 
779, 84 D. L. R. (4th) 438. That same day, Canadian officials 
extradited Kindler to the United States. Kindler v. Horn, 
291 F. Supp. 2d 323, 334 (ED Pa. 2003). 

In the meantime, in 1984, the Pennsylvania trial court had 
dismissed Kindler’s postverdict motions because of his origi­
nal escape. Once back in the United States, Kindler filed a 
motion to reinstate those challenges to his conviction and 
sentence. The trial court denied the reinstatement motion, 
holding that the trial court judge who had dismissed the 
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postverdict motions in 1984 had not abused his discretion. 
In October 1991—more than seven years after the jury’s 
death recommendation—the court formally imposed the 
death sentence. Commonwealth v. Kindler, No. 2747 etc. 
(Ct. Common Pleas, Feb. 28, 1992), App. 66–70. 

Kindler appealed, arguing that the trial court erred in de­
clining to address the merits of his postverdict motions. 
The Pennsylvania Supreme Court affirmed. Kindler, 536 
Pa., at 232–234, 639 A. 2d, at 3. That court recognized that 
“trial courts, when faced with a defendant in fugitive status, 
. . . have every right to fashion an appropriate response[,] 
which can include the dismissal of pending post-verdict mo­
tions.” Id., at 233, 639 A. 2d, at 3. The court then deter­
mined that the trial court’s decision to dismiss Kindler’s 
claims fell within its authority: The “dismiss[al] [of] the 
post-verdict motions was a reasonable response to Appel­
lant’s ‘flouting’ of the authority of the court.” Id., at 233– 
234, 639 A. 2d, at 3. Under Pennsylvania’s fugitive forfeit­
ure law, the court concluded, Kindler’s case therefore came 
to it “without any allegations of error (direct or collateral) 
preserved.” Id., at 234, 639 A. 2d, at 4. 

The Pennsylvania Supreme Court nonetheless conducted 
the “limited review” mandated for death sentences under 
Pennsylvania law. Under that review, the court was re­
quired to confirm that the evidence was sufficient to support 
the conviction of first-degree murder and at least one aggra­
vating factor, and that the sentence was not excessive, dis­
proportionate, or the product of passion or prejudice. Id., 
at 234–235, 639 A. 2d, at 4. Satisfied that Kindler’s convic­
tion met these standards, the court affirmed his conviction 
and sentence. We denied certiorari. Kindler v. Pennsyl­
vania, 513 U. S. 933 (1994). 

On state habeas, the Court of Common Pleas rejected 
Kindler’s claims. That court held that the Pennsylvania Su­
preme Court had already ruled that Kindler’s escape for­
feited all claims challenging his conviction and sentence that 
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Kindler may once have been entitled to bring. Common­
wealth v. Kindler, No. 2747 etc. (July 23, 1997), App. 183, 
187–188. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court affirmed. 
Kindler, 554 Pa., at 514, 722 A. 2d, at 143. 

Kindler then sought federal habeas relief. The District 
Court determined that the fugitive forfeiture rule did not 
provide an adequate basis to bar federal review of Kindler’s 
habeas claims. 291 F. Supp. 2d, at 340–343. The District 
Court then proceeded to address the merits, granting Kin­
dler’s petition on the grounds that he was sentenced based 
on jury instructions that were unconstitutional under Mills 
v. Maryland, 486 U. S. 367 (1988), and that the prosecutor 
improperly introduced an aggravating factor at sentencing. 
291 F. Supp. 2d, at 346–351, 357–358. The court rejected 
Kindler’s ineffective assistance of counsel claim. Id., at 356. 

The Third Circuit affirmed. That court began by recog­
nizing that “[a] procedural rule that is consistently applied 
in the vast majority of cases is adequate to bar federal ha­
beas review even if state courts are willing to occasionally 
overlook it and review the merits of a claim for relief where 
the rule would otherwise apply.” Kindler v. Horn, 542 F. 3d 
70, 79 (2008). The Court of Appeals then considered the 
Pennsylvania fugitive forfeiture rule in place at the time of 
Kindler’s first escape: “Pennsylvania courts had discretion to 
hear an appeal filed by a fugitive who had been returned 
to custody before an appeal was initiated or dismissed. . . .  
Accordingly, the fugitive forfeiture rule was not ‘firmly es­
tablished’ and therefore was not an independent and ade­
quate procedural rule sufficient to bar review of the merits 
of a habeas petitio[n] in federal court.” Ibid. (citing Doctor 
v. Walters, 96 F. 3d 675, 684–686 (CA3 1996)). The court 
thus determined that “the state trial court still had discre­
tion to reinstate his post-verdict motions. Accordingly, we 
conclude that, under Doctor, Pennsylvania’s fugitive waiver 
law did not preclude the district court from reviewing the 
merits of the claims raised in Kindler’s habeas petition.” 
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542 F. 3d, at 80. Turning to the merits, the Court of Ap­
peals disagreed with the District Court on the improper ag­
gravating factor claim, but held that Kindler was entitled to 
relief based on his Mills and ineffective assistance of counsel 
claims. 542 F. 3d, at 80–87. 

The Commonwealth petitioned for certiorari, arguing that 
the Court of Appeals’ determination that state discretionary 
rules are automatically inadequate conflicted with the hold­
ings of other Courts of Appeals and warranted this Court’s 
review. Pet. for Cert. 6–11. Kindler countered that the 
Commonwealth had mischaracterized the Third Circuit’s 
holding. Relying on the court’s citation of the Doctor opin­
ion, Kindler argued that the Third Circuit did not hold 
that discretionary state rules are automatically inadequate; 
rather the court determined that the state courts applied 
“a new and different rule from that in existence at the time 
of the alleged default.” Brief in Opposition 3. It was that 
new rule, Kindler maintained, that the Third Circuit found 
inadequate. Ibid. 

We granted the Commonwealth’s petition for certiorari. 
556 U. S. 1234 (2009). That petition asks us to decide 
whether discretionary procedural rulings are automatically 
inadequate to bar federal court review on habeas. 

II 

The question whether a state procedural ruling is ade­
quate is itself a question of federal law. Lee v. Kemna, 534 
U. S. 362, 375 (2002). We have framed the adequacy inquiry 
by asking whether the state rule in question was “ ‘firmly 
established and regularly followed.’ ” Id., at 376 (quoting 
James v. Kentucky, 466 U. S. 341, 348 (1984)). 

We hold that a discretionary state procedural rule can 
serve as an adequate ground to bar federal habeas review. 
Nothing inherent in such a rule renders it inadequate for 
purposes of the adequate state ground doctrine. To the 
contrary, a discretionary rule can be “firmly established” 
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and “regularly followed”—even if the appropriate exercise 
of discretion may permit consideration of a federal claim in 
some cases but not others. See Meltzer, State Court For­
feitures of Federal Rights, 99 Harv. L. Rev. 1128, 1140 (1986) 
(“[R]efusals to exercise discretion do not form an important 
independent category under the inadequate state ground 
doctrine”). 

A contrary holding would pose an unnecessary dilemma 
for the States: States could preserve flexibility by granting 
courts discretion to excuse procedural errors, but only at the 
cost of undermining the finality of state court judgments. 
Or States could preserve the finality of their judgments by 
withholding such discretion, but only at the cost of preclud­
ing any flexibility in applying the rules. 

We are told that, if forced to choose, many States would 
opt for mandatory rules to avoid the high costs that come 
with plenary federal review. See, e. g., Brief for State of 
California et al. as Amici Curiae 19; Brief for Criminal Jus­
tice Legal Foundation as Amicus Curiae 14. That would be 
unfortunate in many cases, as discretionary rules are often 
desirable. In some circumstances, for example, the factors 
facing trial courts “are so numerous, variable and subtle that 
the fashioning of rigid rules would be more likely to impair 
[the trial judge’s] ability to deal fairly with a particular prob­
lem than to lead to a just result.” United States v. McCoy, 
517 F. 2d 41, 44 (CA7) (Stevens, J.), cert. denied, 423 U. S. 
895 (1975); see also Friendly, Indiscretion About Discretion, 
31 Emory L. J. 747, 760–761 (1982). The result would be 
particularly unfortunate for criminal defendants, who would 
lose the opportunity to argue that a procedural default 
should be excused through the exercise of judicial discretion. 
See Henry v. Mississippi, 379 U. S. 443, 463, n. 3 (1965) (Har­
lan, J., dissenting) (“If, in order to insulate its decisions from 
reversal by this Court, a state court must strip itself of the 
discretionary power to differentiate between different sets 
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of circumstances, the [adequate state ground] rule operates 
in a most perverse way”). 

It is perhaps unsurprising, then, that the federal system 
often grants broad discretion to the trial judge when his 
ringside perspective at the “ ‘main event’ ” offers him a 
comparative advantage in decisionmaking. Wainwright v. 
Sykes, 433 U. S. 72, 90 (1977); cf. United States v. Poynter, 
495 F. 3d 349, 351–352 (CA6 2007). The States seem to 
value discretionary rules as much as the Federal Govern­
ment does. See Brief for State of California et al. as Amici 
Curiae 16–17 (citing various state discretionary procedural 
rules). In light of the federalism and comity concerns that 
motivate the adequate state ground doctrine in the habeas 
context, see Coleman, 501 U. S., at 730, it would seem partic­
ularly strange to disregard state procedural rules that are 
substantially similar to those to which we give full force in 
our own courts. Cf. Francis v. Henderson, 425 U. S. 536, 
541–542 (1976). Even stranger to do so with respect to rules 
in place in nearly every State, and all at one fell swoop. 

We take our holding in this case to be uncontroversial—so 
uncontroversial, in fact, that both parties agreed to the point 
before this Court. See Tr. of Oral Arg. 29–31. Rather than 
defending the question on which we granted certiorari— 
whether discretionary rules are automatically inadequate— 
Kindler argues that the Pennsylvania courts did not apply 
a discretionary rule at all, but instead applied a new rule 
mandating dismissal. Such a mandatory dismissal, Kindler 
contends, constituted a break from past discretionary prac­
tice, and thus does not provide an adequate state ground to 
bar his federal claims. We leave it to the Court of Appeals 
to address that argument, and any others Kindler may have 
preserved, on remand. 

For its part, the Commonwealth urges us not only to reject 
a per se rule about discretionary rulings, but also to under­
take “[a] new effort to state a standard for inadequacy.” 
Brief for Petitioners 25. Amici supporting the Common­
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wealth join in that request. See Brief for Criminal Justice 
Legal Foundation as Amicus Curiae 6–10. We decline that 
invitation as well. The procedural default at issue here— 
escape from prison—is hardly a typical procedural default, 
making this case an unsuitable vehicle for providing broad 
guidance on the adequate state ground doctrine. 

If our holding in this case is narrow, it is because the ques­
tion we granted certiorari to decide is narrow. Answering 
that question is sufficient unto the day. 

The judgment of the Court of Appeals for the Third Cir­
cuit is vacated, and the case is remanded for further proceed­
ings consistent with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or deci­
sion of this case. 

Justice Kennedy, with whom Justice Thomas joins, 
concurring. 

Due consideration of the phrasing in the question pre­
sented and of the arguments and concessions by counsel 
leads to the conclusion that this case should be vacated and 
remanded, and I join the Court’s opinion. The apparent dif­
ficulty the Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit found in 
accepting the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania’s procedural 
bar conclusion, however, invites this further comment. 

The adequate state ground doctrine cannot be applied 
without consideration of the purposes it is designed to serve. 
By refraining from deciding cases that rest on an adequate 
and independent state ground, federal courts show proper 
respect for state courts and avoid rendering advisory opin­
ions. Michigan v. Long, 463 U. S. 1032, 1040 (1983). The 
claimed adequate and independent state ground at issue in 
this case is a state procedural rule. We have not allowed 
state courts to bar review of federal claims by invoking new 
procedural rules without adequate notice to litigants who, in 
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asserting their federal rights, have in good faith complied 
with existing state procedural law. “Novelty in procedural 
requirements cannot be permitted to thwart review in this 
Court applied for by those who, in justified reliance upon 
prior decisions, seek vindication in state courts of their fed­
eral constitutional rights.” NAACP v. Alabama ex rel. 
Patterson, 357 U. S. 449, 457–458 (1958). We have also been 
mindful of the danger that novel state procedural require­
ments will be imposed for the purpose of evading compliance 
with a federal standard. See, e. g., NAACP v. Alabama ex 
rel. Flowers, 377 U. S. 288, 293–302 (1964). 

Neither of these concerns applies here. First, no one 
could seriously entertain the notion that Kindler acted in 
“justified reliance” when he fled beyond the jurisdiction of 
the Pennsylvania courts. Even if a hypothetical escapee 
studiously examined the case law before making an informed 
decision that flight was worth it, that is not the reliance the 
law should be required to consider. There is no justification 
for an unlawful escape, which “operates as an affront to the 
dignity of [a] court’s proceedings.” Ortega-Rodriguez v. 
United States, 507 U. S. 234, 246 (1993). And if some prior 
court rulings allowed a former escapee to reinstate forfeited 
claims, there is no convincing reason to say a future escapee 
is entitled to similar treatment. Nor is there any indication 
that the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania adopted its forfeit­
ure rule out of any hostility toward legitimate constitu­
tional claims. 

It is most doubtful that, in light of its underlying purposes, 
the adequate state ground doctrine ought to prevent a State 
from adopting, and enforcing, a sensible rule that the escaped 
felon forfeits any pending postverdict motions. The law is 
entitled to protect the regularity and predictability of its 
own processes, and its own interest in the prompt adjudica­
tion of disputed issues, by imposing a rule of waiver quite 
without regard to some notion of express or constructive 
reliance by the one who escapes. And if that principle had 
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not been fully explicated in prior decisions, it seems to me 
that the State can establish a new baseline without later hav­
ing its procedural bar ignored by the federal courts. This 
should be true even if the principles barring the postverdict 
motions are first elaborated in the instant case. 

The process of elaborating, defining, and then shaping a 
State’s decisional law after considering the competing argu­
ments in a specific case rests on this premise: Novel facts 
and circumstances may disclose principles that, while con­
sistent with the logic and rationality the law seeks and in 
that sense predictable, still have not yet been defined with 
precision in earlier cases. This is the dynamic of the case 
system we rely upon to explain the law. 

The adequate state ground doctrine ought not to foreclose 
the case process in the separate States. A too-rigorous or 
demanding insistence that procedural requirements be es­
tablished in all of their detail before they can be given effect 
in federal court would deprive the States of the case law 
decisional dynamic that the Judiciary of the United States 
finds necessary and appropriate for the elaboration of its own 
procedural rules. See, e. g., Smith v. United States, 94 U. S. 
97 (1876). Save where there is exclusive jurisdiction or fed­
eral supremacy, a proper constitutional balance ought not 
give federal courts latitude in the interpretation and elabora­
tion of its law that it then withholds from the States. There 
is no sense in applying the adequate state ground rule with­
out its being informed by these principles. 

Whether the structure of this case either permits or re­
quires consideration of these matters is not clear at this 
stage. In a proper case, however, these concerns should be 
addressed. It seems most doubtful that this Court can or 
should require federal courts to disregard a state procedural 
ground that was not in all respects explicit before the case 
when it was first announced, absent a showing of a purpose 
or pattern to evade constitutional guarantees. And this is 
particularly so when the state procedural requirement arose 
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from the necessity, in new circumstances, to prevent a trav­
esty of the State’s own respected system. In this context, 
the objecting party ought not to have the power to block 
federal courts from honoring state-law determinations that 
were otherwise valid, enforceable, and consistent with con­
stitutional guarantees. 
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UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD CO. v. BROTHERHOOD
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GENERAL COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT,
 
CENTRAL REGION
 

certiorari to the united states court of appeals for 
the seventh circuit 

No. 08–604. Argued October 7, 2009—Decided December 8, 2009 

The Railway Labor Act (RLA or Act) was enacted to promote peaceful 
and efficient resolution of labor disputes. As amended, the Act man­
dates arbitration of “minor disputes” before panels composed of two 
representatives of labor and two of industry, with a neutral referee as 
tiebreaker. Union Pacific R. Co. v. Price, 360 U. S. 601, 610–613. To 
supply arbitrators, Congress established the National Railroad Adjust­
ment Board (NRAB or Board), a board of 34 private persons represent­
ing labor and industry in equal numbers. 45 U. S. C. § 153 First (a). 
Before resorting to arbitration, employees and carriers must exhaust 
the grievance procedures in their collective-bargaining agreement 
(hereinafter CBA), see § 153 First (i), a stage known as “on-property” 
proceedings. As a final prearbitration step, the parties must attempt 
settlement “in conference” between representatives of the carrier and 
the grievant-employee. § 152 Second, Sixth. The RLA contains in­
structions concerning the place and time of conferences, but does not 
“supersede the provisions of any agreement (as to conferences) . . . be­
tween the parties,” § 152 Sixth; in common practice the conference may 
be as informal as a telephone conversation. If the parties fail to achieve 
resolution, either may refer the matter to the NRAB. § 153 First (i). 
Submissions to the Board must include “a full statement of the facts and 
all supporting data bearing upon the disputes.” Ibid. Parties may 
seek court review of an NRAB panel order on one or more stated 
grounds: “failure . . . to comply with the requirements of [the RLA], . . . 
failure of the order to conform, or confine itself, to matters within the 
scope of the division’s jurisdiction, or . . . fraud or corruption by a mem­
ber of the division making the order.” § 153 First (q). Courts of Ap­
peals have divided on whether, in addition to the statutory grounds 
for judicial review stated in § 153 First (q), courts may review NRAB 
proceedings for due process violations. 

After petitioner Union Pacific Railroad Co. (hereinafter Carrier) 
charged five of its employees with disciplinary violations, their union 
(hereinafter Union) initiated grievance proceedings pursuant to the 
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CBA. The Union asserts that the parties conferenced all five disputes 
and the Carrier concedes that they conferenced at least two. Dissatis­
fied with the outcome of the on-property proceedings, the Union sought 
arbitration before the NRAB’s First Division. Both parties filed sub­
missions in the five cases, but neither mentioned conferencing as a dis­
puted matter. Yet, in each case, both parties necessarily knew whether 
the Union and the Carrier had conferred; and the Board’s governing 
rule, published in Circular One, which prescribes Board procedures, in­
structs carriers and employees to “set forth all relevant, argumentative 
facts,” 29 CFR § 301.5(d), (e). Just prior to the hearing, one of the arbi­
tration panel’s industry representatives objected, sua sponte, that the 
on-property record included no proof of conferencing. The Carrier 
thereafter embraced that objection. The referee allowed the Union to 
submit evidence of conferencing. The Union did so, but it maintained 
that the proof-of-conferencing issue was untimely raised, indeed for­
feited, as the Carrier had not objected before the date set for argument. 
The panel, in five identical decisions, dismissed the petitions for want of 
jurisdiction. The record could not be supplemented to meet the no­
proof-of-conferencing objection, the panel reasoned, for as an appellate 
tribunal, the panel was not empowered to consider de novo evidence and 
arguments. The Union sought review in the Federal District Court, 
which affirmed the Board’s decision. On appeal, the Seventh Circuit 
observed that the “single question” at issue was whether written docu­
mentation of the conference in the on-property record was a necessary 
prerequisite to NRAB arbitration, and determined that there was no 
such prerequisite in the statute or rules. But instead of resting its 
decision on the Union’s primary, statute-based argument—that the 
panel erred in ruling that it lacked jurisdiction over the cases—it re­
versed on the ground that the NRAB’s proceedings were incompatible 
with due process. 

Held: 
1. The Seventh Circuit erred in resolving the Union’s appeal under a 

constitutional, rather than a statutory, headline. This Court granted 
certiorari to address whether NRAB orders may be set aside for failure 
to comply with due process notwithstanding § 153 First (q)’s limited 
grounds for review. But so long as a respondent does not “seek to 
modify the judgment below,” true here, the respondent may “rely upon 
any matter appearing in the record in support of the judgment.” Blum 
v. Bacon, 457 U. S. 132, 137, n. 5. The Seventh Circuit understood that 
the Union had pressed “statutory and constitutional” arguments, but 
observed that both arguments homed in on a “single question”: Is writ­
ten documentation of the conference in the on-property record a neces­
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sary prerequisite to NRAB arbitration? Answering this “single ques­
tion” in the negative, the Seventh Circuit effectively resolved the 
Union’s core complaint. Because nothing in the Act elevates to jurisdic­
tional status the obligation to conference minor disputes or to prove 
conferencing, a negative answer to the “single question” leaves no doubt 
about the Union’s entitlement, in accord with § 153 First (q), to vacation 
of the Board’s orders. Given this statutory ground for relief, there is 
no due process issue alive in this case, and no warrant to answer a 
question that may be consequential in another case. Nevertheless, the 
grant of certiorari here enables this Court to reduce confusion, clouding 
court as well as Board decisions, over matters properly typed “jurisdic­
tional.” Pp. 79–81. 

2. Congress authorized the Board to prescribe rules for presenting 
and processing claims, § 153 First (v), but Congress alone controls the 
Board’s jurisdiction. By refusing to adjudicate the instant cases on the 
false premise that it lacked “jurisdiction” to hear them, the NRAB panel 
failed “to conform, or confine itself, to matters [Congress placed] within 
the scope of [NRAB] jurisdiction,” § 153 First (q). Pp. 81–86. 

(a) Not all mandatory “prescriptions, however emphatic, ‘are . . . 
properly typed “jurisdictional.” ’ ” Arbaugh v. Y &  H Corp.,  546 U. S. 
500, 510. Subject-matter jurisdiction properly comprehended refers to 
a tribunal’s “ ‘power to hear a case,’ ” and “ ‘can never be forfeited or 
waived.’ ” Id., at 514. In contrast, a “claim-processing rule” does not 
reduce a tribunal’s adjudicatory domain and is ordinarily “forfeited if the 
party asserting the rule waits too long to raise the point.” Kontrick v. 
Ryan, 540 U. S. 443, 456. For example, this Court has held nonjurisdic­
tional and forfeitable the provision in Title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 requiring complainants to file a timely discrimination charge 
with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) before 
proceeding to court, Zipes v. Trans World Airlines, Inc., 455 U. S. 385, 
393. In contrast, the Court has reaffirmed the jurisdictional character 
of 28 U. S. C. § 2107(a)’s time limitation for filing a notice of appeal. 
Bowles v. Russell, 551 U. S. 205, 209–211. Here, the requirement that 
parties to minor disputes, as a last chance prearbitration, attempt settle­
ment “in conference” is imposed on carriers and grievants alike, but 
satisfaction of that obligation does not condition the Board’s adjudica­
tory authority, which extends to “all disputes between carriers and their 
employees ‘growing out of grievances or out of the interpretation or 
application of agreements concerning rates of pay, rules, or working 
conditions . . . ,’ ” Slocum v. Delaware, L. & W. R. Co., 339 U. S. 239, 240 
(quoting § 153 First (i)). When a CBA’s grievance procedure has not 
been followed, resort to the Board would ordinarily be objectionable as 
premature, but the conference requirement is independent of the CBA 
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process. Rooted in § 152, the RLA’s “[g]eneral duties” section, and not 
moored to the NRAB’s “[e]stablishment[,] . . . powers[,] and duties” set 
out in § 153 First, conferencing is often informal in practice, and is no 
more “jurisdictional” than is the presuit resort to the EEOC held nonju­
risdictional and forfeitable in Zipes. And if the conference requirement 
is not “jurisdictional,” then failure initially to submit proof of conferenc­
ing cannot be of that genre. And although the Carrier alleges that 
NRAB decisions support characterizing conferencing as jurisdictional, 
if the NRAB lacks authority to define its panels’ jurisdiction, surely 
the panels themselves lack that authority. Furthermore, NRAB panels 
have variously addressed the matter. Pp. 81–85. 

(b) Neither the RLA nor Circular One could plausibly be read to 
require, as a prerequisite to the NRAB’s exercise of jurisdiction, submis­
sion of proof of conferencing. Instructions on party submissions are 
claim-processing, not jurisdictional, rules. The Board itself has recog­
nized that conferencing may not be a “question in dispute,” and when 
that is so, proof thereof need not accompany party submissions. It 
makes sense to exclude at the arbitration stage newly presented 
“data” supporting the employee’s grievance, 29 CFR § 301.5(d)—evi­
dence the carrier had no opportunity to consider prearbitration. But 
conferencing is not a fact bearing on the merits of a grievance. More­
over, the RLA respects the parties’ right to order for themselves the 
conference procedures they will follow. See 45 U. S. C. § 152 Sixth. 
Pp. 85–86. 

522 F. 3d 746, affirmed. 

Ginsburg, J., delivered the opinion for a unanimous Court. 

J. Scott Ballenger argued the cause for petitioner. With 
him on the briefs were Maureen E. Mahoney, Melissa B. 
Arbus, James C. Knapp, Jr., J. Michael Hemmer, Patricia 
O. Kiscoan, and Donald J. Munro. 

Thomas H. Geoghegan argued the cause and filed a brief 
for respondent.* 

*Peter Buscemi, Harry A. Rissetto, Jonathan C. Fritts, and Joanna L. 
Moorhead filed a brief for the National Railway Labor Conference et al. 
as amici curiae urging reversal. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for the American 
Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations by Jona­
than P. Hiatt, James B. Coppess, and Laurence Gold; and for the Broth­
erhood of Locomotive Engineers and Trainmen, National Division, by 
Harold A. Ross. 
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Justice Ginsburg delivered the opinion of the Court. 

“It is most true that this Court will not take jurisdiction 
if it should not,” Chief Justice Marshall famously wrote, “but 
it is equally true, that it must take jurisdiction if it 
should. . . . We  have no more right to decline the exercise of 
jurisdiction which is given, than to usurp that which is not 
given.” Cohens v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. 264, 404 (1821); see 
Marshall v. Marshall, 547 U. S. 293, 298–299 (2006). While 
Chief Justice Marshall’s statement bears “fine tuning,” there 
is surely a starting presumption that when jurisdiction is 
conferred, a court may not decline to exercise it. See R. 
Fallon, J. Manning, D. Meltzer, & D. Shapiro, Hart & Wech­
sler’s The Federal Courts and the Federal System 1061–1062 
(6th ed. 2009). The general rule applicable to courts also 
holds for administrative agencies directed by Congress to ad­
judicate particular controversies. 

Congress vested in the National Railroad Adjustment 
Board (hereinafter NRAB or Board) jurisdiction to adjudi­
cate grievances of railroad employees that remain unset­
tled after pursuit of internal procedures. 45 U. S. C. § 153 
First (h), (i). We consider in this case five nearly identi­
cal decisions of a panel of the NRAB dismissing employee 
claims “for lack of jurisdiction.” NRAB First Div. Award 
No. 26089 etc. (Mar. 15, 2005), App. to Pet. for Cert. 65a–107a, 
69a (hereinafter Panel Decision). In each case, the panel de­
clared that a procedural rule raised by a panel member, un­
prompted by the parties, was “jurisdictional” in character 
and therefore commanded threshold dismissal. 

The panel’s characterization, we hold, was misconceived. 
Congress authorized the Board to prescribe rules for the 
presentation and processing of claims, § 153 First (v), but 
Congress alone controls the Board’s jurisdiction. By 
presuming authority to declare procedural rules “juris­
dictional,” the panel failed “to conform, or confine itself, to 
matters [Congress placed] within the scope of [NRAB] 
jurisdiction,” § 153 First (q). Because the panel was not 
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“without authority to assume jurisdiction over the [employ­
ees’] claim[s],” Panel Decision 72a, its dismissals lacked tena­
ble grounding. We therefore affirm the judgment of the 
Seventh Circuit setting aside the panel’s orders. 

I
 
A
 

Concerned that labor disputes would lead to strikes bring­
ing railroads to a halt, Congress enacted the Railway Labor 
Act (RLA or Act), 44 Stat. 577, as amended, 45 U. S. C. § 151 
et seq., in 1926 to promote peaceful and efficient resolution of 
those disputes. See Union Pacific R. Co. v. Price, 360 U. S. 
601, 609 (1959); § 151a. The Act instructs labor and industry 
“to exert every reasonable effort to make and maintain 
agreements concerning rates of pay, rules, and working con­
ditions, and to settle all disputes, whether arising out of the 
application of such agreements or otherwise, in order to 
avoid any interruption to commerce or to the operation of 
any carrier . . . .”  §  152  First; see Trainmen v. Jacksonville 
Terminal Co., 394 U. S. 369, 377–378 (1969) (describing obli­
gation to pursue agreement as the “heart of the [RLA]”). 
As part of its endeavor, Congress provided a framework for 
the settlement and voluntary arbitration of “minor disputes.” 
See Price, 360 U. S., at 609–610. (In the railroad industry, 
the term “minor disputes” means, primarily, “grievances 
arising from the application of collective bargaining agree­
ments to particular situations.” Id., at 609.) 1 

Many railroads, however, resisted voluntary arbitration. 
See id., at 610. Congress therefore amended the Act in 1934 
(1934 Amendment) to mandate arbitration of minor disputes; 
under the altered scheme, arbitration occurs before panels 

1 In contrast to minor disputes, which assume “the existence of a collec­
tive agreement,” major disputes are those “over the formation of collective 
agreements or efforts to secure them. . . . They look to the acquisition of 
rights for the future, not to assertion of rights claimed to have vested in 
the past.” Elgin, J. & E. R. Co.  v. Burley, 325 U. S. 711, 723 (1945). 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit

http:Elgin,J.&E.R.Co


Cite as: 558 U. S. 67 (2009) 73 

Opinion of the Court 

composed of two representatives of labor and two of indus­
try, with a neutral referee serving as tiebreaker. See id., at 
610–613. To supply the representative arbitrators, Con­
gress established the NRAB, a board of 34 private persons 
representing labor and industry in equal numbers. § 153 
First (a); see Trainmen v. Chicago R. & I. R. Co., 353 U. S. 
30, 36–37 (1957).2 Neutral referees, the RLA provides, shall 
be appointed by the representative arbitrators or, failing 
their agreement, by the National Mediation Board. § 153 
First (l). The 1934 Amendment authorized the NRAB to 
adopt, at a one-time session in 1934, “such rules as it deems 
necessary to control proceedings,” § 153 First (v); the product 
of that rulemaking, codified at 29 CFR pt. 301 (2009), is 
known as Circular One. 

In keeping with Congress’ aim to promote peaceful settle­
ment of minor disputes, the RLA requires employees and 
carriers, before resorting to arbitration, to exhaust the 
grievance procedures specified in the collective-bargaining 
agreement (hereinafter CBA). See 45 U. S. C. § 153 
First (i). This stage of the dispute-resolution process is 
known as “on-property” proceedings. As a final prearbitra­
tion step, the Act directs parties to attempt settlement “in 
conference” between designated representatives of the car­
rier and the grievant-employee. § 152 Second, Sixth.3 The 

2 The RLA divides the NRAB into four divisions, each covering specified 
classes of railroad employees. § 153 First (h). 

3 Central to the instant controversy, § 152 Second, Sixth read, in full: 
“Second. Consideration of disputes by representatives. 
“All disputes between a carrier or carriers and its or their employees 

shall be considered, and, if possible, decided, with all expedition, in confer­
ence between representatives designated and authorized so to confer, 
respectively, by the carrier or carriers and by the employees thereof in­
terested in the dispute.” 

“Sixth. Conference of representatives; time; place; private agreements. 
“In case of a dispute between a carrier or carriers and its or their em­

ployees, arising out of grievances or out of the interpretation or applica­
tion of agreements concerning rates of pay, rules, or working conditions, 
it shall be the duty of the designated representative or representatives of 
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RLA contains instructions concerning the place and time of 
conferences, but specifies that the statute does not “super­
sede the provisions of any agreement (as to conferences) . . . 
in effect between the parties,” § 152 Sixth; it is undisputed 
that in common practice the conference may be as informal 
as a telephone conversation. 

If the parties fail to achieve resolution “in the usual man­
ner up to and including the chief operating officer of the car­
rier designated to handle [minor] disputes,” either party may 
refer the matter to the NRAB. § 153 First (i). Submis­
sions to the Board must include “a full statement of the facts 
and all supporting data bearing upon the disputes.” Ibid.; 
see 29 CFR § 301.5(d), (e) (submissions “must clearly and 
briefly set forth all relevant, argumentative facts, including 
all documentary evidence”). Arbitration is launched when 
the party referring the dispute files a notice of intent with 
the NRAB; after Board acknowledgment of the notice, the 
parties have 75 days to file simultaneous submissions. 
NRAB, Uniform Rules of Procedure (rev. June 23, 2003). 

In creating the scheme of mandatory arbitration superin­
tended by the NRAB, the 1934 Amendment largely “fore­
close[d] litigation” over minor disputes. Price, 360 U. S., at 
616; see Railway Conductors v. Pitney, 326 U. S. 561, 566 
(1946) (“Not only has Congress . . .  designated an agency 
peculiarly competent to handle [minor disputes], but . . . it 
also intended to leave a minimum responsibility to the 
courts.”). Congress did provide that an employee who ob-

such carrier or carriers and of such employees, within ten days after the 
receipt of notice of a desire on the part of either party to confer in respect 
to such dispute, to specify a time and place at which such conference shall 
be held: Provided, (1) That the place so specified shall be situated upon 
the line of the carrier involved or as otherwise mutually agreed upon; and 
(2) that the time so specified shall allow the designated conferees reason­
able opportunity to reach such place of conference, but shall not exceed 
twenty days from the receipt of such notice: And provided further, That 
nothing in this chapter shall be construed to supersede the provisions of 
any agreement (as to conferences) then in effect between the parties.” 
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tained a monetary award against a carrier could sue to en­
force it, and the court could either enforce the award or set 
it aside. Price, 360 U. S., at 616; 45 U. S. C. § 153 First 
(p) (1934 ed.). In addition to that limited role, some Courts 
of Appeals, we noted in Price, reviewed awards “claimed to 
result from a denial of due process of law.” 360 U. S., at 616 
(citing Ellerd v. Southern Pacific R. Co., 241 F. 2d 541 (CA7 
1957); Barnett v. Pennsylvania-Reading Seashore Lines, 245 
F. 2d 579, 582 (CA3 1957)). 

In 1966, Congress again amended the scheme, this time to 
state grounds on which both employees and railroads could 
seek judicial review of NRAB orders. The governing provi­
sion, still in force, allows parties aggrieved by an NRAB 
panel order to petition for court review. 45 U. S. C. § 153 
First (q) (2006 ed.). The provision instructs that 

“[o]n such review, the findings and order of the division 
shall be conclusive on the parties, except that the 
order . . . may be set aside, in whole or in part, or re­
manded . . . , for failure of the division to comply with 
the requirements of [the RLA], for failure of the order 
to conform, or confine itself, to matters within the scope 
of the division’s jurisdiction, or for fraud or corruption 
by a member of the division making the order.” 

Courts of Appeals have divided on whether this provision 
precludes judicial review of NRAB proceedings for due proc­
ess violations. Compare, e. g., Shafii v. PLC British Air­
ways, 22 F. 3d 59, 64 (CA2 1994) (review available), and Edel­
man v. Western Airlines, Inc., 892 F. 2d 839, 847 (CA9 1989) 
(same), with Kinross v. Utah R. Co., 362 F. 3d 658, 662 (CA10 
2004) (review precluded).4 

4 The disagreement stems from this Court’s per curiam opinion in 
Union Pacific R. Co. v. Sheehan, 439 U. S. 89 (1978). That case involved 
an NRAB decision turning on a time limitation contained in the governing 
CBA. Based on that limitation, the Board dismissed an employee’s claim. 
The Tenth Circuit remanded the case to the NRAB on the ground that 
the Board had failed to consider the employee’s equitable tolling argument 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



76 UNION PACIFIC R. CO. v. LOCOMOTIVE ENGINEERS 

Opinion of the Court 

B 

The instant matter arose when petitioner Union Pacific 
Railroad Co. (hereinafter Carrier) charged five of its employ­
ees with disciplinary violations. Their union, the Brother­
hood of Locomotive Engineers and Trainmen (hereinafter 
Union), initiated grievance proceedings pursuant to the 
CBA. The Union asserts that, following exhaustion of 
grievance proceedings, the parties conferenced all the dis­
putes; counsel for the Carrier conceded at argument that at 
least two of the disputes were conferenced, Tr. of Oral Arg. 7. 
Dissatisfied with the outcome of the on-property proceed­
ings, the Union sought arbitration before the First Division 
of the NRAB. The Union and the Carrier, from early 2002 
through 2003, filed simultaneous submissions in the five 
cases. In each submission, the Union included the notice of 
discipline (or discharge), the hearing transcript, and all ex­
hibits and evidence relating to the underlying adverse ac­
tions used in the grievance proceeding. Neither party men­
tioned conferencing as a disputed matter. Yet, in each case, 
both parties necessarily knew whether the Union and the 
Carrier had conferred, and the Board’s governing rule in­
structs carriers and employees to “set forth all relevant, 
argumentative facts,” 29 CFR § 301.5(d), (e). 

On March 18, 2004, just prior to the hearing on the em­
ployees’ claims, one of the industry representatives on the 
arbitration panel raised an objection. Petition to Review 
and Vacate Awards and Orders of First Div. NRAB in 
No. 05–civ–2401 (ND Ill.), ¶ 20 (hereinafter Pet. to Review). 

and thereby violated due process. We summarily reversed, observing 
that the Board had in fact considered the plea for equitable tolling and 
explicitly rejected it. Id., at 92. We added that if the Court of Appeals 
“intended to reverse the [NRAB’s] rejection of [the employee’s] equitable 
tolling argument,” then the court had exceeded the bounds § 153 First 
(q) placed on its review authority. Id., at 93. In determining whether 
the CBA’s time limitation was tolled, we said, the Board “certainly was 
acting within its jurisdiction and in conformity with . . . the Act.” Ibid. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 67 (2009) 77 

Opinion of the Court 

On his own initiative, unprompted by the Carrier, and in ex­
ecutive session, the industry representative asserted that 
the on-property record included no proof of conferencing. 
See ibid. The Carrier thereafter embraced the panel mem­
ber’s objection. The neutral referee informed the Union of 
the issue and adjourned the hearing, allowing the Union “to 
submit evidence that conferencing had in fact occurred.” 
See id., ¶¶ 21–23. The Union did so, offering phone logs, 
handwritten notes, and correspondence between the parties 
as evidence of conferencing in each of the five cases. E. g., 
Panel Decision 67a–68a. From its first notice of the objec­
tion, however, the Union maintained that the proof-of­
conferencing issue was untimely raised, indeed forfeited, 
as the Carrier itself had not objected prior to the date set 
for argument of the cases. E. g., id., at 67a; Pet. to Review 
¶¶ 22, 29, 30, 54. 

On March 15, 2005, nearly one year after the question of 
conferencing first arose, the panel, in five identical decisions, 
dismissed the petitions for want of “authority to assume ju­
risdiction over the claim[s].” Panel Decision 72a. Citing 
Circular One, see supra, at 73, and “the weight of arbitral 
precedent,” the panel stated that “the evidentiary record” 
must be deemed “closed once a Notice of Intent has been 
filed with the NRAB . . . .” Panel Decision 71a.5 In ex­
plaining why the record could not be supplemented to meet 
the no-proof-of-conferencing objection, the panel emphasized 
that it was “an appellate tribunal, as opposed to one which 
is empowered to consider and rule on de novo evidence and 
arguments.” Id., at 69a. 

The two labor representatives dissented. The Carrier’s 
submissions, they reasoned, took no exception based on fail­
ure to conference or to prove conferencing; therefore, they 
concluded, under a “well settled principle governing the 

5 The panel observed, however, that the records and notes offered by 
the Union, “on their face, may be regarded as supportive of its position 
that the conference[s] occurred.” Panel Decision 69a. 
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Board’s deliberations,” the Carrier had forfeited the issue. 
Id., at 105a–106a. The dissenters urged that the Union had 
furnished evidence showing “the cases had all been con­
ferenced, even though the relevant Collective Bargaining 
Agreement [did] not require [conferencing].” Id., at 105a. 
Dismissal of the claims, the dissenters charged, demon­
strated “the kind of gamesmanship that breeds contempt for 
the minor dispute process.” Id., at 107a. 

The Union filed a petition for review in the United States 
District Court for the Northern District of Illinois, asking 
the court to set aside the Board’s orders on the ground that 
the panel had “unlawfully held [it lacked] authority to as­
sume jurisdiction over [the] cases [absent] evidence of a ‘con­
ference’ between the parties in the . . .  ‘on-property’ record.” 
Pet. to Review ¶ 1. Nothing in the Act or the NRAB’s pro­
cedural rules, the Union maintained, mandated dismissal for 
failure to allege and prove conferencing in the Union’s origi­
nal submission. Id., ¶¶ 3, 4. By imposing, without war­
rant, “a technical pleading or evidentiary requirement” and 
elevating it to jurisdictional status, the Union charged, the 
panel had “egregiously violate[d] the Act,” id., ¶ 3,  or  
“fail[ed] to conform its jurisdiction to that required by . . . 
law,” id., ¶ 4. Alternatively, the Union asserted that the 
panel violated procedural due process by entertaining the 
Carrier’s untimely objection, even though “the Carrier had 
failed to raise any objection as to lack of conferencing” in its 
submissions. Id., ¶ 5.  

The District Court affirmed the Board’s orders. Address­
ing the Union’s argument that the no-proof-of-conferencing 
issue was untimely raised, the court accepted the panel’s de­
scription of the issue as “jurisdictional,” and noted the famil­
iar proposition that jurisdictional challenges may be raised 
at any stage of the proceedings. 432 F. Supp. 2d 768, 777, 
and n. 7 (2006). 

On appeal, the Seventh Circuit recognized that the Union 
had presented its case “through both a statutory and consti­
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tutional framework.” 522 F. 3d 746, 750 (2008). The court 
observed, however, that “the essence of the conflict boils 
down to a single question: [I]s written documentation of the 
conference in the on-property record a necessary prerequi­
site to arbitration before the NRAB?” Ibid. It then deter­
mined that there was no such prerequisite: “[N]o statute, 
regulation, or CBA,” the court concluded, “required the evi­
dence [of conferencing] to be presented in the on-property 
record.” Id., at 757–758. But instead of resting its decision 
on the Union’s primary, statute-based argument—that the 
panel erred in ruling that it lacked jurisdiction over the 
cases—the Court of Appeals reversed on the ground that the 
NRAB’s proceedings were incompatible with due process. 
See id., at 750. 

II 

We granted the Carrier’s petition for certiorari, 555 U. S. 
1169 (2009), which asked us to determine whether a review­
ing court may set aside NRAB orders for failure to comply 
with due process notwithstanding the limited grounds for 
review specified in § 153 First (q).6 As earlier recounted, 
Courts of Appeals have divided on this issue. See supra, at 
75, and n. 4. Appearing as respondent in this Court, how­
ever, the Union urged affirmance of the Seventh Circuit’s 
judgment on an alternative ground. Reasserting the lead 
argument it had advanced in its petition for court review, see 
supra, at 78, the Union maintained that the Board did not 
“conform, or confine itself, to matters within the scope of [its] 
jurisdiction,” § 153 First (q). Brief for Respondent 52–53. 
In response, the Carrier stated that the Union’s alternative 
ground “presents a pure question of law that th[e] Court can 
and should resolve without need for remand.” Reply Brief 
24, n. 9. We agree. 

6 Quoted supra, at 75, those grounds are “failure of the division to com­
ply with [RLA] requirements,” “failure of the order to conform, or confine 
itself, to matters within the scope of the division’s jurisdiction,” and “fraud 
or corruption by a member of the division making the order.” 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



80 UNION PACIFIC R. CO. v. LOCOMOTIVE ENGINEERS 

Opinion of the Court 

So long as a respondent does not “seek to modify the judg­
ment below,” true here, “[i]t is well accepted” that the 
respondent may, “without filing a cross-appeal or cross-
petition, . . . rely upon any matter appearing in the record in 
support of the judgment.” Blum v. Bacon, 457 U. S. 132, 
137, n. 5 (1982). The Seventh Circuit, as just observed, see 
supra, at 78–79, understood that the Union had pressed 
“statutory and constitutional” arguments, but also compre­
hended that both arguments homed in on “a single question: 
is written documentation of the conference in the on-
property record a necessary prerequisite to arbitration be­
fore the NRAB?” 522 F. 3d, at 750. Answering this “sin­
gle question” in the negative, the Court of Appeals 
effectively resolved the Union’s core complaint. But, for 
reasons far from apparent, the court declared that “once we 
answer the key question . . . ,  adjudication of the due process 
claim is unavoidable.” Ibid. 

The Seventh Circuit, we agree, asked the right question, 
but inappropriately placed its answer under a constitutional, 
rather than a statutory, headline. As the Court of Appeals 
determined, and as we discuss infra, at 81–86, nothing in the 
Act elevates to jurisdictional status the obligation to confer­
ence minor disputes or to prove conferencing. That being 
so, the “unavoidable” conclusion, following from the Seventh 
Circuit’s “answer [to] the key question,” 522 F. 3d, at 750, is 
that the panel, in § 153 First (q)’s words, failed “to conform, 
or confine itself, to matters within the scope of [its] jurisdic­
tion.” The Carrier, although it sought a different outcome, 
was quite right to “urg[e] [the Court of Appeals] to consider 
the statutory claim before the constitutional one.” 522 
F. 3d, at 750. 

In short, a negative answer to the “single question” identi­
fied by the Court of Appeals leaves no doubt about the 
Union’s entitlement, in accord with § 153 First (q), to va­
cation of the Board’s orders. Given this statutory ground 
for relief, there is no due process issue alive in this case, and 
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no warrant to answer a question that may be consequential 
in another case: Absent grounds specified in § 153 First 
(q) for vacating a Board order, may a reviewing court set 
aside an NRAB adjudication for incompatibility with due 
process? An answer to that question must await a case in 
which the issue is genuinely in controversy.7 In this case, 
however, our grant of certiorari enables us to address a mat­
ter of some importance: We can reduce confusion, clouding 
court as well as Board decisions, over matters properly 
typed “jurisdictional.” 

III
 
A
 

Recognizing that the word “jurisdiction” has been used 
by courts, including this Court, to convey “many, too many, 
meanings,” Steel Co. v. Citizens for Better Environment, 523 
U. S. 83, 90 (1998) (internal quotation marks omitted), we 
have cautioned, in recent decisions, against profligate use of 
the term. Not all mandatory “prescriptions, however em­
phatic, are . . . properly typed jurisdictional,” we explained 
in Arbaugh v. Y & H Corp.,  546 U. S. 500, 510 (2006) (inter­
nal quotation marks omitted). Subject-matter jurisdiction 
properly comprehended, we emphasized, refers to a tribu­
nal’s “power to hear a case,” a matter that “can never be 
forfeited or waived.” Id., at 514 (quoting United States v. 
Cotton, 535 U. S. 625, 630 (2002)). In contrast, a “claim­
processing rule, . . . even  if unalterable on a party’s applica­
tion,” does not reduce the adjudicatory domain of a tribunal 
and is ordinarily “forfeited if the party asserting the rule 

7 A case of that order would be uncommon. As the Carrier acknowl­
edges, “many of the cases reviewing ostensibly extra-statutory due proc­
ess objections could have been accommodated within the statutory frame­
work.” Brief for Petitioner 36. See also id., at 37 (“The statutory 
review provisions are plainly generous enough to permit litigants to raise 
all of the simple, common, easily adjudicated, and likely to be meritorious 
claims that sail under the flag of due process of law . . . .”).  
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waits too long to raise the point.” Kontrick v. Ryan, 540 
U. S. 443, 456 (2004). 

For example, we have held nonjurisdictional and forfeit-
able the provision in Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, 42 U. S. C. § 2000e et seq., requiring complainants to file 
a timely charge of discrimination with the Equal Employ­
ment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) before proceeding to 
court. Zipes v. Trans World Airlines, Inc., 455 U. S. 385, 
393 (1982). We have also held nonjurisdictional and forfeit-
able the Title VII provision exempting employers who en­
gage fewer than 15 employees. Arbaugh, 546 U. S., at 503, 
515–516. And we have determined that a Chapter 7 trust­
ee’s (or creditor’s) limited time to object to the debtor’s dis­
charge, see Fed. Rule Bkrtcy. Proc. 4004, is a claim-
processing, not a jurisdictional, matter. Kontrick, 540 U. S., 
at 446–447, 460. In contrast, relying on a long line of this 
Court’s decisions left undisturbed by Congress, we have re­
affirmed the jurisdictional character of the time limitation 
for filing a notice of appeal stated in 28 U. S. C. § 2107(a). 
Bowles v. Russell, 551 U. S. 205, 209–211 (2007). See also 
John R. Sand & Gravel Co. v. United States, 552 U. S. 130, 
132 (2008) (court must consider sua sponte timeliness of law­
suit filed against the United States in the Court of Federal 
Claims). 

With these decisions in mind, we turn back to the require­
ment that parties to minor disputes, as a last chance prearbi­
tration, attempt settlement “in conference,” 45 U. S. C. § 152 
Second, Sixth. See supra, at 73–74, and n. 3. This obliga­
tion is imposed on carriers and grievants alike but, we hold, 
its satisfaction does not condition the adjudicatory authority 
of the Board. 

The Board’s jurisdiction extends to “all disputes between 
carriers and their employees ‘growing out of grievances or 
out of the interpretation or application of agreements con­
cerning rates of pay, rules, or working conditions . . . .’  ”  
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Slocum v. Delaware, L. & W. R. Co., 339 U. S. 239, 240 (1950) 
(quoting § 153 First (i)). True, the RLA instructs that, be­
fore any reference to arbitration, the dispute “shall be han­
dled in the usual manner up to and including the [designated] 
chief operating officer.” § 153 First (i). And when the 
CBA’s grievance procedure has not been followed, resort to 
the Board would ordinarily be objectionable as premature. 

The additional requirement of a conference, we note, is in­
dependent of the CBA process. Rather, the conference re­
quirement is stated in the “[g]eneral duties” section of the 
RLA, § 152, a section that is not moored to the “[e]stablish­
ment[,] . . .  powers[,] and duties” of the NRAB set out next 
in § 153 First. Rooted in § 152 and often informal in prac­
tice, see supra, at 73–74, conferencing is surely no more “ju­
risdictional” than is the presuit resort to the EEOC held 
forfeitable in Zipes, 455 U. S., at 393.8 And if the require­
ment to conference is not “jurisdictional,” then failure ini­
tially to submit proof of conferencing cannot be of that genre. 
See Part III–B, infra. 

In defense of the Board’s characterization of conferencing 
and proof thereof as jurisdictional, the Carrier points to the 
NRAB’s Circular One procedural regulations, see supra, at 
73, which provide: “No petition shall be considered by any 
division of the Board unless the subject matter has been han­
dled in accordance with the provisions of the [RLA].” 29 
CFR § 301.2(b). But that provision, as other prescriptions 
in Circular One, is a claim-processing rule. Congress gave 

8 The RLA states, in § 152 First, a general duty “to settle all disputes,” 
and, in § 152 Second, a more specific duty to “conference.” These provi­
sions apply to all disputes in the railroad industry, major as well as minor. 
They also apply to disputes in the airline industry, over which the NRAB 
has no jurisdiction. § 181. Neither provision “speak[s] in jurisdictional 
terms or refer[s] in any way to the jurisdiction of the” NRAB. Zipes v. 
Trans World Airlines, Inc., 455 U. S. 385, 394 (1982). 
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the Board no authority to adopt rules of jurisdictional di­
mension. See 45 U. S. C. § 153 First (v) (authorizing the 
NRAB to “adopt such rules as it deems necessary to control 
proceedings before the respective divisions and not in con­
flict with the provisions of this section”). And when the fact 
of conferencing is genuinely contested, we see no reason why 
the panel could not adjourn the proceeding pending cure of 
any lapse. Circular One does not exclude such a sensible 
solution. 

The Carrier cites NRAB decisions that allegedly support 
characterization of conferencing as jurisdictional. If the 
NRAB lacks authority to define the jurisdiction of its panels, 
however, surely the panels themselves lack that authority. 
Furthermore, NRAB panels have variously addressed the 
matter. For example, in NRAB Third Div. Award No. 15880 
(Oct. 26, 1967), the panel, although characterizing the confer­
encing requirement as “jurisdictional,” said that “[i]f one of 
the parties refuses or fails to avail itself of a conference 
where there is an opportunity to do so, it cannot then assert 
the defense of a lack of jurisdiction.” Id., at 2. See also 
NRAB Fourth Div. Award No. 5074 (June 21, 2001) (same); 
NRAB Third Div. Award No. 28147 (Oct. 16, 1989) (same). 
Cf. Arbaugh, 546 U. S., at 511 (“unrefined” uses of the word 
“jurisdiction” are entitled to “no precedential effect” (inter­
nal quotation marks omitted)). And in NRAB First Div. 
Award No. 23867, p. 5 (Apr. 7, 1988), the panel observed that 
the ordinary remedy for lack of conferencing is to “dismiss 
th[e] claim without prejudice to allow Claimant to cure the 
jurisdictional defect.” That panel reached the merits never­
theless. Ibid. Cf. Steel Co., 523 U. S., at 94 (“Jurisdiction 
is power to declare the law, and when it ceases to exist, the 
only function remaining to the [tribunal] is that of announc­
ing the fact and dismissing the cause.” (quoting Ex parte 
McCardle, 7 Wall. 506, 514 (1869))). We note, in addition, 
the acknowledgment of the Carrier’s counsel that, if confer­
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encing has not occurred, NRAB panels have stayed arbitra­
tion to allow the parties to confer. Tr. of Oral Arg. 10, 22.9 

B 

The RLA provides that, when on-property proceedings do 
not yield settlement, both parties or either party may refer 
the case to the Board “with a full statement of the facts 
and all supporting data bearing upon the disputes.” § 153 
First (i). Circular One correspondingly instructs employees 
seeking Board adjudication “[to] set forth all relevant, argu­
mentative facts” and “affirmatively show the same to have 
been presented to the carrier and made a part of the particu­
lar question in dispute.” 29 CFR § 301.5(d); see § 301.5(e) 
(similar instruction addressed to carriers). Conferencing, 
the Carrier urged, is a “relevant, argumentative fac[t],” so 
proof thereof must accompany party submissions. 

As earlier explained, see supra, at 83–84, instructions on 
party submissions—essentially pleading instructions—are 
claim-processing, not jurisdictional, rules. Moreover, the 
Board itself has recognized that conferencing may not be a 
“question in dispute.” It has counseled parties submitting 
joint exhibits “to omit documents that are unimportant 
and/or irrelevant to the disposition of the [case]; for exam­
ple . . . letters requesting a conference (assuming that is 
not an issue in the dispute).” NRAB Instructions Sheet, 
Joint Exh. Program, p. 5 (July 1, 2003), online at http://www. 
nmb.gov/arbitration/nrab-instruc.pdf (as visited Dec. 3, 2009, 

9 While holding that the panel did not lack jurisdiction over the employ­
ees’ claims, we recognize the Board’s authority to adopt claim-processing 
rules backed by effective sanctions. See supra, at 73; cf. Fed. Rule 
Civ. Proc. 37(b)(2) (specifying sanctions, including dismissal, for failure 
to comply with discovery orders); Rule 41(b) (authorizing involuntary 
dismissal for failure to prosecute or to comply with rules of procedure 
or court orders). We also recognize that NRAB panels, in managing in­
dividual arbitrations, may prescribe and enforce reasonable procedural 
requirements. 
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and in Clerk of Court’s case file). It bears repetition here 
that neither the Union nor the Carrier, in its submissions to 
the Board, identified conferencing as a “question in dispute.” 
See supra, at 76. 

It makes sense to exclude at the arbitration stage newly 
presented “data . . . in support of [the] employee[’s] [griev­
ance],” 29 CFR § 301.5(d)—evidence the carrier had no op­
portunity to consider prearbitration. A contrary rule would 
sandbag the carrier. But conferencing is not a fact bearing 
on the merits of a grievance. Indeed, there may be no dis­
agreement at all about the occurrence of conferencing, as the 
Union believed to be the case here. Moreover, the RLA re­
spects the right of the parties to order for themselves the 
conference procedures they will follow. See 45 U. S. C. § 152 
Sixth (“[N]othing in this chapter shall be construed to super­
sede the provisions of any agreement (as to conferences) . . . 
in effect between the parties.”). In sum, neither the RLA 
nor Circular One could plausibly be read to require, as a pre­
requisite to the NRAB’s exercise of jurisdiction, submission 
of proof of conferencing. 

* * * 

By refusing to adjudicate cases on the false premise that 
it lacked power to hear them, the NRAB panel failed “to 
conform, or confine itself,” to the jurisdiction Congress gave 
it. We therefore affirm the judgment of the Court of Ap­
peals for the Seventh Circuit. 

It is so ordered. 
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Syllabus 

ALVAREZ, COOK COUNTY STATE’S ATTORNEY v.
 
SMITH et al.
 

certiorari to the united states court of appeals for 
the seventh circuit 

No. 08–351. Argued October 14, 2009—Decided December 8, 2009 

Illinois law provides for forfeiture of movable personal property used to 
facilitate a drug crime, permits police to seize the property without a 
warrant, and allows the State to keep the property nearly five months 
before beginning judicial forfeiture proceedings. Respondents, six indi­
viduals who had cars and cash seized under that law, brought this fed­
eral civil rights action, claiming that the failure of the State to provide 
a speedy postseizure hearing violated the Federal Due Process Clause. 
The District Court dismissed the case based on Circuit precedent, but, 
on appeal, the Seventh Circuit departed from that precedent and ruled 
for respondents. This Court granted certiorari to review the Seventh 
Circuit’s due process determination, but at oral argument the Court 
learned that all of the actual property disputes between the parties had 
been resolved. 

Held: 
1. The case is moot. The Constitution permits this Court to decide 

legal questions only in the context of actual “Cases” or “Controversies,” 
Art. III, § 2, and an actual controversy must exist at all stages of review, 
not just when the complaint is filed, Preiser v. Newkirk, 422 U. S. 395, 
401. Here there is no longer any actual controversy regarding owner­
ship or possession of the underlying property. There is no claim for 
damages before this Court; there is no properly certified class or dispute 
over class certification; and this case does not fit within the category of 
cases that are “capable of repetition” while “evading review.” Only an 
abstract dispute about the law remains. Pp. 92–94. 

2. The judgment below is vacated. In moot cases, this Court nor­
mally vacates the lower court judgment, which clears the path for reliti­
gation of the issues and preserves the rights of the parties, while preju­
dicing none by a preliminary decision. United States v. Munsingwear, 
Inc., 340 U. S. 36, 40. Where mootness is the result of settlement 
rather than happenstance, however, the losing party forfeits the equita­
ble remedy of vacatur. U. S. Bancorp Mortgage Co. v. Bonner Mall 
Partnership, 513 U. S. 18, 25. This case more closely resembles moot­
ness through happenstance than through settlement. In Bancorp, the 
party seeking review caused the mootness by voluntarily settling the 
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issue contested throughout the litigation. Here, the Court believes that 
the presence of the federal case played no significant role in the termina­
tion of plaintiffs’ state-court forfeiture proceedings. Plaintiffs’ forfeit­
ure cases took place with no procedural link to the case before this 
Court; apparently terminated on substantive grounds in their ordinary 
course; and, to the Court’s knowledge, no one raised the procedural 
question at issue here in those cases. This Court therefore concludes 
that it should follow its ordinary practice and order vacatur. Pp. 94–97. 

524 F. 3d 834, vacated and remanded. 

Breyer, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, C. J., 
and Scalia, Kennedy, Thomas, Ginsburg, Alito, and Sotomayor, JJ., 
joined, and in which Stevens, J., joined as to Parts I and II. Stevens, 
J., filed an opinion concurring in part and dissenting in part, post, p. 97.  

Paul A. Castiglione argued the cause for petitioner. 
With him on the briefs were Anita Alvarez, pro se, Patrick 
T. Driscoll, Jr., and Alan J. Spellberg. 

William M. Jay argued the cause for the United States as 
amicus curiae in support of petitioner. With him on the 
brief were Solicitor General Kagan, Assistant Attorneys 
General Breuer and West, Deputy Solicitor General Katyal, 
Harry Harbin, Michael S. Raab, David A. Martin, and Al­
fonso Robles. 

Thomas Peters argued the cause for respondents. With 
him on the brief were Craig B. Futterman and Richard 
Epstein.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for the State of Illi­
nois et al. by Lisa Madigan, Attorney General of Illinois, Michael A. Sco­
dro, Solicitor General, Jane Elinor Notz, Deputy Solicitor General, Eldad 
Malamuth, Assistant Attorney General, and by the Attorneys General for 
their respective States as follows: Troy King of Alabama, Terry Goddard 
of Arizona, John W. Suthers of Colorado, Thurbert E. Baker of Georgia, 
Mark J. Bennett of Hawaii, Lawrence G. Wasden of Idaho, Gregory F. 
Zoeller of Indiana, Thomas J. Miller of Iowa, Martha Coakley of Massa­
chusetts, Michael A. Cox of Michigan, Catherine Cortez Masto of Nevada, 
Richard Cordray of Ohio, Thomas W. Corbett, Jr., of Pennsylvania, Henry 
McMaster of South Carolina, Greg Abbott of Texas, Mark L. Shurtleff of 
Utah, Robert M. McKenna of Washington, J. B. Van Hollen of Wisconsin, 
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Justice Breyer delivered the opinion of the Court. 
We granted certiorari in this case to determine whether 

Illinois law provides a sufficiently speedy opportunity for an 
individual, whose car or cash police have seized without a 
warrant, to contest the lawfulness of the seizure. See U. S. 
Const., Amdt. 14, § 1; United States v. Von Neumann, 474 
U. S. 242 (1986); United States v. $8,850, 461 U. S. 555 (1983). 
At the time of oral argument, however, we learned that the 
underlying property disputes have all ended. The State has 
returned all the cars that it seized, and the individual prop­
erty owners have either forfeited any relevant cash or have 
accepted as final the State’s return of some of it. We conse­
quently find the case moot, and we therefore vacate the judg­
ment of the Court of Appeals and remand the case to that 
court with instructions to dismiss. United States v. Mun­
singwear, Inc., 340 U. S. 36, 39 (1950); see also E. Gressman, 
K. Geller, S. Shapiro, T. Bishop, & E. Hartnett, Supreme 
Court Practice 941–942 (9th ed. 2007). 

I 

Illinois law provides for forfeiture of movable personal 
property (including cars and cash) used “to facilitate” a drug 
crime. Ill. Comp. Stat., ch. 720, § 570/505(a)(6) (West 2008). 
It permits a police officer to seize that property without a 
warrant where (1) the officer has “probable cause to believe” 
the property was so used and (2) a “warrantless seizure . . . 

and Bruce A. Salzburg of Wyoming; and for the National Association of 
Counties et al. by Richard Ruda. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for the American 
Civil Liberties Union et al. by Graham Boyd, Scott Michelman, Steven 
R. Shapiro, and Harvey Grossman; for the Cato Institute et al. by David 
B. Smith, Clint Bolick, Nicholas C. Dranias, Ilya Shapiro, and Manuel 
S. Klausner; for the Institute for Justice by William H. Mellor, Scott G. 
Bullock, and Robert P. Frommer; for the Legal Aid Society by Thomas 
M. O’Brien; for the National Police Accountability Project by Andrew B. 
Reid; and for the Women’s Criminal Defense Bar Association by Harold 
J. Krent. 
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would be reasonable” in the circumstances. § 570/505(b). 
When an officer has seized property without a warrant, the 
relevant law enforcement agency must notify the State’s at­
torney within 52 days of the seizure; the State’s attorney 
must notify the property owner of any impending forfeiture 
within a further 45 days; and, if the owner wishes to contest 
forfeiture, the State’s attorney must begin judicial forfeiture 
proceedings within yet a further 45 days. See ch. 725, 
§§ 150/5–150/6. Thus, the statute gives the State up to 142 
days, nearly five months, to begin judicial forfeiture proceed-
ings—during which time the statute permits the State to 
keep the car or cash within its possession. 

On November 22, 2006, six individuals (respondents or 
plaintiffs) brought this federal civil rights action against de­
fendants the city of Chicago, the superintendent of the Chi­
cago Police Department, and the Cook County State’s Attor­
ney (the petitioner here, whom we shall call the “State’s 
Attorney”). See Rev. Stat. § 1979, 42 U. S. C. § 1983. Three 
of the individuals, Chermane Smith, Edmanuel Perez, and 
Tyhesha Brunston, said that earlier in 2006 the police had, 
upon their arrests, seized their cars without a warrant. See 
Complaint ¶ 25, App. 34a (Smith, seizure on Jan. 19, 2006); 
id., ¶ 26, at 34a (Perez, seizure on Mar. 8, 2006); id., ¶ 27, at 
34a (Brunston, seizure on Apr. 8, 2006); Plaintiffs’ Motion for 
Class Certification ¶ 8, App. 39a. The other three plaintiffs, 
Michelle Waldo, Kirk Yunker, and Tony Williams, said that 
earlier in 2006 police had, upon their arrests, seized their 
cash without a warrant. See Complaint ¶ 28, App. 34a–35a 
(Waldo, seizure on Jan. 20, 2006); id., ¶ 29, at 35a (Yunker, 
seizure on Sept. 26, 2006); id., ¶ 30, at 35a (Williams, seizure 
in July 2006); Plaintiffs’ Motion for Class Certification ¶ 8, 
App. 39a. The plaintiffs added that the police department 
still had custody of their property. See Complaint ¶¶ 24–30, 
App. 34a–35a. They claimed that the failure of the State to 
provide a speedy postseizure hearing violated the Federal 
Due Process Clause. See U. S. Const., Amdt. 14, § 1. And 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 87 (2009) 91 

Opinion of the Court 

they asked the court (1) to certify the case as a class action, 
(2) to declare that they had a due process right to a prompt 
postseizure probable-cause hearing, (3) to declare that the 
hearing must take place within 10 days of any seizure, and 
(4) to enjoin the defendants’ current practice of keeping 
the property in custody for a longer time without a judi­
cial determination of probable cause. See Complaint ¶ 36, 
App. 36a. 

The defendants moved to dismiss the complaint on the 
ground that Seventh Circuit precedent made clear that “the 
Constitution does not require any procedure prior to the ac­
tual forfeiture proceeding.” Jones v. Takaki, 38 F. 3d 321, 
324 (1994) (citing Von Neumann, supra, at 249). On Febru­
ary 22, 2007, the District Court granted the motion to dis­
miss. It also denied the plaintiffs’ motion for class certifica­
tion. The plaintiffs appealed. 

On May 2, 2008, the Seventh Circuit decided the appeal in 
the plaintiffs’ favor. Smith v. Chicago, 524 F. 3d 834. It 
reconsidered and departed from its earlier precedent. Id., 
at 836–839. It held that “the procedures set out in” the Illi­
nois statute “show insufficient concern for the due process 
right of the plaintiffs.” Id., at 838. And it added that, 
“given the length of time which can result between the sei­
zure of property and the opportunity for an owner to contest 
the seizure under” Illinois law, “some sort of mechanism to 
test the validity of the retention of the property is required.” 
Ibid. The Court of Appeals reversed the judgment of the 
District Court and remanded the case for further proceed­
ings. Id., at 839. Its mandate issued about seven weeks 
thereafter. 

On February 23, 2009, we granted certiorari to review the 
Seventh Circuit’s “due process” determination. The Court 
of Appeals had already recalled its mandate. The parties 
filed briefs in this Court. We then recognized that the case 
might be moot, and we asked the parties to address the ques­
tion of mootness at the forthcoming oral argument. 
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At oral argument counsel for both sides confirmed that 
there was no longer any dispute about ownership or posses­
sion of the relevant property. See Tr. of Oral Arg. 5 (State’s 
Attorney); id., at 56–57 (plaintiffs). The State had returned 
the cars to plaintiffs Smith, Perez, and Brunston. See id., 
at 5. Two of the plaintiffs had “defaulted,” apparently con­
ceding that the State could keep the cash. Ibid. And the 
final plaintiff and the State’s Attorney agreed that the plain­
tiff could keep some, but not all, of the cash at issue. Id., 
at 5, 56–57. As counsel for the State’s Attorney told us, 
“[T]hose cases are over.” Id., at 5. 

II 

The Constitution permits this Court to decide legal ques­
tions only in the context of actual “Cases” or “Controver­
sies.” Art. III, § 2. An “ ‘actual controversy must be ex­
tant at all stages of review, not merely at the time the 
complaint is filed.’ ” Preiser v. Newkirk, 422 U. S. 395, 401 
(1975) (quoting Steffel v. Thompson, 415 U. S. 452, 459, n. 10 
(1974)). In this case there is no longer any actual contro­
versy between the parties about ownership or possession of 
the underlying property. 

The State’s Attorney argues that there is a continuing con­
troversy over damages. We concede that the plaintiffs filed 
a motion in the District Court seeking damages. But the 
plaintiffs filed their motion after the Seventh Circuit is­
sued its opinion. And, before this Court granted certiorari, 
the Court of Appeals recalled its mandate, taking the case 
away from the District Court before the District Court could 
respond to the motion. Thus, we have before us a com­
plaint that seeks only declaratory and injunctive relief, not 
damages. 

The plaintiffs point out that they sought certification of a 
class. And a class might well contain members who con­
tinue to dispute ownership of seized property. But that fact 
is beside the point. The District Court denied the plaintiffs’ 
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class certification motion. The plaintiffs did not appeal that 
denial. Hence the only disputes relevant here are those be­
tween these six plaintiffs and the State’s Attorney; those dis­
putes concerned cars and cash; and those disputes are now 
over. United States Parole Comm’n v. Geraghty, 445 U. S. 
388, 404 (1980) (“A named plaintiff whose claim expires may 
not continue to press the appeal on the merits until a class 
has been properly certified”). 

The parties, of course, continue to dispute the lawfulness 
of the State’s hearing procedures. But that dispute is no 
longer embedded in any actual controversy about the plain­
tiffs’ particular legal rights. Rather, it is an abstract dis­
pute about the law, unlikely to affect these plaintiffs any 
more than it affects other Illinois citizens. And a dispute 
solely about the meaning of a law, abstracted from any con­
crete actual or threatened harm, falls outside the scope of 
the constitutional words “Cases” and “Controversies.” See, 
e. g., Lewis v. Continental Bank Corp., 494 U. S. 472, 477 
(1990); North Carolina v. Rice, 404 U. S. 244, 246 (1971) (per 
curiam); Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. Haworth, 300 U. S. 227, 241 
(1937); Mills v. Green, 159 U. S. 651, 653 (1895). 

We can find no special circumstance here that might war­
rant our continuing to hear the case. We have sometimes 
heard attacks on practices that no longer directly affect the 
attacking party, but are “capable of repetition” while “evad­
ing review.” See, e. g., Federal Election Comm’n v. Wiscon­
sin Right to Life, Inc., 551 U. S. 449, 462 (2007); Southern 
Pacific Terminal Co. v. ICC, 219 U. S. 498, 515 (1911). Yet 
here, unlike those cases, nothing suggests that the individual 
plaintiffs will likely again prove subject to the State’s seizure 
procedures. See Los Angeles v. Lyons, 461 U. S. 95, 109 
(1983) (“[T]he capable-of-repetition doctrine applies only in 
exceptional situations, and generally only where the named 
plaintiff can make a reasonable showing that he will again 
be subjected to the alleged illegality”); DeFunis v. Odegaard, 
416 U. S. 312, 318–319 (1974) (per curiam). And in any 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



94 ALVAREZ v. SMITH 

Opinion of the Court 

event, since those who are directly affected by the forfeiture 
practices might bring damages actions, the practices do not 
“evade review.” See Memphis Light, Gas & Water Div. v. 
Craft, 436 U. S. 1, 8–9 (1978) (damages claim saves case from 
mootness). Consequently, the case is moot. See, e. g., 
Preiser, supra, at 403–404; Mills, supra, at 658. 

III 

It is less easy to say whether we should order the judg­
ment below vacated. The statute that enables us to vacate 
a lower court judgment when a case becomes moot is flexible, 
allowing a court to “direct the entry of such appropriate 
judgment, decree, or order, or require such further proceed­
ings to be had as may be just under the circumstances.” 28 
U. S. C. § 2106; see also U. S. Bancorp Mortgage Co. v. 
Bonner Mall Partnership, 513 U. S. 18, 21 (1994). Applying 
this statute, we normally do vacate the lower court judgment 
in a moot case because doing so “clears the path for future 
relitigation of the issues between the parties,” preserving 
“the rights of all parties,” while prejudicing none “by a deci­
sion which . . .  was  only preliminary.” Munsingwear, 340 
U. S., at 40. 

In Bancorp, however, we described circumstances where 
we would not do so. We said that, “[w]here mootness results 
from settlement” rather than “ ‘happenstance,’ ” the “losing 
party has voluntarily forfeited his legal remedy . . . [and] 
thereby surrender[ed] his claim to the equitable remedy 
of vacatur.” 513 U. S., at 25. The plaintiffs, pointing out 
that the State’s Attorney agreed to return all three cars 
and some of the cash, claim that, with respect to at least 
four of the plaintiffs, this case falls within Bancorp’s “settle­
ment” exception. 

In our view, however, this case more closely resembles 
mootness through “happenstance” than through “settle­
ment”—at least the kind of settlement that the Court con­
sidered in Bancorp. Bancorp focused upon a bankruptcy­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 87 (2009) 95 

Opinion of the Court 

related dispute that involved a legal question whether a 
bankruptcy court could lawfully confirm a debtor’s Chapter 
11 reorganization plan if the plan relied upon what the debtor 
said was a special exception (called the “new value excep­
tion”) to ordinary creditor priority rules. Id., at 19–20. 
The parties contested that legal issue in the Bankruptcy 
Court; they contested it in an appeal of the Bankruptcy 
Court’s order to the Federal District Court; they contested 
it in a further appeal to the Court of Appeals; and eventually 
they contested it in this Court. Id., at 20. While the case 
was pending here, the parties settled their differences in the 
Bankruptcy Court (the court where the case originated)— 
including their differences on this particular contested legal 
point. Ibid. They agreed upon a reorganization plan, 
which they said would constitute a settlement that mooted 
the federal case. Ibid. 

Recognizing that the reorganization plan that the Bank­
ruptcy Judge confirmed in the case amounted to a settlement 
that mooted the case, this Court did not vacate the lower 
court’s judgment. The Court’s reason for leaving the lower 
court’s judgment in place was that mootness was not a result 
of “the vagaries of circumstance.” Id., at 25. Rather the 
party seeking review had “caused the mootness by voluntary 
action.” Id., at 24 (emphasis added). By virtue of the set­
tlement, that party had “voluntarily forfeited his legal rem­
edy by the ordinary processes of appeal or certiorari.” Id., 
at 25. Hence, compared to mootness caused by “happen­
stance,” considerations of “equity” and “fairness” tilted 
against vacatur. Id., at 25–26. 

Applying these principles to the case before us, we con­
clude that the terminations here fall on the “happenstance” 
side of the line. The six individual cases proceeded through 
a different court system without any procedural link to the 
federal case before us. To our knowledge (and we have ex­
amined the state-court docket sheets), no one in those cases 
raised the procedural question at issue here. Rather, the 
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issues in those six cases were issues solely of state substan­
tive law: Were the cars and the cash forfeitable or not? And 
court docket sheets suggest that the six state cases termi­
nated on substantive grounds in the ordinary course of such 
state proceedings. In the three automobile cases, the State 
voluntarily dismissed the proceedings and returned the cars 
between 11 and 40 months after the seizures, a long enough 
time for the State to have investigated the matters and to 
have determined (after the termination of any related crimi­
nal proceedings) for evidentiary reasons that it did not wish 
to claim the cars. See Dockets in People v. 2004 Chevrolet 
Impala, No. 2006–COFO–000296 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.) 
(Brunston’s car returned on July 27, 2009); People v. Smith, 
No. 2006–COFO–000036 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.) (Smith’s car 
returned on May 5, 2008); and People v. 1999 Chevrolet Mal­
ibu, No. 2006–COFO–000288 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.) (Perez’s 
car returned on Jan. 29, 2007). In the remaining contested 
case, involving cash, the State voluntarily dismissed the pro­
ceedings after 14 months, again a long enough time for the 
State to have weighed the evidence and found a compromise 
settlement appropriate on the merits. See Docket in People 
v. $1,500 in U. S. Currency, No. 2006–COFO–000201 (Cir. Ct. 
Cook Cty., Ill.) (Waldo’s cash returned on Mar. 19, 2007). 
The disparate dates at which the plaintiffs’ forfeiture pro­
ceedings terminated—11, 14, 27, and 40 months after the sei­
zures—indicate that the State’s Attorney did not coordinate 
the resolution of the plaintiffs’ state-court cases, either with 
each other or with the plaintiffs’ federal civil rights case. 
Cf. Munsingwear, supra, at 39–40 (stating that a lower court 
judgment would have been vacated even though an action of 
the party seeking review had brought about the mootness 
because that action—a commodity being decontrolled by Ex­
ecutive Order—was basically unrelated); see also Fleming v. 
Munsingwear, Inc., 162 F. 2d 125, 127 (CA8 1947). 

For these reasons, we believe that the presence of this 
federal case played no significant role in the termination of 
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the separate state-court proceedings. This conclusion is re­
inforced by the fact that neither party, although aware of 
Bancorp, suggested the contrary at oral argument. Indeed, 
both parties argued against mootness at oral argument, a 
fact that further suggests that a desire to avoid review in 
this case played no role at all in producing the state case 
terminations. Tr. of Oral Arg. 5–11, 33–38. And if the 
presence of this federal case played no role in causing the 
termination of those state cases, there is not present here 
the kind of “voluntary forfeit[ure]” of a legal remedy that led 
the Court in Bancorp to find that considerations of “fairness” 
and “equity” tilted against vacatur. 

We consequently conclude that we should follow our ordi­
nary practice, thereby “clear[ing] the path for future relitiga­
tion of the issues.” Munsingwear, 340 U. S., at 40. Thus, 
nothing in this opinion prevents the plaintiffs from bringing 
a claim for damages based on the conduct alleged in their 
complaint. Id., at 37–40. 

We therefore vacate the judgment of the Court of Ap­
peals and remand the case to that court with instructions 
to dismiss. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Stevens, concurring in part and dissenting in 
part. 

While I agree that this case is moot and join Parts I and 
II of the Court’s opinion, I would not vacate the judgment 
of the Court of Appeals. Following the teaching of our deci­
sion in U. S. Bancorp Mortgage Co. v. Bonner Mall Partner­
ship, 513 U. S. 18 (1994), I would apply the general rule 
against vacating appellate judgments that have become moot 
because the parties settled. 

Bancorp set forth the basic principles for determining 
whether to vacate a case that has become moot. The 
overriding concern is equitable: “From the beginning we 
have disposed of moot cases in the manner ‘ “most conso­
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nant to justice” . . . in view of the nature and character of 
the conditions which have caused the case to become moot.’ ” 
Id., at 24 (quoting United States v. Hamburg-Amerikanische 
Packetfahrt-Actien Gesellschaft, 239 U. S. 466, 477–478 
(1916), in turn quoting South Spring Hill Gold Mining Co. v. 
Amador Medean Gold Mining Co., 145 U. S. 300, 302 (1892); 
alteration in original). The “public interest” must be con­
sidered as part of this equitable inquiry, Bancorp, 513 U. S., 
at 26, 27, and that interest is generally better served by leav­
ing appellate judgments intact. “ ‘Judicial precedents are 
presumptively correct and valuable to the legal community 
as a whole. They are not merely the property of private 
litigants . . . .’ ” Id., at 26 (quoting Izumi Seimitsu Kogyo 
Kabushiki Kaisha v. U. S. Philips Corp., 510 U. S. 27, 40 
(1993) (Stevens, J., dissenting)). Hence, we will typically 
vacate a judgment when the party seeking review has been 
“frustrated by the vagaries of circumstance” or “when moot­
ness results from unilateral action of the party who prevailed 
below.” Bancorp, 513 U. S., at 25. But we will typically 
decline to vacate when “the party seeking relief from the 
judgment below caused the mootness by voluntary action,” 
id., at 24, including action taken in good faith and in con­
junction with the opposing party. Even when “respondent 
agreed to [a] settlement that caused the mootness,” it re­
mains “petitioner’s burden, as the party seeking relief from 
the status quo of the appellate judgment, to demonstrate not 
merely equivalent responsibility for the mootness, but equi­
table entitlement to the extraordinary remedy of vacatur.” 
Id., at 26. “[M]ootness by reason of settlement does not jus­
tify vacatur of a judgment under review.” Id., at 29. 

In my view, the Court has misapplied these principles. To 
be sure, the “settlement” between the parties in this case 
might be distinguished from the more conventional settle­
ment reached by the parties in Bancorp. And we have no 
evidence to suggest that the State returned respondents’ 
property prior to the conclusion of our review with the pur­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 87 (2009) 99 

Opinion of Stevens, J. 

pose or expectation of manufacturing mootness. Neverthe­
less, the State’s decision to return the automobiles when it 
did appears to have been legally discretionary, as was the 
“compromise settlement” that it reached with respondent 
Waldo regarding her cash, ante, at 96. In light of the State’s 
purposive and voluntary action that caused the mootness— 
along with its failure to alert us to the relevant facts or to 
explain why vacatur would serve the public interest—I be­
lieve it has failed to carry its burden to “demonstrate . . . 
equitable entitlement to the extraordinary remedy of vaca­
tur.” Bancorp, 513 U. S., at 26. 

There was a third option for disposing of this case: We 
could have dismissed the writ of certiorari as improvidently 
granted. Like denying the petition in the first place, that 
disposition would have preserved the judgment below. At 
the time we granted certiorari on February 23, 2009, peti­
tioner had already resolved the underlying property dis­
putes for five of the six named respondents. See ante, at 
91–92, 95–96. It was entirely predictable that the final set­
tlement would soon follow. Moreover, the briefing in this 
case has revealed a disagreement over basic descriptive 
questions of Illinois law, questions that were not passed upon 
below. Compare Brief for Petitioner 60–66 with Brief for 
Respondents 41–44. And, of course, we have no way of 
knowing how the District Court would have applied the 
Court of Appeals’ remand order, which left it great discre­
tion to “fashion appropriate procedural relief” “with the help 
of the parties.” Smith v. Chicago, 524 F. 3d 834, 838 (CA7 
2008). It has become clear that the Court was overhasty in 
deciding to review this case; the improvidence of our grant 
provides an additional reason why we should not vacate the 
work product of our colleagues on the Court of Appeals. 

I respectfully dissent from Part III of the Court’s opinion 
and from its judgment. 
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MOHAWK INDUSTRIES, INC. v. CARPENTER 

certiorari to the united states court of appeals for 
the eleventh circuit 

No. 08–678. Argued October 5, 2009—Decided December 8, 2009 

When respondent Norman Carpenter informed the human resources de­
partment of his employer, petitioner Mohawk Industries, Inc., that 
the company employed undocumented immigrants, he was unaware that 
Mohawk stood accused in a pending class action—the Williams case— 
of conspiring to drive down its legal employees’ wages by knowingly 
hiring undocumented workers. Mohawk directed Carpenter to meet 
with the company’s retained counsel in Williams, who allegedly pres­
sured Carpenter to recant his statements. When he refused, Carpenter 
maintains in this unlawful termination suit, Mohawk fired him under 
false pretenses. In granting Carpenter’s motion to compel Mohawk to 
produce information concerning his meeting with retained counsel and 
the company’s termination decision, the District Court agreed with Mo­
hawk that the requested information was protected by the attorney-
client privilege, but concluded that Mohawk had implicitly waived the 
privilege through its disclosures in the Williams case. The court de­
clined to certify its order for interlocutory appeal, and the Eleventh 
Circuit dismissed Mohawk’s appeal for lack of jurisdiction, holding, inter 
alia, that the District Court’s ruling did not qualify as an immediately 
appealable collateral order under Cohen v. Beneficial Industrial Loan 
Corp., 337 U. S. 541, because a discovery order implicating the attorney-
client privilege can be adequately reviewed on appeal from final 
judgment. 

Held: Disclosure orders adverse to the attorney-client privilege do not 
qualify for immediate appeal under the collateral order doctrine. 
Pp. 106–114. 

(a) Courts of Appeals “have jurisdiction of appeals from all final deci­
sions of the district courts.” 28 U. S. C. § 1291. “[F]inal decisions” en­
compass not only judgments that “terminate an action,” but also a 
“small class” of prejudgment orders that are “collateral to” an action’s 
merits and “too important” to be denied immediate review, Cohen, 
337 U. S., at 545–546. “That small category includes only decisions that 
are . . .  effectively unreviewable on appeal from the final judgment in 
the underlying action.” Swint v. Chambers County Comm’n, 514 U. S. 
35, 42. The decisive consideration in determining whether a right is 
effectively unreviewable is whether delaying review until the entry of 
final judgment “would imperil a substantial public interest” or “some 
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particular value of a high order.” Will v. Hallock, 546 U. S. 345, 352– 
353. In making this determination, the Court does not engage in an 
“individualized jurisdictional inquiry,” Coopers & Lybrand v. Livesay, 
437 U. S. 463, 473, but focuses on “the entire category to which a claim 
belongs,” Digital Equipment Corp. v. Desktop Direct, Inc., 511 U. S. 
863, 868. If the class of claims, taken as a whole, can be adequately 
vindicated by other means, “the chance that the litigation at hand might 
be speeded, or a ‘particular injustic[e]’ averted,” does not provide a basis 
for § 1291 jurisdiction. Ibid. Pp. 106–107. 

(b) Effective appellate review of disclosure orders adverse to the 
attorney-client privilege can be had by means other than collateral order 
appeal, including postjudgment review. Appellate courts can remedy 
the improper disclosure of privileged material in the same way they 
remedy a host of other erroneous evidentiary rulings: by vacating an 
adverse judgment and remanding for a new trial in which the protected 
material and its fruits are excluded from evidence. Moreover, litigants 
confronted with a particularly injurious or novel privilege ruling have 
several potential avenues of immediate review apart from collateral 
order appeal. First, a party may ask the district court to certify, 
and the court of appeals to accept, an interlocutory appeal involv­
ing “a controlling question of law,” the prompt resolution of which 
“may materially advance the ultimate termination of the litigation.” 
§ 1292(b). Second, in extraordinary circumstances where a disclosure 
order works a manifest injustice, a party may petition the court of ap­
peals for a writ of mandamus. Cheney v. United States Dist. Court for 
D. C., 542 U. S. 367, 380. Another option is for a party to defy a disclo­
sure order and incur court-imposed sanctions that, e. g., “direc[t] that 
the matters embraced in the order or other designated facts be taken 
as established,” “prohibi[t] the disobedient party from supporting or op­
posing designated claims or defenses,” or “strik[e] pleadings in whole or 
in part.” Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 37(b)(2). Alternatively, when the cir­
cumstances warrant, a district court may issue a contempt order against 
a noncomplying party, who can then appeal directly from that ruling, 
at least when the contempt citation can be characterized as a criminal 
punishment. See, e. g., Church of Scientology of Cal. v. United States, 
506 U. S. 9, 18, n. 11. These established appellate review mechanisms 
not only provide assurances to clients and counsel about the security 
of their confidential communications; they also go a long way toward 
addressing Mohawk’s concern that, absent collateral order appeals of 
adverse attorney-client privilege rulings, some litigants may experience 
severe hardship. The limited benefits of applying “the blunt, categori­
cal instrument of § 1291 collateral order appeal” to privilege-related 
disclosure orders simply cannot justify the likely institutional costs, 
Digital Equipment, 511 U. S., at 883, including unduly delaying the res­
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olution of district court litigation and needlessly burdening the courts 
of appeals, cf. Cunningham v. Hamilton County, 527 U. S. 198, 209. 
Pp. 107–113. 

(c) The admonition that the class of collaterally appealable orders 
must remain “narrow and selective in its membership,” Will, 546 U. S., 
at 350, has acquired special force in recent years with the enactment of 
legislation designating rulemaking, “not expansion by court decision,” 
as the preferred means for determining whether and when prejudgment 
orders should be immediately appealable, Swint, 514 U. S., at 48. Any 
further avenue for immediate appeal of adverse attorney-client privilege 
rulings should be furnished, if at all, through rulemaking, with the op­
portunity for full airing it provides. Pp. 113–114. 

541 F. 3d 1048, affirmed. 

Sotomayor, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, 
C. J., and Stevens, Scalia, Kennedy, Ginsburg, Breyer, and Alito, 
JJ., joined, and in which Thomas, J., joined, as to Part II–C. Thomas, 
J., filed an opinion concurring in part and concurring in the judgment, 
post, p. 114. 

Randall L. Allen argued the cause for petitioner. With 
him on the briefs was Daniel F. Diffley. 

Judith Resnik argued the cause for respondent. With her 
on the brief were J. Craig Smith, Dennis E. Curtis, Thomas 
J. Munger, Alan B. Morrison, Deepak Gupta, Brian Wolf-
man, and Sean K. McElligott. 

Deputy Solicitor General Kneedler argued the cause for 
the United States as amicus curiae in support of respondent. 
With him on the brief were Solicitor General Kagan, Assist­
ant Attorney General West, Pratik A. Shah, and Michael 
S. Raab.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for the American Bar 
Association by H. Thomas Wells, Jr., and Paul Mogin; for the Chamber 
of Commerce of the United States of America by Paul D. Clement, Jeffrey 
S. Bucholtz, Robin S. Conrad, and Amar D. Sarwal; and for DRI–The 
Voice of the Defense Bar by Constantine L. Trela, Jr., and Quin M. 
Sorenson. 

Stephen I. Vladeck, Charles S. Sims, Mark D. Harris, and Anna G. 
Kaminska filed a brief for Former Article III Judges et al. as amici curiae 
urging affirmance. 
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Justice Sotomayor delivered the opinion of the Court. 

Section 1291 of the Judicial Code confers on federal courts 
of appeals jurisdiction to review “final decisions of the dis­
trict courts.” 28 U. S. C. § 1291. Although “final decisions” 
typically are ones that trigger the entry of judgment, they 
also include a small set of prejudgment orders that are 
“collateral to” the merits of an action and “too important” to 
be denied immediate review. Cohen v. Beneficial Indus­
trial Loan Corp.,  337 U. S. 541, 546 (1949). In this case, 
petitioner Mohawk Industries, Inc., attempted to bring a col­
lateral order appeal after the District Court ordered it to 
disclose certain confidential materials on the ground that Mo­
hawk had waived the attorney-client privilege. The Court 
of Appeals dismissed the appeal for want of jurisdiction. 

The question before us is whether disclosure orders ad­
verse to the attorney-client privilege qualify for immediate 
appeal under the collateral order doctrine. Agreeing with 
the Court of Appeals, we hold that they do not. Postjudg­
ment appeals, together with other review mechanisms, suf­
fice to protect the rights of litigants and preserve the vitality 
of the attorney-client privilege. 

I 

In 2007, respondent Norman Carpenter, a former shift 
supervisor at a Mohawk manufacturing facility, filed suit in 
the United States District Court for the Northern District 
of Georgia, alleging that Mohawk had terminated him in 
violation of 42 U. S. C. § 1985(2) and various Georgia laws. 
According to Carpenter’s complaint, his termination came 
after he informed a member of Mohawk’s human resources 
department in an e-mail that the company was employing 
undocumented immigrants. At the time, unbeknownst to 
Carpenter, Mohawk stood accused in a pending class-action 
lawsuit of conspiring to drive down the wages of its legal 
employees by knowingly hiring undocumented workers in vi­
olation of federal and state racketeering laws. See Wil­
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liams v. Mohawk Indus., Inc., No. 4:04–cv–00003–HLM (ND 
Ga., Jan. 6, 2004). Company officials directed Carpenter to 
meet with the company’s retained counsel in the Williams 
case, and counsel allegedly pressured Carpenter to recant his 
statements. When he refused, Carpenter alleges, Mohawk 
fired him under false pretenses. App. 57a–64a. 

After learning of Carpenter’s complaint, the plaintiffs in 
the Williams case sought an evidentiary hearing to explore 
Carpenter’s allegations. In its response to their motion, 
Mohawk described Carpenter’s accusations as “pure fantasy” 
and recounted the “true facts” of Carpenter’s dismissal. 
App. 208a. According to Mohawk, Carpenter himself had 
“engaged in blatant and illegal misconduct” by attempting to 
have Mohawk hire an undocumented worker. Id., at 209a. 
The company “commenced an immediate investigation,” dur­
ing which retained counsel interviewed Carpenter. Id., at 
210a. Because Carpenter’s “efforts to cause Mohawk to cir­
cumvent federal immigration law” “blatantly violated Mo­
hawk policy,” the company terminated him. Ibid. 

As these events were unfolding in the Williams case, dis­
covery was underway in Carpenter’s case. Carpenter filed 
a motion to compel Mohawk to produce information concern­
ing his meeting with retained counsel and the company’s ter­
mination decision. Mohawk maintained that the requested 
information was protected by the attorney-client privilege. 

The District Court agreed that the privilege applied to the 
requested information, but it granted Carpenter’s motion to 
compel disclosure after concluding that Mohawk had implic­
itly waived the privilege through its representations in the 
Williams case. See App. to Pet. for Cert. 51a. The court 
declined to certify its order for interlocutory appeal under 
28 U. S. C. § 1292(b). But, recognizing “the seriousness of 
its [waiver] finding,” it stayed its ruling to allow Mohawk to 
explore other potential “avenues to appeal . . . , such as a 
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petition for mandamus or appealing this Order under the col­
lateral order doctrine.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 52a. 

Mohawk filed a notice of appeal and a petition for a writ 
of mandamus to the Eleventh Circuit. The Court of Appeals 
dismissed the appeal for lack of jurisdiction under 28 U. S. C. 
§ 1291, holding that the District Court’s ruling did not qualify 
as an immediately appealable collateral order within the 
meaning of Cohen, 337 U. S. 541. “Under Cohen,” the Court 
of Appeals explained, “an order is appealable if it (1) con­
clusively determines the disputed question; (2) resolves an 
important issue completely separate from the merits of the 
action; and (3) is effectively unreviewable on appeal from a 
final judgment.” 541 F. 3d 1048, 1052 (2008) (per curiam). 
According to the court, the District Court’s waiver ruling 
satisfied the first two of these requirements but not the third, 
because “a discovery order that implicates the attorney-
client privilege” can be adequately reviewed “on appeal from 
a final judgment.” Ibid. The Court of Appeals also re­
jected Mohawk’s mandamus petition, finding no “clear usur­
pation of power or abuse of discretion” by the District Court. 
Id., at 1055. We granted certiorari, 555 U. S. 1152 (2009), to 
resolve a conflict among the Circuits concerning the avail­
ability of collateral appeals in the attorney-client privilege 
context.1 

1 Three Circuits have permitted collateral order appeals of attorney-
client privilege rulings. See In re Napster, Inc. Copyright Litigation, 
479 F. 3d 1078, 1087–1088 (CA9 2007); United States v. Philip Morris Inc., 
314 F. 3d 612, 617–621 (CADC 2003); In re Ford Motor Co., 110 F. 3d 954, 
957–964 (CA3 1997). The remaining Circuits to consider the question 
have found such orders nonappealable. See, e. g., Boughton v. Cotter 
Corp., 10 F. 3d 746, 749–750 (CA10 1993); Texaco Inc. v. Louisiana Land & 
Exploration Co., 995 F. 2d 43, 44 (CA5 1993); Reise v. Board of Regents 
of Univ. of Wisconsin System, 957 F. 2d 293, 295 (CA7 1992); Chase Man­
hattan Bank, N. A. v. Turner & Newall, PLC, 964 F. 2d 159, 162–163 
(CA2 1992); Quantum Corp. v. Tandon Corp., 940 F. 2d 642, 643–644 (CA 
Fed. 1991). 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



106 MOHAWK INDUSTRIES, INC. v. CARPENTER 

Opinion of the Court 

II
 
A
 

By statute, courts of appeals “have jurisdiction of appeals 
from all final decisions of the district courts of the United 
States, . . . except where a direct review may be had in the 
Supreme Court.” 28 U. S. C. § 1291. A “final decisio[n]” is 
typically one “by which a district court disassociates itself 
from a case.” Swint v. Chambers County Comm’n, 514 U. S. 
35, 42 (1995). This Court, however, “has long given” § 1291 
a “practical rather than a technical construction.” Cohen, 
337 U. S., at 546. As we held in Cohen, the statute encom­
passes not only judgments that “terminate an action,” but 
also a “small class” of collateral rulings that, although they 
do not end the litigation, are appropriately deemed “final.” 
Id., at 545–546. “That small category includes only deci­
sions that are conclusive, that resolve important questions 
separate from the merits, and that are effectively unreview­
able on appeal from the final judgment in the underlying 
action.” Swint, 514 U. S., at 42. 

In applying Cohen’s collateral order doctrine, we have 
stressed that it must “never be allowed to swallow the gen­
eral rule that a party is entitled to a single appeal, to be 
deferred until final judgment has been entered.” Digital 
Equipment Corp. v. Desktop Direct, Inc., 511 U. S. 863, 868 
(1994) (citation omitted); see also Will v. Hallock, 546 U. S. 
345, 350 (2006) (“emphasizing [the doctrine’s] modest scope”). 
Our admonition reflects a healthy respect for the virtues of 
the final-judgment rule. Permitting piecemeal, prejudg­
ment appeals, we have recognized, undermines “efficient ju­
dicial administration” and encroaches upon the prerogatives 
of district court judges, who play a “special role” in manag­
ing ongoing litigation. Firestone Tire & Rubber Co. v. 
Risjord, 449 U. S. 368, 374 (1981); see also Richardson-
Merrell Inc. v. Koller, 472 U. S. 424, 436 (1985) (“[T]he dis­
trict judge can better exercise [his or her] responsibility [to 
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police the prejudgment tactics of litigants] if the appellate 
courts do not repeatedly intervene to second-guess prejudg­
ment rulings”). 

The justification for immediate appeal must therefore be 
sufficiently strong to overcome the usual benefits of defer­
ring appeal until litigation concludes. This requirement 
finds expression in two of the three traditional Cohen condi­
tions. The second condition insists upon “important ques­
tions separate from the merits.” Swint, 514 U. S., at 42 
(emphasis added). More significantly, “the third Cohen 
question, whether a right is ‘adequately vindicable’ or ‘effec­
tively reviewable,’ simply cannot be answered without a 
judgment about the value of the interests that would be lost 
through rigorous application of a final judgment require­
ment.” Digital Equipment, 511 U. S., at 878–879. That a 
ruling “may burden litigants in ways that are only imper­
fectly reparable by appellate reversal of a final district court 
judgment . . . has never sufficed.” Id., at 872. Instead, the 
decisive consideration is whether delaying review until the 
entry of final judgment “would imperil a substantial public 
interest” or “some particular value of a high order.” Will, 
546 U. S., at 352–353. 

In making this determination, we do not engage in an “in­
dividualized jurisdictional inquiry.” Coopers & Lybrand v. 
Livesay, 437 U. S. 463, 473 (1978). Rather, our focus is on 
“the entire category to which a claim belongs.” Digital 
Equipment, 511 U. S., at 868. As long as the class of claims, 
taken as a whole, can be adequately vindicated by other 
means, “the chance that the litigation at hand might be 
speeded, or a ‘particular injustic[e]’ averted,” does not pro­
vide a basis for jurisdiction under § 1291. Ibid. (quoting Van 
Cauwenberghe v. Biard, 486 U. S. 517, 529 (1988); alteration 
in original). 

B 

In the present case, the Court of Appeals concluded that 
the District Court’s privilege-waiver order satisfied the first 
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two conditions of the collateral order doctrine—conclusive­
ness and separateness—but not the third—effective unre­
viewability. Because we agree with the Court of Appeals 
that collateral order appeals are not necessary to ensure 
effective review of orders adverse to the attorney-client 
privilege, we do not decide whether the other Cohen re­
quirements are met. 

Mohawk does not dispute that “we have generally denied 
review of pretrial discovery orders.” Firestone, 449 U. S., 
at 377; see also 15B C. Wright, A. Miller, & E. Cooper, Fed­
eral Practice and Procedure § 3914.23, p. 123 (2d ed. 1992) 
(hereinafter Wright & Miller) (“[T]he rule remains settled 
that most discovery rulings are not final”). Mohawk con­
tends, however, that rulings implicating the attorney-client 
privilege differ in kind from run-of-the-mill discovery orders 
because of the important institutional interests at stake. 
According to Mohawk, the right to maintain attorney-client 
confidences—the sine qua non of a meaningful attorney-
client relationship—is “irreparably destroyed absent im­
mediate appeal” of adverse privilege rulings. Brief for 
Petitioner 23. 

We readily acknowledge the importance of the attorney-
client privilege, which “is one of the oldest recognized privi­
leges for confidential communications.” Swidler & Berlin v. 
United States, 524 U. S. 399, 403 (1998). By assuring con­
fidentiality, the privilege encourages clients to make “full and 
frank” disclosures to their attorneys, who are then better 
able to provide candid advice and effective representation. 
Upjohn Co. v. United States, 449 U. S. 383, 389 (1981). This, 
in turn, serves “broader public interests in the observance 
of law and administration of justice.” Ibid. 

The crucial question, however, is not whether an interest 
is important in the abstract; it is whether deferring review 
until final judgment so imperils the interest as to justify the 
cost of allowing immediate appeal of the entire class of rele­
vant orders. We routinely require litigants to wait until 
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after final judgment to vindicate valuable rights, includ­
ing rights central to our adversarial system. See, e. g., 
Richardson-Merrell, 472 U. S., at 426 (holding an order dis­
qualifying counsel in a civil case did not qualify for immedi­
ate appeal under the collateral order doctrine); Flanagan v. 
United States, 465 U. S. 259, 260 (1984) (reaching the same 
result in a criminal case, notwithstanding the Sixth Amend­
ment rights at stake). In Digital Equipment, we rejected 
an assertion that collateral order review was necessary to 
promote “the public policy favoring voluntary resolution of 
disputes.” 511 U. S., at 881. “It defies common sense,” we 
explained, “to maintain that parties’ readiness to settle will 
be significantly dampened (or the corresponding public inter­
est impaired) by a rule that a district court’s decision to let 
allegedly barred litigation go forward may be challenged as 
a matter of right only on appeal from a judgment for the 
plaintiff ’s favor.” Ibid. 

We reach a similar conclusion here. In our estimation, 
postjudgment appeals generally suffice to protect the rights 
of litigants and ensure the vitality of the attorney-client 
privilege. Appellate courts can remedy the improper disclo­
sure of privileged material in the same way they remedy a 
host of other erroneous evidentiary rulings: by vacating an 
adverse judgment and remanding for a new trial in which 
the protected material and its fruits are excluded from 
evidence. 

Dismissing such relief as inadequate, Mohawk emphasizes 
that the attorney-client privilege does not merely “prohibi[t] 
use of protected information at trial”; it provides a “right 
not to disclose the privileged information in the first place.” 
Brief for Petitioner 25. Mohawk is undoubtedly correct that 
an order to disclose privileged information intrudes on the 
confidentiality of attorney-client communications. But de­
ferring review until final judgment does not meaningfully 
reduce the ex ante incentives for full and frank consultations 
between clients and counsel. 
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One reason for the lack of a discernible chill is that, in 
deciding how freely to speak, clients and counsel are unlikely 
to focus on the remote prospect of an erroneous disclosure 
order, let alone on the timing of a possible appeal. Whether 
or not immediate collateral order appeals are available, cli­
ents and counsel must account for the possibility that they 
will later be required by law to disclose their communications 
for a variety of reasons—for example, because they mis­
judged the scope of the privilege, because they waived the 
privilege, or because their communications fell within the 
privilege’s crime-fraud exception. Most district court rul­
ings on these matters involve the routine application of set­
tled legal principles. They are unlikely to be reversed on 
appeal, particularly when they rest on factual determina­
tions for which appellate deference is the norm. See, e. g., 
Richardson-Merrell, 472 U. S., at 434 (“Most pretrial orders 
of district judges are ultimately affirmed by appellate 
courts”); Reise v. Board of Regents, 957 F. 2d 293, 295 (CA7 
1992) (noting that “almost all interlocutory appeals from dis­
covery orders would end in affirmance” because “the district 
court possesses discretion, and review is deferential”). The 
breadth of the privilege and the narrowness of its exceptions 
will thus tend to exert a much greater influence on the con­
duct of clients and counsel than the small risk that the law 
will be misapplied.2 

Moreover, were attorneys and clients to reflect upon their 
appellate options, they would find that litigants confronted 
with a particularly injurious or novel privilege ruling have 
several potential avenues of review apart from collateral 
order appeal. First, a party may ask the district court to 
certify, and the court of appeals to accept, an interlocutory 
appeal pursuant to 28 U. S. C. § 1292(b). The preconditions 
for § 1292(b) review—“a controlling question of law,” the 

2 Perhaps the situation would be different if district courts were system­
atically underenforcing the privilege, but we have no indication that this 
is the case. 
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prompt resolution of which “may materially advance the ulti­
mate termination of the litigation”—are most likely to be 
satisfied when a privilege ruling involves a new legal ques­
tion or is of special consequence, and district courts should 
not hesitate to certify an interlocutory appeal in such cases. 
Second, in extraordinary circumstances—i. e., when a disclo­
sure order “amount[s] to a judicial usurpation of power or 
a clear abuse of discretion,” or otherwise works a manifest 
injustice—a party may petition the court of appeals for a 
writ of mandamus. Cheney v. United States Dist. Court for 
D. C., 542 U. S. 367, 390 (2004) (citation and internal quotation 
marks omitted); see also Firestone, 449 U. S., at 378–379, 
n. 13.3 While these discretionary review mechanisms do not 
provide relief in every case, they serve as useful “safety 
valve[s]” for promptly correcting serious errors. Digital 
Equipment, 511 U. S., at 883. 

Another long-recognized option is for a party to defy a 
disclosure order and incur court-imposed sanctions. Dis­
trict courts have a range of sanctions from which to choose, 
including “directing that the matters embraced in the order 
or other designated facts be taken as established for pur­
poses of the action,” “prohibiting the disobedient party from 
supporting or opposing designated claims or defenses,” or 
“striking pleadings in whole or in part.” Fed. Rules Civ. 
Proc. 37(b)(2)(A)(i)–(iii). Such sanctions allow a party to ob­
tain postjudgment review without having to reveal its privi­
leged information. Alternatively, when the circumstances 
warrant it, a district court may hold a noncomplying party 
in contempt. The party can then appeal directly from that 
ruling, at least when the contempt citation can be character­
ized as a criminal punishment. See, e. g., Church of Scien­
tology of Cal. v. United States, 506 U. S. 9, 18, n. 11 (1992); 
Firestone, 449 U. S., at 377; Cobbledick v. United States, 309 

3 Mohawk itself petitioned the Eleventh Circuit for a writ of mandamus. 
See supra, at 105. It has not asked us to review the Court of Appeals’ 
denial of that relief. 
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U. S. 323, 328 (1940); see also Wright & Miller § 3914.23, at 
140–155. 

These established mechanisms for appellate review not 
only provide assurances to clients and counsel about the se­
curity of their confidential communications; they also go a 
long way toward addressing Mohawk’s concern that, absent 
collateral order appeals of adverse attorney-client privilege 
rulings, some litigants may experience severe hardship. 
Mohawk is no doubt right that an order to disclose privileged 
material may, in some situations, have implications beyond 
the case at hand. But the same can be said about many 
categories of pretrial discovery orders for which collateral 
order appeals are unavailable. As with these other orders, 
rulings adverse to the privilege vary in their significance; 
some may be momentous, but others are more mundane. 
Section 1292(b) appeals, mandamus, and appeals from con­
tempt citations facilitate immediate review of some of the 
more consequential attorney-client privilege rulings. More­
over, protective orders are available to limit the spillover 
effects of disclosing sensitive information. That a fraction 
of orders adverse to the attorney-client privilege may never­
theless harm individual litigants in ways that are “only im­
perfectly reparable” does not justify making all such orders 
immediately appealable as of right under § 1291. Digital 
Equipment, 511 U. S., at 872. 

In short, the limited benefits of applying “the blunt, cate­
gorical instrument of § 1291 collateral order appeal” to 
privilege-related disclosure orders simply cannot justify the 
likely institutional costs. Id., at 883. Permitting parties to 
undertake successive, piecemeal appeals of all adverse 
attorney-client rulings would unduly delay the resolution of 
district court litigation and needlessly burden the courts of 
appeals. See Wright & Miller § 3914.23, at 123 (“Routine 
appeal from disputed discovery orders would disrupt the or­
derly progress of the litigation, swamp the courts of appeals, 
and substantially reduce the district court’s ability to con­
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trol the discovery process”); cf. Cunningham v. Hamilton 
County, 527 U. S. 198, 209 (1999) (expressing concern that 
allowing immediate appeal as of right from orders fining at­
torneys for discovery violations would result in “the very 
sorts of piecemeal appeals and concomitant delays that the 
final judgment rule was designed to prevent”). Attempting 
to downplay such concerns, Mohawk asserts that the three 
Circuits in which the collateral order doctrine currently ap­
plies to adverse privilege rulings have seen only a trickle of 
appeals. But this may be due to the fact that the practice in 
all three Circuits is relatively new and not yet widely known. 
Were this Court to approve collateral order appeals in the 
attorney-client privilege context, many more litigants would 
likely choose that route. They would also likely seek to ex­
tend such a ruling to disclosure orders implicating many 
other categories of sensitive information, raising an array of 
line-drawing difficulties.4 

C 

In concluding that sufficiently effective review of adverse 
attorney-client privilege rulings can be had without resort to 
the Cohen doctrine, we reiterate that the class of collaterally 
appealable orders must remain “narrow and selective in its 
membership.” Will, 546 U. S., at 350. This admonition has 
acquired special force in recent years with the enactment of 
legislation designating rulemaking, “not expansion by court 
decision,” as the preferred means for determining whether 
and when prejudgment orders should be immediately ap­
pealable. Swint, 514 U. S., at 48. Specifically, Congress in 
1990 amended the Rules Enabling Act, 28 U. S. C. § 2071 
et seq., to authorize this Court to adopt rules “defin[ing] 

4 Participating as amicus curiae in support of respondent Carpenter, 
the United States contends that collateral order appeals should be avail­
able for rulings involving certain governmental privileges “in light of their 
structural constitutional grounding under the separation of powers, rela­
tively rare invocation, and unique importance to governmental functions.” 
Brief for United States 28. We express no view on that issue. 
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when a ruling of a district court is final for the purposes of 
appeal under section 1291.” § 2072(c). Shortly thereafter, 
and along similar lines, Congress empowered this Court to 
“prescribe rules, in accordance with [§ 2072], to provide for 
an appeal of an interlocutory decision to the courts of appeals 
that is not otherwise provided for under [§ 1292].” § 1292(e). 
These provisions, we have recognized, “warran[t] the Judici­
ary’s full respect.” Swint, 514 U. S., at 48; see also Cun­
ningham, 527 U. S., at 210. 

Indeed, the rulemaking process has important virtues. It 
draws on the collective experience of bench and bar, see 28 
U. S. C. § 2073, and it facilitates the adoption of measured, 
practical solutions. We expect that the combination of 
standard postjudgment appeals, § 1292(b) appeals, manda­
mus, and contempt appeals will continue to provide adequate 
protection to litigants ordered to disclose materials purport­
edly subject to the attorney-client privilege. Any further 
avenue for immediate appeal of such rulings should be fur­
nished, if at all, through rulemaking, with the opportunity 
for full airing it provides. 

* * * 

In sum, we conclude that the collateral order doctrine does 
not extend to disclosure orders adverse to the attorney-client 
privilege. Effective appellate review can be had by other 
means. Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the Court 
of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Thomas, concurring in part and concurring in 
the judgment. 

I concur in the judgment and in Part II–C of the Court’s 
opinion because I wholeheartedly agree that “Congress’s 
designation of the rulemaking process as the way to define 
or refine when a district court ruling is ‘final’ and when an 
interlocutory order is appealable warrants the Judiciary’s 
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full respect.” Swint v. Chambers County Comm’n, 514 U. S. 
35, 48 (1995); ante, at 114 (quoting Swint, supra; citing Cun­
ningham v. Hamilton County, 527 U. S. 198, 210 (1999)). It 
is for that reason that I do not join the remainder of the 
Court’s analysis. 

The scope of federal appellate jurisdiction is a matter the 
Constitution expressly commits to Congress, see Art. I, § 8, 
cl. 9, and that Congress has addressed not only in 28 U. S. C. 
§§ 1291 and 1292, but also in the Rules Enabling Act amend­
ments to which the Court refers. See ante, at 113–114 (cit­
ing §§ 2072–2073). The Court recognizes that these amend­
ments “designat[e] rulemaking, ‘not expansion by court 
decision,’ as the preferred means for determining whether 
and when prejudgment orders should be immediately ap­
pealable.” Ante, at 113 (quoting Swint, supra, at 48). Be­
cause that designation is entitled to our full respect, and 
because the privilege order here is not on all fours with or­
ders we previously have held to be appealable under the col­
lateral order doctrine, see Cohen v. Beneficial Industrial 
Loan Corp., 337 U. S. 541 (1949), I would affirm the Eleventh 
Circuit’s judgment on the ground that any “avenue for imme­
diate appeal” beyond the three avenues addressed in the 
Court’s opinion must be left to the “rulemaking process.” 
Ante, at 114; see ante, at 110–113 (discussing certification 
under 28 U. S. C. § 1292(b), petitions for mandamus, and ap­
peals from contempt orders). 

We need not, and in my view should not, further justify 
our holding by applying the Cohen doctrine, which prompted 
the rulemaking amendments in the first place. In taking 
this path, the Court needlessly perpetuates a judicial policy 
that we for many years have criticized and struggled to limit. 
See, e. g., Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U. S. 662, 671–675 (2009); 
Will v. Hallock, 546 U. S. 345, 349 (2006); Sell v. United 
States, 539 U. S. 166, 177 (2003); Cunningham, supra, at 210; 
Digital Equipment Corp. v. Desktop Direct, Inc., 511 U. S. 
863, 884 (1994); Swint, supra, at 48; Lauro Lines s.r.l. v. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



116 MOHAWK INDUSTRIES, INC. v. CARPENTER 

Opinion of Thomas, J. 

Chasser, 490 U. S. 495, 498–501 (1989); Van Cauwenberghe v. 
Biard, 486 U. S. 517, 527 (1988). The Court’s choice of analy­
sis is the more ironic because applying Cohen to the facts of 
this case requires the Court to reach conclusions on, and thus 
potentially prejudice, the very matters it says would bene­
fit from “the collective experience of bench and bar” and 
the “opportunity for full airing” that rulemaking provides. 
Ante, at 114. 

“Finality as a condition of review is an historic characteris­
tic of federal appellate procedure” that was incorporated in 
the first Judiciary Act and that Congress itself has “departed 
from only when observance of it would practically defeat the 
right to any review at all.” Cobbledick v. United States, 309 
U. S. 323, 324–325 (1940). Until 1949, this Court’s view of 
the appellate jurisdiction statute reflected this principle and 
the statute’s text. See, e. g., Catlin v. United States, 324 
U. S. 229, 233 (1945) (holding that § 128 of the Judicial Code 
(now 28 U. S. C. § 1291) limits review to decisions that “en[d] 
the litigation on the merits and leav[e] nothing for the court 
to do but execute the judgment”). Cohen changed all that 
when it announced that a “small class” of collateral orders 
that do not meet the statutory definition of finality nonethe­
less may be immediately appealable if they satisfy certain 
criteria that show they are “too important to be denied re­
view.” 337 U. S., at 546. 

Cohen and the early decisions applying it allowed § 1291 
appeals of interlocutory orders concerning the posting of a 
bond, see id., at 545–547, the attachment of a vessel in admi­
ralty, see Swift & Co. Packers v. Compania Colombiana Del 
Caribe, S. A., 339 U. S. 684, 688–689 (1950), and the imposi­
tion of notice costs in a class action, see Eisen v. Carlisle & 
Jacquelin, 417 U. S. 156, 170–172 (1974). As the Court’s 
opinion notes, later decisions sought to narrow Cohen lest 
its exception to § 1291 “ ‘swallow’ ” the final judgment rule. 
Ante, at 106 (quoting Digital Equipment, supra, at 868); see 
generally Coopers & Lybrand v. Livesay, 437 U. S. 463, 467– 
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468 (1978). The Court has adhered to that narrowing ap­
proach, principally by raising the bar on what types of in­
terests are “important enough” to justify collateral order 
appeals. See, e. g., Will, supra, at 352–353 (explaining that 
an interlocutory order typically will be “important” enough 
to justify Cohen review only where “some particular value 
of a high order,” such as “honoring the separation of powers, 
preserving the efficiency of government . . . ,  [or]  respect­
ing a State’s dignitary interests,” is “marshaled in support 
of the interest in avoiding trial” and the Court determines 
that denying review would “imperil” that interest); Digital 
Equipment, supra, at 878–879 (noting that appealability 
under Cohen turns on a “judgment about the value of the 
interests that would be lost through rigorous application of 
a final judgment requirement,” and that an interest “quali­
fies as ‘important’ in Cohen’s sense” if it is “weightier than 
the societal interests advanced by the ordinary operation of 
final judgment principles”). As we recognized last Term, 
however, our attempts to contain the Cohen doctrine have 
not all been successful or persuasive. See Ashcroft, supra, 
at 672 (“As a general matter, the collateral-order doctrine 
may have expanded beyond the limits dictated by its internal 
logic and the strict application of the criteria set out in 
Cohen”). In my view, this case presents an opportunity to 
improve our approach. 

The privilege interest at issue here is undoubtedly impor­
tant, both in its own right and when compared to some of 
the interests (e. g., in bond and notice-cost rulings) we have 
held to be appealable under Cohen. Accordingly, the Court’s 
Cohen analysis does not rest on the privilege order’s relative 
unimportance, but instead on its effective reviewability after 
final judgment. Ante, at 108–113. Although I agree with 
the Court’s ultimate conclusion, I see two difficulties with 
this approach. First, the Court emphasizes that the alter­
native avenues of review it discusses (which did not prove 
adequate in this case) would be adequate where the privilege 
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ruling at issue is “particularly injurious or novel.” Ante, 
at 110. If that is right, and it seems to me that it is, then 
the opinion raises the question why such avenues were not 
also adequate to address the orders whose unusual impor­
tance or particularly injurious nature we have held justified 
immediate appeal under Cohen. See, e. g., Sell, 539 U. S., at 
177. Second, the facts of this particular case seem in several 
respects to undercut the Court’s conclusion that the benefits 
of collateral order review “cannot justify the likely institu­
tional costs.” Ante, at 112.* The Court responds that 
these case-specific arguments miss the point because the 
focus of the Cohen analysis is whether the “entire category” 
or “class of claims” at issue merits appellate review under 
the collateral order doctrine. Ante, at 107 (internal quota­
tion marks omitted). That is exactly right, and illustrates 
what increasingly has bothered me about making this kind 
of appealability determination via case-by-case adjudication. 
The exercise forces the reviewing court to subordinate the 
realities of each case before it to generalized conclusions 
about the “likely” costs and benefits of allowing an exception 
to the final judgment rule in an entire “class of cases.” The 
Court concedes that Congress, which holds the constitutional 
reins in this area, has determined that such value judgments 

*The Court concludes, for example, that in most cases final judgment 
review of an erroneous privilege ruling will suffice to vindicate the injured 
party’s rights because the appellate court can vacate the adverse judg­
ment and remand for a new trial in which the protected material is ex­
cluded. Ante, at 109. But this case appears to involve one of the (per­
haps rare) situations in which final judgment review might not be 
sufficient because it is a case in which the challenged order already has 
had “implications beyond the case at hand,” namely, in the separate class 
action in Williams v. Mohawk Indus., Inc., No. 4:04–CV–00003–HLM (ND 
Ga.). Ante, at 112. The Court also concludes that the “likely institu­
tional costs” of allowing collateral order review would outweigh its bene­
fits because, inter alia, such review would “needlessly burden the courts 
of appeals.” Ibid. But as the Court concedes, it must speculate on this 
point because the three Circuits that allow Cohen appeals of privilege 
rulings have not been overwhelmed. See ante, at 113. 
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are better left to the “collective experience of bench and bar” 
and the “opportunity for full airing” that rulemaking pro­
vides. Ante, at 114. This determination is entitled to our 
full respect, in deed as well as in word. Accordingly, 
I would leave the value judgments the Court makes in its 
opinion to the rulemaking process, and in so doing take this 
opportunity to limit—effectively, predictably, and in a way 
we should have done long ago—the doctrine that, with a 
sweep of the Court’s pen, subordinated what the appellate 
jurisdiction statute says to what the Court thinks is a good 
idea. 
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McDANIEL, WARDEN, et al. v. BROWN 

certiorari to the united states court of appeals for 
the ninth circuit 

No. 08–559. Decided January 11, 2010 

Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U. S. 307, 324, entitles a state prisoner to habeas 
relief if a federal judge finds that “upon the record evidence adduced at 
the trial no rational trier of fact could have found proof of guilt beyond 
a reasonable doubt.” A Nevada jury convicted respondent of rape 
based on DNA evidence matching his DNA and ample physical and 
other evidence of his guilt. After the state courts denied relief on di­
rect appeal and in postconviction proceedings, respondent filed this fed­
eral habeas petition, claiming that the evidence was insufficient to con­
vict him and that the Nevada Supreme Court’s rejection of this claim 
was both contrary to, and an unreasonable application of, Jackson. Re­
lying on the “Mueller Report” prepared by respondent’s DNA expert 
over 11 years after the trial—which suggested that the State’s DNA 
expert, Renee Romero, had committed the so-called “prosecutor’s fal­
lacy” by mischaracterizing the probability that someone from the gen­
eral population would share respondent’s DNA, and that she had under­
estimated the likelihood that one of respondent’s brothers would also 
match the DNA at the crime scene—the District Court granted relief 
on the Jackson claim. The Ninth Circuit affirmed. 

Held: 
1. Because the trial record includes both the DNA evidence and other 

convincing evidence of guilt, the lower federal courts clearly misapplied 
Jackson. Pp. 127–134. 

(a) The two inaccuracies on which this case turns are Romero’s 
commission of the prosecutor’s fallacy and her underestimate of the like­
lihood of a DNA match with one of respondent’s brothers. Pp. 127–130. 

(b) The Ninth Circuit’s analysis failed to preserve “the factfinder’s 
role as weigher of the evidence” by reviewing “all of the evidence . . .  
in the light most favorable to the prosecution,” Jackson, supra, at 
319, and it further erred in finding that the Nevada Supreme Court’s 
resolution of the Jackson claim was objectively unreasonable. A re­
viewing court must consider all of the evidence admitted at trial when 
considering a Jackson claim, and ample DNA and non-DNA evidence in 
the trial record supported the jury’s guilty verdict under Jackson. 
Even assuming that the Court of Appeals could have considered the 
Mueller Report in the context of a Jackson claim, the report provided 
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no warrant for entirely excluding the DNA evidence or Romero’s testi­
mony from that court’s consideration. The report did not contest that 
the DNA evidence matched respondent, and a rational jury could con­
sider that evidence to be powerful evidence of guilt. Furthermore, the 
Ninth Circuit’s discussion of the non-DNA evidence departed from the 
deferential review demanded by Jackson and 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1), 
which permits a federal habeas court to set aside a state-court decision 
only if it is “an unreasonable application of . . . clearly established Fed­
eral law.” While the Ninth Circuit acknowledged that it must review 
the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, its recitation 
of inconsistencies in the testimony shows it failed to do that. Although 
the court’s Jackson analysis relied substantially upon the State’s post-
conviction concession that there was insufficient evidence to convict re­
spondent absent the DNA findings, the concession posited a situation in 
which there was no DNA evidence at all, not one in which some testi­
mony regarding such evidence was called into question. Pp. 130–134. 

2. Respondent’s claim that the admission of Romero’s inaccurate DNA 
testimony denied him a fair trial under Manson v. Brathwaite, 432 U. S. 
98, 114, is forfeited because he makes it for the first time in his brief on 
the merits in this Court. Pp. 134–136. 

525 F. 3d 787, reversed and remanded. 

Per Curiam. 

In Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U. S. 307 (1979), we held that 
a state prisoner is entitled to habeas corpus relief if a federal 
judge finds that “upon the record evidence adduced at the 
trial no rational trier of fact could have found proof of guilt 
beyond a reasonable doubt.” Id., at 324. A Nevada jury 
convicted respondent of rape; the evidence presented in­
cluded DNA evidence matching respondent’s DNA profile. 
Nevertheless, relying upon a report prepared by a DNA ex­
pert over 11 years after the trial, the Federal District Court 
applied the Jackson standard and granted the writ. A di­
vided Court of Appeals affirmed. Brown v. Farwell, 525 
F. 3d 787 (CA9 2008). We granted certiorari to consider 
whether those courts misapplied Jackson. Because the trial 
record includes both the DNA evidence and other convincing 
evidence of guilt, we conclude that they clearly did. 
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I 

Around 1 a.m. on January 29, 1994, 9-year-old Jane Doe 
was brutally raped in the bedroom of her trailer. Respond­
ent Troy Brown was convicted of the crime. During and 
since his trial, respondent has steadfastly maintained his in­
nocence.1 He was, however, admittedly intoxicated when 
the crime occurred, and after he awoke on the following 
morning he told a friend “ ‘he wished that he could remember 
what did go on or what went on.’ ” App. 309. 

Troy and his brother Travis resided near Jane Doe in the 
same trailer park. Their brother Trent and his wife Raquel 
lived in the park as well, in a trailer across the street from 
Jane Doe’s. Both Troy and Trent were acquainted with 
Jane Doe’s family; Troy had visited Jane Doe’s trailer several 
times. Jane did not know Travis. The evening of the at­
tack, Jane’s mother, Pam, took Jane to Raquel and Trent’s 
trailer to babysit while the three adults went out for about 
an hour. Raquel and Trent returned at about 7:30 p.m. and 
took Jane home at about 9:30 p.m. Pam stayed out and 
ended up drinking and playing pool with Troy at a nearby 
bar called the Peacock Lounge. Troy knew that Jane and 
her 4-year-old sister were home alone because he answered 
the phone at the bar when Jane called for her mother earlier 
that evening. 

Troy consumed at least 10 shots of vodka followed by beer 
chasers, and was so drunk that he vomited on himself while 
he was walking home after leaving the Peacock at about 
12:15 a.m. Jane called her mother to report the rape at ap­
proximately 1 a.m. Although it would have taken a sober 
man less than 15 minutes to walk home, Troy did not arrive 
at his trailer until about 1:30 a.m. He was wearing dark 
jeans, a cowboy hat, a black satin jacket, and boots. Two 

1 He denied involvement when a police officer claimed (wrongly) that the 
police had found his fingerprints in Jane’s bedroom, and he even denied 
involvement when the sentencing judge told him that acceptance of re­
sponsibility would garner him leniency. 
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witnesses saw a man dressed in dark jeans, a cowboy hat, 
and a black satin jacket stumbling in the road between the 
two trailers shortly after 1 a.m. 

The bedroom where the rape occurred was dark, and Jane 
was unable to conclusively identify her assailant. When 
asked whom he reminded her of, she mentioned both Troy 
and his brother Trent. Several days after the rape, she 
identified a man she saw on television (Troy) as her assailant 
but then stated that the man who had sent flowers attacked 
her. It was Trent and Raquel who had sent her flowers, not 
Troy. She was unable to identify Troy as her assailant out 
of a photo lineup, and she could not identify her assailant at 
trial. The night of the rape, however, she said her attacker 
was wearing dark jeans, a black jacket with a zipper, boots, 
and a watch. She also vividly remembered that the man 
“stunk real, real bad” of “cologne, or some beer or puke or 
something.” Id., at 172–173. 

Some evidence besides Jane’s inconsistent identification 
did not inculpate Troy. Jane testified that she thought she 
had bitten her assailant, but Troy did not have any bite 
marks on his hands when examined by a police officer ap­
proximately four hours after the attack. Jane stated that 
her assailant’s jacket had a zipper (Troy’s did not) and that 
he wore a watch (Troy claimed he did not). Additionally, 
there was conflicting testimony as to when Troy left the Pea­
cock and when Pam received Jane’s call reporting the rape. 
The witnesses who saw a man stumbling between the two 
trailers reported a bright green logo on the back of the 
jacket, but Troy’s jacket had a yellow and orange logo. Fi­
nally, because Jane thought she had left a night light on when 
she went to bed, the police suspected the assailant had 
turned off the light. The only usable fingerprint taken from 
the light did not match Troy’s, and the police did not find 
Troy’s fingerprints in the trailer. 

Other physical evidence, however, pointed to Troy. The 
police recovered semen from Jane’s underwear and from the 
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rape kit. The State’s expert, Renee Romero, tested the for­
mer and determined that the DNA matched Troy’s and that 
the probability another person from the general population 
would share the same DNA (the “random match probabil­
ity”) was only 1 in 3 million. Troy’s counsel did not call his 
own DNA expert at trial, although he consulted with an ex­
pert in advance who found no problems with Romero’s test 
procedures. At some time before sentencing, Troy’s family 
had additional DNA testing done. That testing showed 
semen taken from the rape kit matched Troy’s DNA, with a 
random match probability of 1 in 10,000. 

The jury found Troy guilty of sexual assault and sentenced 
him to life with the possibility of parole after 10 years.2 On 
direct appeal, the Nevada Supreme Court considered Troy’s 
claim that his conviction was not supported by sufficient evi­
dence, analyzing “whether the jury, acting reasonably, could 
have been convinced of [Troy’s] guilt beyond a reasonable 
doubt.” Brown v. Nevada, 113 Nev. 275, 285, 934 P. 2d 235, 
241 (1997) (per curiam). The court rejected the claim, sum­
marizing the evidence of guilt as follows: 

“Testimony indicated that Troy left the bar around 12:15 
a.m., that Troy lived relatively close to the bar, and that 
Troy lived very close to Jane Doe. Troy had enough 

2 Under Nevada law at the time of the trial, the jury, rather than the 
judge, imposed the sentence for a sexual assault crime if it found the 
assault resulted in substantial bodily harm. Nev. Rev. Stat. Ann. 
§ 200.366(3) (Michie 1992). For an assault resulting in substantial bodily 
harm, the jury had the option of sentencing Troy to life without the pos­
sibility of parole or to life with eligibility for parole after 10 years. 
§ 200.366(2)(a). The jury elected the more lenient sentence. The judge 
sentenced Troy to life with the possibility of parole after 10 years on a 
second count of sexual assault, to run consecutively. The Nevada Su­
preme Court reversed Troy’s conviction for one count of child abuse on 
double jeopardy grounds, and ordered resentencing on the second sexual 
assault count. Brown v. Nevada, 113 Nev. 275, 934 P. 2d 235 (1997) (per 
curiam). On resentencing, the judge imposed the same sentence as 
before. 
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time to get from the bar to Jane Doe’s house and to 
assault Jane Doe before she made the telephone call to 
her mother at approximately 1:00 a.m. While Jane Doe 
could not identify her assailant, her description of his 
clothing was similar to what Troy was wearing; she also 
said that her assailant smelled like beer or vomit and 
testimony indicated that Troy had been drinking beer 
and had vomited several times that night. Further­
more, testimony indicated that Troy got home at approx­
imately 1:30 a.m., which gave him enough time to assault 
Jane Doe. Additionally, [witnesses] testified that they 
saw someone resembling Troy in a black jacket and 
black hat stumbling in the road near Jane Doe’s house 
at 1:05 a.m. Troy also washed his pants and shirt when 
he got home, arguably to remove the blood evidence 
from his clothes. Finally, the DNA evidence indicated 
that semen collected from Jane Doe’s underwear 
matched Troy’s and that only 1 in 3,000,000 other people 
had matching DNA (the second DNA test indicated that 
1 in 10,000 people had matching DNA).” Ibid., 934 
P. 2d, at 241–242. 

Respondent also argued on appeal that the trial court erred 
in failing to conduct a pretrial hearing to determine whether 
the DNA evidence was reliable. The court found respond­
ent had not raised this issue in the trial court and concluded 
there was no plain error in the trial court’s failure to conduct 
a hearing. Id., at 284, 934 P. 2d, at 241. 

In 2001, respondent sought state postconviction relief, 
claiming, inter alia, that his trial counsel was constitution­
ally ineffective for failing to object to the admission of the 
DNA evidence. He argued that there were a number of 
foundational problems with the DNA evidence, and that if 
trial counsel had objected, the evidence would have been ex­
cluded or at least its importance diminished. He noted that 
because trial counsel “totally failed to challenge the DNA 
evidence in the case,” counsel “failed to preserve valid issues 
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for appeal.” App. 1101. The state postconviction court de­
nied relief, id., at 1489–1499, and the Nevada Supreme Court 
affirmed, judgt. order reported at 119 Nev. 797, 130 P. 3d 
673 (2003). 

Respondent thereafter filed this federal habeas petition, 
claiming there was insufficient evidence to convict him on the 
sexual assault charges and that the Nevada Supreme Court’s 
rejection of his claim was both contrary to, and an unreason­
able application of, Jackson. He did not bring a typical 
Jackson claim, however. Rather than argue that the total­
ity of the evidence admitted against him at trial was consti­
tutionally insufficient, he argued that some of the evidence 
should be excluded from the Jackson analysis. In particu­
lar, he argued that Romero’s testimony related to the DNA 
evidence was inaccurate and unreliable in two primary re­
spects: Romero mischaracterized the random match proba­
bility and misstated the probability of a DNA match among 
his brothers. Absent that testimony, he contended, there 
was insufficient evidence to convict him. 

In support of his claim regarding the accuracy of Romero’s 
testimony, respondent submitted a report prepared by Lau­
rence Mueller, a professor in ecology and evolutionary biol­
ogy (Mueller Report). The District Court supplemented 
the record with the Mueller Report, even though it was not 
presented to any state court, because “the thesis of the re­
port was argued during post-conviction.” Brown v. Far-
well, No. 3:03–cv–00712–PMP–VPC, 2006 WL 6181129, *5, 
n. 2 (D Nev., Dec. 14, 2006). 

Relying upon the Mueller Report, the District Court set 
aside the “unreliable DNA testimony” and held that without 
the DNA evidence “a reasonable doubt would exist in the 
mind of any rational trier of fact.” Id., at *7. The court 
granted respondent habeas relief on his Jackson claim.3 

3 The District Court also granted habeas relief on respondent’s claim 
that he was denied effective assistance of counsel with respect to his attor­
ney’s handling of the DNA evidence and failure to adequately investigate 
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The Ninth Circuit affirmed. 525 F. 3d 787. The court 
held the Nevada Supreme Court had unreasonably applied 
Jackson. 525 F. 3d, at 798; see 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1). The 
Court of Appeals first reasoned “the admission of Romero’s 
unreliable and misleading testimony violated Troy’s due 
process rights,” so the District Court was correct to exclude 
it. 525 F. 3d, at 797. It then “weighed the sufficiency of 
the remaining evidence,” including the District Court’s “cat­
alogu[e] [of] the numerous inconsistencies that would raise a 
reasonable doubt as to Troy’s guilt in the mind of any ra­
tional juror.” Ibid. In light of the “stark” conflicts in the 
evidence and the State’s concession that there was insuffi­
cient evidence absent the DNA evidence, the court held it 
was objectively unreasonable for the Nevada Supreme Court 
to reject respondent’s insufficiency-of-the-evidence claim. 
Id., at 798. 

We granted certiorari, 555 U. S. 1152 (2009), to consider 
two questions: the proper standard of review for a Jackson 
claim on federal habeas, and whether such a claim may rely 
upon evidence outside the trial record that goes to the relia­
bility of trial evidence. 

II 

Respondent’s claim has now crystallized into a claim about 
the import of two specific inaccuracies in the testimony re­
lated to the DNA evidence, as indicated by the Mueller Re­
port. The Mueller Report does not challenge Romero’s 
qualifications as an expert or the validity of any of the tests 
that she performed. Mueller instead contends that Romero 
committed the so-called “prosecutor’s fallacy” and that she 
underestimated the probability of a DNA match between re­
spondent and one of his brothers. 

the victim’s stepfather as an alternative suspect. Brown v. Farwell, 
No. 3:03–cv–00712–PMP–VPC, 2006 WL 6181129, *9–*10 (D Nev., Dec. 14, 
2006). The Court of Appeals did not consider those claims on appeal, and 
they are not now before us. 
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The prosecutor’s fallacy is the assumption that the random 
match probability is the same as the probability that the de­
fendant was not the source of the DNA sample. See Nat. 
Research Council, Comm. on DNA Forensic Science, The 
Evaluation of Forensic DNA Evidence 133 (1996) (“Let P 
equal the probability of a match, given the evidence geno­
type. The fallacy is to say that P is also the probability that 
the DNA at the crime scene came from someone other than 
the defendant”). In other words, if a juror is told the proba­
bility a member of the general population would share the 
same DNA is 1 in 10,000 (random match probability), and he 
takes that to mean there is only a 1 in  10,000 chance that 
someone other than the defendant is the source of the DNA 
found at the crime scene (source probability), then he has 
succumbed to the prosecutor’s fallacy. It is further error to 
equate source probability with probability of guilt, unless 
there is no explanation other than guilt for a person to be 
the source of crime-scene DNA. This faulty reasoning may 
result in an erroneous statement that, based on a random 
match probability of 1 in 10,000, there is a 0.01% chance the 
defendant is innocent or a 99.99% chance the defendant is 
guilty. 

The Mueller Report does not dispute Romero’s opinion 
that only 1 in 3 million people would have the same DNA 
profile as the rapist. Mueller correctly points out, however, 
that some of Romero’s testimony—as well as the prosecutor’s 
argument—suggested that the evidence also established that 
there was only a 0.000033% chance that respondent was inno­
cent. The State concedes as much. Brief for Petitioners 
54. For example, the prosecutor argued at closing the jury 
could be “99.999967 percent sure” in this case. App. 730. 
And when the prosecutor asked Romero, in a classic example 
of erroneously equating source probability with random 
match probability, whether “it [would] be fair to say . . .  that 
the chances that the DNA found in the panties—the semen 
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in the panties—and the blood sample, the likelihood that it 
is not Troy Brown would be .000033,” id., at 460, Romero 
ultimately agreed that it was “not inaccurate” to state it that 
way, id., at 461–462. 

Looking at Romero’s testimony as a whole, though, she 
also indicated that she was merely accepting the mathemati­
cal equivalence between 1 in 3 million and the percentage 
figure. At the end of the colloquy about percentages, she 
answered affirmatively the court’s question whether the per­
centage was “the same math just expressed differently.” 
Id., at 462. She pointed out that the probability a brother 
would match was greater than the random match probability, 
which also indicated to the jury that the random match prob­
ability is not the same as the likelihood that someone other 
than Troy was the source of the DNA. 

The Mueller Report identifies a second error in Romero’s 
testimony: her estimate of the probability that one or more 
of Troy’s brothers’ DNA would match. Romero testified 
there was a 1 in 6,500 (or 0.02%) probability that one brother 
would share the same DNA with another. Id., at 469, 472. 
When asked whether “that change[s] at all with two broth­
ers,” she answered no. Id., at 472. According to Mueller, 
Romero’s analysis was misleading in two respects. First, 
she used an assumption regarding the parents under which 
siblings have the lowest chance of matching that is biologi­
cally possible, but even under this stingy assumption she re­
ported the chance of two brothers matching (1 in 6,500) as 
much lower than it is (1 in 1,024 under her assumption). 
Second, using the assumptions Mueller finds more appro­
priate, the probability of a single sibling matching respond­
ent is 1 in 263, the probability that among two brothers one 
or more would match is 1 in 132, and among four brothers it 
is 1 in 66.  Id., at 1583. 

In sum, the two inaccuracies upon which this case turns 
are testimony equating random match probability with 
source probability, and an underestimate of the likelihood 
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that one of Troy’s brothers would also match the DNA left 
at the scene. 

III 

Although we granted certiorari to review respondent’s 
Jackson claim, the parties now agree that the Court of Ap­
peals’ resolution of his claim under Jackson was in error. 
See Brief for Respondent 2–3; Reply Brief for Petitioners 1. 
Indeed, respondent argues the Court of Appeals did not de­
cide his case under Jackson at all, but instead resolved the 
question whether admission of Romero’s inaccurate testi­
mony rendered his trial fundamentally unfair and then ap­
plied Jackson to determine whether that error was harmless. 

Although both petitioners and respondent are now aligned 
on the same side of the questions presented for our review, 
the case is not moot because “the parties continue to seek 
different relief” from this Court. Pacific Bell Telephone Co. 
v. linkLine Communications, Inc., 555 U. S. 438, 446 (2009). 
Respondent primarily argues that we affirm on his proposed 
alternative ground or remand to the Ninth Circuit for analy­
sis of his due process claim under the standard for harmless 
error of Brecht v. Abrahamson, 507 U. S. 619 (1993). The 
State, on the other hand, asks us to reverse. Respondent 
and one amicus have also suggested that we dismiss the case 
as improvidently granted, Brief for National Association of 
Criminal Defense Lawyers as Amicus Curiae 27–28, but 
we think prudential concerns favor our review of the Court 
of Appeals’ application of Jackson. Cf. Pacific Bell, supra, 
at 447. 

Respondent no longer argues it was proper for the District 
Court to admit the Mueller Report for the purpose of evalu­
ating his Jackson claim, Brief for Respondent 35, and con­
cedes the “purpose of a Jackson analysis is to determine 
whether the jury acted in a rational manner in returning a 
guilty verdict based on the evidence before it, not whether 
improper evidence violated due process,” id., at 2. There 
has been no suggestion that the evidence adduced at trial 
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was insufficient to convict unless some of it was excluded. 
Respondent’s concession thus disposes of his Jackson claim. 
The concession is also clearly correct. An “appellate court’s 
reversal for insufficiency of the evidence is in effect a deter­
mination that the government’s case against the defendant 
was so lacking that the trial court should have entered a 
judgment of acquittal.” Lockhart v. Nelson, 488 U. S. 33, 39 
(1988). Because reversal for insufficiency of the evidence is 
equivalent to a judgment of acquittal, such a reversal bars a 
retrial. See Burks v. United States, 437 U. S. 1, 18 (1978). 
To “make the analogy complete” between a reversal for in­
sufficiency of the evidence and the trial court’s granting 
a judgment of acquittal, Lockhart, 488 U. S., at 42, “a 
reviewing court must consider all of the evidence admitted 
by the trial court,” regardless of whether that evidence was 
admitted erroneously, id., at 41. 

Respondent therefore correctly concedes that a reviewing 
court must consider all of the evidence admitted at trial 
when considering a Jackson claim. Even if we set that con­
cession aside, however, and assume that the Court of Ap­
peals could have considered the Mueller Report in the con­
text of a Jackson claim, the court made an egregious error 
in concluding the Nevada Supreme Court’s rejection of re­
spondent’s insufficiency-of-the-evidence claim “involved an 
unreasonable application of . . . clearly established Federal 
law,” 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1).4 

4 The Court of Appeals also clearly erred in concluding the Nevada Su­
preme Court’s decision was “contrary to” Jackson. The Court of Appeals 
held the Nevada Supreme Court’s decision was “contrary to” Jackson be­
cause the Nevada court stated a standard that turns on a “reasonable” 
jury, not a “rational” one, and that assesses whether the jury could have 
been convinced of a defendant’s guilt, rather than whether it could have 
been convinced of each element of the crime. Brown v. Farwell, 525 F. 3d 
787, 794–795 (CA9 2008). It is of little moment that the Nevada Supreme 
Court analyzed whether a “reasonable” jury could be convinced of guilt 
beyond a reasonable doubt, rather than asking whether a “rational” one 
could be convinced of each element of guilt; a reasonable jury could hardly 
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Even if the Court of Appeals could have considered it, the 
Mueller Report provided no warrant for entirely excluding 
the DNA evidence or Romero’s testimony from that court’s 
consideration. The Report did not contest that the DNA 
evidence matched Troy. That DNA evidence remains pow­
erful inculpatory evidence even though the State concedes 
Romero overstated its probative value by failing to dispel 
the prosecutor’s fallacy. And Mueller’s claim that Romero 
used faulty assumptions and underestimated the probability 
of a DNA match between brothers indicates that two experts 
do not agree with one another, not that Romero’s estimates 
were unreliable.5 

Mueller’s opinion that “the chance that among four broth­
ers one or more would match is 1 in 66,” App. 1583, is sub­
stantially different from Romero’s estimate of a 1 in 6,500 
chance that one brother would match. But even if Romero’s 
estimate is wrong, our confidence in the jury verdict is not 
undermined. First, the estimate that is more pertinent to 
this case is 1 in 132—the probability of a match among two 
brothers—because two of Troy’s four brothers lived in Utah. 
Second, although Jane Doe mentioned Trent as her assailant, 
and Travis lived in a nearby trailer, the evidence indicates 
that both (unlike Troy) were sober and went to bed early on 
the night of the crime. Even under Mueller’s odds, a ra­
tional jury could consider the DNA evidence to be powerful 
evidence of guilt. 

Furthermore, the Court of Appeals’ discussion of the non-
DNA evidence departed from the deferential review that 
Jackson and § 2254(d)(1) demand. A federal habeas court 

be convinced of guilt unless it found each element satisfied beyond a rea­
sonable doubt. 

5 The State has called our attention to cases in which courts have criti­
cized opinions rendered by Professor Mueller in the past. See Brief for 
Petitioners 53–54. We need not pass on the relative credibility of the 
two experts because even assuming that Mueller’s estimate is correct, 
respondent’s claim fails. 
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can only set aside a state-court decision as “an unreason­
able application of . . . clearly established Federal law,” 
§ 2254(d)(1), if the state court’s application of that law is “ob­
jectively unreasonable,” Williams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 362, 
409 (2000). And Jackson requires a reviewing court to re­
view the evidence “in the light most favorable to the prose­
cution.” 443 U. S., at 319. Expressed more fully, this 
means a reviewing court “faced with a record of historical 
facts that supports conflicting inferences must presume— 
even if it does not affirmatively appear in the record—that 
the trier of fact resolved any such conflicts in favor of the 
prosecution, and must defer to that resolution.” Id., at 326; 
see also Schlup v. Delo, 513 U. S. 298, 330 (1995) (“The Jack­
son standard . . . looks to whether there is sufficient evidence 
which, if credited, could support the conviction”). The 
Court of Appeals acknowledged that it must review the evi­
dence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, but the 
court’s recitation of inconsistencies in the testimony shows it 
failed to do that. 

For example, the court highlights conflicting testimony re­
garding when Troy left the Peacock. 525 F. 3d, at 797. It 
is true that if a juror were to accept the testimony of one 
bartender that Troy left the bar at 1:30 a.m., then Troy 
would have left the bar after the attack occurred. Yet the 
jury could have credited a different bartender’s testimony 
that Troy left the Peacock at around 12:15 a.m. Resolving 
the conflict in favor of the prosecution, the jury must have 
found that Troy left the bar in time to be the assailant. It 
is undisputed that Troy washed his clothes immediately upon 
returning home. The court notes this is “plausibly consist­
ent with him being the assailant” but also that he pro­
vided an alternative reason for washing his clothes. Ibid. 
Viewed in the light most favorable to the prosecution, the 
evidence supports an inference that Troy washed the clothes 
immediately to clean blood from them. 
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To be sure, the court’s Jackson analysis relied substan­
tially upon a concession made by the State in state postcon­
viction proceedings that “absent the DNA findings, there 
was insufficient evidence to convict [Troy] of the crime.” 
App. 1180. But that concession posited a situation in which 
there was no DNA evidence at all,6 not a situation in which 
some pieces of testimony regarding the DNA evidence were 
called into question. In sum, the Court of Appeals’ analysis 
failed to preserve “the factfinder’s role as weigher of the 
evidence” by reviewing “all of the evidence . . . in the light 
most favorable to the prosecution,” Jackson, supra, at 319, 
and it further erred in finding that the Nevada Supreme 
Court’s resolution of the Jackson claim was objectively 
unreasonable. 

IV 

Resolution of the Jackson claim does not end our consider­
ation of this case because respondent asks us to affirm on an 
alternative ground. He contends the two errors “in describ­
ing the statistical meaning” of the DNA evidence rendered 
his trial fundamentally unfair and denied him due process of 
law. Brief for Respondent 4. Because the Ninth Circuit 
held that “the admission of Romero’s unreliable and mislead­
ing testimony violated [respondent’s] due process rights,” 
525 F. 3d, at 797, and in respondent’s view merely applied 
Jackson (erroneously) to determine whether that error was 
harmless, he asks us to affirm the judgment below on the 
basis of what he calls his “DNA due process” claim, Brief 
for Respondent 35. 

As respondent acknowledges, in order to prevail on this 
claim, he would have to show that the state court’s adjudica­

6 The concession was made in the context of proceedings in which re­
spondent argued that competent counsel would have objected to the 
admissibility of the DNA evidence on a number of grounds—including 
Romero’s qualifications, chain-of-custody problems, and failure to follow 
the proper testing protocol—and might have successfully excluded the 
DNA evidence altogether. See App. 1099–1100. 
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tion of the claim was “contrary to, or involved an unreason­
able application of, clearly established Federal law.” 28 
U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1). The clearly established law he points 
us to is Manson v. Brathwaite, 432 U. S. 98, 114 (1977), in 
which we held that when the police have used a suggestive 
eyewitness identification procedure, “reliability is the linch­
pin in determining” whether an eyewitness identification 
may be admissible, with reliability determined according to 
factors set out in Neil v. Biggers, 409 U. S. 188 (1972). Re­
spondent argues that the admission of the inaccurate DNA 
testimony violated Brathwaite because the testimony was 
“identification testimony,” 432 U. S., at 114, was “unnecessar­
ily suggestive,” id., at 113, and was unreliable. 

Respondent has forfeited this claim, which he makes for 
the very first time in his brief on the merits in this Court. 
Respondent did not present his new “DNA due process” 
claim in his federal habeas petition, but instead consistently 
argued that Romero’s testimony should be excluded from the 
Jackson analysis simply because it was “unreliable” and that 
the due process violation occurred because the remaining ev­
idence was insufficient to convict. See App. to Pet. for Cert. 
157a (“[Respondent] asserts . . . that the DNA evidence was 
unreliable and should not have been admitted at his trial. If 
so, then, . . . the state presented insufficient evidence at trial 
to prove [respondent] guilty”). In the Ninth Circuit, too, re­
spondent presented only his Jackson claim,7 and it is, at 
the least, unclear whether respondent presented his newly 

7 The Court of Appeals did reason that Romero’s testimony must be 
excluded from the Jackson analysis on due process grounds. 525 F. 3d, 
at 797. But that decision was inextricably intertwined with the claim 
respondent did make in his federal habeas petition under Jackson. It is 
clear the Ninth Circuit was never asked to consider—and did not pass 
upon—the question whether the Nevada Supreme Court entered a deci­
sion on direct appeal that was contrary to or an unreasonable application 
of Manson v. Brathwaite, 432 U. S. 98 (1977), or any other clearly estab­
lished law regarding due process other than Jackson. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



136 McDANIEL v. BROWN 

Per Curiam 

minted due process claim in the state courts.8 Recognizing 
that his Jackson claim cannot prevail, respondent tries to 
rewrite his federal habeas petition. His attempt comes too 
late, however, and he cannot now start over. 

* * * 

We have stated before that “DNA testing can provide 
powerful new evidence unlike anything known before.” 
District Attorney’s Office for Third Judicial Dist. v. Os­
borne, 557 U. S. 52, 62 (2009). Given the persuasiveness 
of such evidence in the eyes of the jury, it is important that 
it be presented in a fair and reliable manner. The State ac­
knowledges that Romero committed the prosecutor’s fallacy, 
Brief for Petitioners 54, and the Mueller Report suggests 
that Romero’s testimony may have been inaccurate regard­
ing the likelihood of a match with one of respondent’s broth­
ers. Regardless, ample DNA and non-DNA evidence in the 
record adduced at trial supported the jury’s guilty verdict 
under Jackson, and we reject respondent’s last minute at­
tempt to recast his claim under Brathwaite. The Court of 
Appeals did not consider, however, the ineffective-assistance 
claims on which the District Court also granted respondent 
habeas relief. Accordingly, the judgment of the Court of 
Appeals is reversed, and the case is remanded for further 
proceedings consistent with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

8 The State contends the claim is either not exhausted or procedurally 
defaulted. The State has objected from the beginning that respondent 
did not raise a due process claim regarding the reliability of the DNA 
evidence in state court. See App. to Pet. for Cert. 182a–183a. Respond­
ent consistently answered the State’s exhaustion objection by arguing he 
presented his Jackson claim in the Nevada Supreme Court. See App. 
1521–1526. The Ninth Circuit held respondent exhausted his insuffi­
ciency claim. 525 F. 3d, at 793. The court had no occasion to consider 
whether respondent exhausted any due process claim other than his Jack­
son claim. 
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Justice Thomas, with whom Justice Scalia joins, 
concurring. 

I join the per curiam because it correctly holds that the 
Ninth Circuit erred in departing from Jackson’s mandate 
that a federal habeas court confine its sufficiency-of-the­
evidence analysis to “the evidence adduced at trial” and, spe­
cifically, to “ ‘all of the evidence admitted by the trial court.’ ” 
Ante, at 130, 131 (quoting Lockhart v. Nelson, 488 U. S. 33, 
41 (1988)); see Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U. S. 307 (1979). 
I write separately because I disagree with the Court’s deci­
sion to complicate its analysis with an extensive discussion of 
the Mueller Report. See ante, at 127–132. Defense counsel 
commissioned that report 11 years after respondent’s trial. 
See ante, at 121. Accordingly, the report’s attacks on the 
State’s DNA testimony were not part of the trial evidence 
and have no place in the Jackson inquiry. See Jackson, 
supra, at 318; Lockhart, supra, at 40–42. That is all we 
need or should say about the report in deciding this case. 

The Court’s opinion demonstrates as much. The Court’s 
lengthy discussion of the Mueller Report, see ante, at 127– 
130, is merely a predicate to asserting that “even if” the 
Court of Appeals could have considered the report in its 
Jackson analysis, the report “provided no warrant for en­
tirely excluding the DNA evidence or Romero’s testimony 
from that court’s consideration” because the report “did not 
contest that the DNA evidence matched Troy” or otherwise 
show that the State’s DNA estimates were “unreliable,” 
ante, at 132. Based on these observations, the Court con­
cludes that the Mueller Report did not undermine the State’s 
DNA tests as “powerful inculpatory evidence.” Ibid. That 
is true, but even if the report had completely undermined 
the DNA evidence—which the Ninth Circuit may have mis­
takenly believed it did, see Brown v. Farwell, 525 F. 3d 787, 
795–796 (2008)—the panel still would have erred in consider­
ing the report to resolve respondent’s Jackson claim. The 
reason, as the Court reaffirms, is that Jackson claims must 
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be decided solely on the evidence adduced at trial. See ante, 
at 131. Accordingly, the Court need not correct any errone­
ous impressions the Ninth Circuit may have had concerning 
the report’s impact on the State’s DNA evidence to resolve 
respondent’s Jackson claim.* Because that is the only claim 
properly before us, I do not join the Court’s dicta about how 
the Mueller Report’s findings could affect a constitutional 
analysis to which we have long held such post-trial evidence 
does not apply. See Jackson, supra, at 318. 

*Correcting the Ninth Circuit’s apparent misconception of the effects of 
the Mueller Report is the only plausible reason for the Court’s decision to 
explain that the report would not have undermined the State’s DNA re­
sults “even if” the Court of Appeals could have considered it in resolving 
respondent’s Jackson claim. Ante, at 131–132. That discussion cannot 
properly be read to suggest either that there are circumstances in which 
post-trial evidence would “warrant” excluding DNA trial evidence from a 
Jackson analysis, ante, at 132, or that courts applying Jackson may con­
sider post-trial evidence for any other purpose. Both points are squarely 
foreclosed by the precedents on which the Court relies in reversing the 
Ninth Circuit’s judgment. See ante, at 121 (citing Jackson v. Virginia, 
443 U. S. 307, 324 (1979)); ante, at 131 (citing Lockhart v. Nelson, 488 U. S. 
33, 39 (1988)), respectively. 
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SMITH, WARDEN v. SPISAK 

certiorari to the united states court of appeals for 
the sixth circuit 

No. 08–724. Argued October 13, 2009—Decided January 12, 2010 

After the Ohio courts sentenced respondent Spisak to death and denied 
his claims on direct appeal and collateral review, he filed a federal ha­
beas petition claiming that, at his trial’s penalty phase, (1) the instruc­
tions and verdict forms unconstitutionally required the jury to consider 
in mitigation only those factors that it unanimously found to be miti­
gating, see Mills v. Maryland, 486 U. S. 367, and (2) his counsel’s inade­
quate closing argument deprived him of effective assistance of counsel, 
see Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668. The District Court denied 
the petition, but the Sixth Circuit accepted both arguments and or­
dered relief. 

Held: 
1. Because the state court’s upholding of the mitigation jury instruc­

tions and forms was not “contrary to, or . . . an  unreasonable application 
of, clearly established Federal law, as determined by [this] Court,” 28 
U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1), the Sixth Circuit was barred from reaching a con­
trary decision. The Court of Appeals erred in holding that the instruc­
tions and forms contravened Mills, in which this Court held that the 
jury instructions and verdict forms at issue violated the Constitution 
because, read naturally, they told the jury that it could not find a partic­
ular circumstance to be mitigating unless all 12 jurors agreed that the 
mitigating circumstance had been proved to exist, 486 U. S., at 380–381, 
384. Even assuming that Mills sets forth the pertinent “clearly estab­
lished Federal law” for reviewing the state-court decision in this case, 
the instructions and forms used here differ significantly from those in 
Mills: They made clear that, to recommend a death sentence, the jury 
had to find unanimously that each of the aggravating factors outweighed 
any mitigating circumstances, but they did not say that the jury had to 
determine the existence of each individual mitigating factor unani­
mously. Nor did they say anything about how—or even whether—the 
jury should make individual determinations that each particular mitigat­
ing circumstance existed. They focused only on the overall question of 
balancing the aggravating and mitigating factors, and they repeatedly 
told the jury to consider all relevant evidence. Thus, the instructions 
and verdict forms did not clearly bring about, either through what they 
said or what they implied, the constitutional error in the Mills instruc­
tions. Pp. 143–149. 
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2. Similarly, the state-court decision rejecting Spisak’s ineffective-
assistance-of-counsel claim was not “contrary to, or . . . an unreasonable 
application” of, the law “clearly established” in Strickland. § 2254(d)(1). 
To prevail on this claim, Spisak must show, inter alia, that there is 
a “reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s unprofessional errors, 
the result of the proceeding would have been different.” Strickland, 
supra, at 694. Even assuming that the closing argument was inade­
quate in the respects claimed by Spisak, this Court finds no “reasonable 
probability” that a better closing argument without these defects would 
have made a significant difference. Any different, more adequate clos­
ing argument would have taken place in the following context: Spisak’s 
defense at the trial’s guilt phase consisted of an effort by counsel to 
show that Spisak was not guilty by reason of insanity. Counsel, appar­
ently hoping to demonstrate Spisak’s mentally defective condition, 
called him to the stand, where he freely admitted committing three mur­
ders and two other shootings and repeatedly expressed an intention 
to commit further murders if given the opportunity. In light of this 
background and for the following reasons, the assumed closing argument 
deficiencies do not raise the requisite reasonable probability of a differ­
ent result but for the deficient closing. First, since the sentencing 
phase took place immediately after the guilt phase, the jurors had fresh 
in their minds the government’s extensive and graphic evidence regard­
ing the killings, Spisak’s boastful and unrepentant confessions, and his 
threats to commit further violent acts. Second, although counsel did 
not summarize the mitigating evidence in great detail, he did refer to 
it, and the defense experts’ more detailed testimony regarding Spisak’s 
mental illness was also fresh in the jurors’ minds. Third, Spisak does 
not describe what other mitigating factors counsel might have men­
tioned; all those he proposes essentially consist of aspects of the “mental 
defect” factor that the defense experts described. Finally, in light of 
counsel’s several appeals to the jurors’ sense of humanity, it is unlikely 
that a more explicit or elaborate appeal for mercy could have changed 
the result, either alone or together with the foregoing circumstances. 
The Court need not reach Spisak’s claim that § 2254(d)(1) does not apply 
to his claim, because it would reach the same conclusion even on de novo 
review. Pp. 149–156. 

512 F. 3d 852, reversed. 

Breyer, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, C. J., 
and Scalia, Kennedy, Thomas, Ginsburg, Alito, and Sotomayor, JJ., 
joined, and in which Stevens, J., joined as to Part III. Stevens, J., filed 
an opinion concurring in part and concurring in the judgment, post, p. 156. 
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Richard Cordray, Attorney General of Ohio, argued the 
cause for petitioner. With him on the briefs were Benjamin 
C. Mizer, Solicitor General, Alexandra T. Schimmer, Chief 
Deputy Solicitor General, and Kimberly A. Olson and David 
M. Lieberman, Deputy Solicitors. 

Michael J. Benza, by appointment of the Court, 557 U. S. 
965, argued the cause for respondent. With him on the brief 
was Alan Rossman.* 

Justice Breyer delivered the opinion of the Court. 

Frank G. Spisak, Jr., the respondent, was convicted in an 
Ohio trial court of three murders and two attempted mur­
ders. He was sentenced to death. He filed a habeas corpus 
petition in federal court, claiming that constitutional errors 
occurred at his trial. First, Spisak claimed that the jury 
instructions at the penalty phase unconstitutionally required 
the jury to consider in mitigation only those factors that 
the jury unanimously found to be mitigating. See Mills 
v. Maryland, 486 U. S. 367 (1988). Second, Spisak claimed 
that he suffered significant harm as a result of his coun­
sel’s inadequate closing argument at the penalty phase of the 
proceeding. See Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668 
(1984). The Federal Court of Appeals accepted these argu­

*A brief of amici curiae urging reversal was filed for the Common­
wealth of Pennsylvania et al. by Thomas W. Corbett, Jr., Attorney General 
of Pennsylvania, and Amy Zapp, Chief Deputy Attorney General, by Rich­
ard S. Gebelein, Chief Deputy Attorney General of Delaware, and by the 
Attorneys General for their respective States as follows: Troy King of 
Alabama, Terry Goddard of Arizona, Edmund G. Brown, Jr., of California, 
John Suthers of Colorado, Lawrence G. Wasden of Idaho, Lisa Madigan 
of Illinois, Steve Six of Kansas, Jack Conway of Kentucky, Steve Bullock 
of Montana, Catherine Cortez Masto of Nevada, W. A. Drew Edmondson 
of Oklahoma, Henry D. McMaster of South Carolina, Lawrence E. Long of 
South Dakota, Greg Abbott of Texas, Mark L. Shurtleff of Utah, William 
C. Mims of Virginia, and Bruce A. Salzburg of Wyoming. 

Roy T. Englert, Jr., filed a brief for Steven Lubet et al. as amici curiae. 
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ments and ordered habeas relief. We now reverse the Court 
of Appeals. 

I 

In 1983, an Ohio jury convicted Spisak of three murders 
and two attempted murders at Cleveland State University 
in 1982. The jury recommended, and the judge imposed, a 
death sentence. The Ohio courts denied Spisak’s claims, 
both on direct appeal and on collateral review. State v. 
Spisak, 36 Ohio St. 3d 80, 521 N. E. 2d 800 (1988) (per cu­
riam); State v. Spisak, No. 67229, 1995 WL 229108 (Ohio 
App., 8th Dist., Cuyahoga Cty., Apr. 13, 1995); State v. 
Spisak, 73 Ohio St. 3d 151, 652 N. E. 2d 719 (1995) (per 
curiam). 

Spisak then sought a federal writ of habeas corpus. 
Among other claims, he argued that the sentencing phase of 
his trial violated the U. S. Constitution for the two reasons 
we consider here. The District Court denied his petition. 
Spisak v. Coyle, Case No. 1:95CV2675 (ND Ohio, Apr. 18, 
2003), App. to Pet. for Cert. 95a. But the Court of Appeals 
accepted Spisak’s two claims, namely, his mitigation instruc­
tion claim and his ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claim. 
Spisak v. Mitchell, 465 F. 3d 684, 703–706, 708–711 (CA6 
2006). The Court of Appeals consequently ordered the Dis­
trict Court to issue a conditional writ of habeas corpus for­
bidding Spisak’s execution. Id., at 715–716. 

The State of Ohio then sought certiorari in this Court. 
We granted the petition and vacated the Court of Appeals’ 
judgment. Hudson v. Spisak, 552 U. S. 945 (2007). We re­
manded the case for further consideration in light of two re­
cent cases in which this Court had held that lower federal 
courts had not properly taken account of the deference fed­
eral law grants state-court determinations on federal habeas 
review. Ibid.; see 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d); Carey v. Musladin, 
549 U. S. 70 (2006); Schriro v. Landrigan, 550 U. S. 465 
(2007). On remand, the Sixth Circuit reinstated its earlier 
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opinion. Spisak v. Hudson, 512 F. 3d 852, 853–854 (2008). 
The State again sought certiorari. We again granted the 
petition. And we now reverse. 

II 

Spisak’s first claim concerns the instructions and verdict 
forms that the jury received at the sentencing phase of his 
trial. The Court of Appeals held the sentencing instruc­
tions unconstitutional because, in its view, the instructions, 
taken together with the forms, “require[d]” juror “unanimity 
as to the presence of a mitigating factor”—contrary to this 
Court’s holding in Mills v. Maryland, supra. 465 F. 3d, at 
708. Since the parties do not dispute that the Ohio courts 
“adjudicated” this claim, i. e., they considered and rejected it 
“on the merits,” the law permits a federal court to reach a 
contrary decision only if the state-court decision “was con­
trary to, or involved an unreasonable application of, clearly 
established Federal law, as determined by the Supreme 
Court of the United States.” 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1). Un­
like the Court of Appeals, we conclude that Spisak’s claim 
does not satisfy this standard. 

The parties, like the Court of Appeals, assume that Mills 
sets forth the pertinent “clearly established Federal law.” 
While recognizing some uncertainty as to whether Mills was 
“clearly established Federal law” for the purpose of review­
ing the Ohio Supreme Court’s opinion, we shall assume the 
same. Compare Williams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 362, 390 
(2000) (Stevens, J., for the Court) (applicable date for pur­
poses of determining whether “Federal law” is “established” 
is when the “state-court conviction became final”), with id., 
at 412 (O’Connor, J., for the Court) (applicable date is “the 
time of the relevant state-court decision”); see State v. 
Spisak, 36 Ohio St. 3d 80, 521 N. E. 2d 800 (decided Apr. 13, 
1988), cert. denied, 489 U. S. 1071 (decided Mar. 6, 1989); 
Mills v. Maryland, supra (decided June 6, 1988). 
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A 

The rule the Court set forth in Mills is based on two well-
established principles. First, the Constitution forbids impo­
sition of the death penalty if the sentencing judge or jury is 
“ ‘ “precluded from considering, as a mitigating factor, any 
aspect of a defendant’s character or record and any of the 
circumstances of the offense that the defendant proffers as a 
basis for a sentence less than death.” ’ ” 486 U. S., at 374 
(quoting Eddings v. Oklahoma, 455 U. S. 104, 110 (1982), in 
turn quoting Lockett v. Ohio, 438 U. S. 586, 604 (1978) (plural­
ity opinion)). Second, the sentencing judge or jury “ ‘may 
not refuse to consider or be precluded from considering “any 
relevant mitigating evidence.” ’ ” Mills, 486 U. S., at 374– 
375 (quoting Skipper v. South Carolina, 476 U. S. 1, 4 (1986), 
in turn quoting Eddings, supra, at 114). 

Applying these principles, the Court held that the jury 
instructions and verdict forms at issue in the case violated 
the Constitution because, read naturally, they told the jury 
that it could not find a particular circumstance to be mitigat­
ing unless all 12 jurors agreed that the mitigating circum­
stance had been proved to exist. Mills, 486 U. S., at 380– 
381, 384. If, for example, the defense presents evidence of 
three potentially mitigating considerations, some jurors may 
believe that only the first is mitigating, some only the second, 
and some only the third. But if even one of the jurors be­
lieves that one of the three mitigating considerations exists, 
but that he is barred from considering it because the other 
jurors disagree, the Court held, the Constitution forbids im­
position of the death penalty. See id., at 380, 384; see also 
McKoy v. North Carolina, 494 U. S. 433, 442–443 (1990) 
(“Mills requires that each juror be permitted to consider and 
give effect to . . . all mitigating evidence in deciding . . . 
whether aggravating circumstances outweigh mitigating 
circumstances . . . ”). Because the instructions in Mills 
would have led a reasonable juror to believe the contrary, 
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the Court held that the sentencing proceeding violated the 
Constitution. 486 U. S., at 374–375. 

B 

In evaluating the Court of Appeals’ determination here, 
we have examined the jury instructions and verdict forms at 
issue in Mills and compared them with those used in the 
present case. In the Mills sentencing phase, the trial judge 
instructed the jury to fill out a verdict form that had three 
distinct parts. Section I set forth a list of 10 specific aggra­
vating circumstances next to which were spaces where the 
jury was to mark “yes” or “no.” Just above the list, the 
form said: 

“Based upon the evidence we unanimously find that 
each of the following aggravating circumstances which 
is marked ‘yes’ has been proven . . .  and  each aggravat­
ing circumstance which is marked ‘no’ has not been 
proven . . . .” Id., at 384–385 (emphasis added; internal 
quotation marks omitted). 

Section II set forth a list of eight potentially mitigating cir­
cumstances (seven specific circumstances and the eighth des­
ignated as “other”) next to which were spaces where the 
jury was to mark “yes” or “no.” Just above the list the 
form said: 

“Based upon the evidence we unanimously find that 
each of the following mitigating circumstances which 
is marked ‘yes’ has been proven to exist . . . and each 
mitigating circumstance marked ‘no’ has not been 
proven . . . .” Id., at 387 (emphasis added; internal quo­
tation marks omitted). 

Section III set forth the overall balancing question, along 
with spaces for the jury to mark “yes” or “no.” It said: 

“Based on the evidence we unanimously find that it 
has been proven . . .  that the mitigating circumstances 
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marked ‘yes’ in Section II outweigh the aggravating cir­
cumstances marked ‘yes’ in Section I.” Id., at 388–389 
(emphasis added; internal quotation marks omitted). 

Explaining the forms, the judge instructed the jury with 
an example. He told the jury that it should mark “ ‘yes’ ” on 
the jury form if it “ ‘unanimously’ ” concluded that an aggra­
vating circumstance had been proved. Id., at 378. Oth­
erwise, he said, “ ‘of course you must answer no.’ ” Ibid. 
(emphasis deleted). These instructions, together with the 
forms, told the jury to mark “yes” on Section II’s list of miti­
gating factors only if the jury unanimously concluded that 
the particular mitigating factor had been proved, and to con­
sider in its weighing analysis in Section III only those miti­
gating factors marked “yes” in Section II. Thus, as this 
Court found, the jury was instructed that it could consider 
in the ultimate weighing of the aggravating and mitigating 
evidence only the mitigating factors that the jury had unani­
mously found to exist. See id., at 380–381. 

The instructions and jury forms in this case differ signifi­
cantly from those in Mills. The trial judge instructed the 
jury that the aggravating factors it would consider were 
the specifications that the jury had found proved beyond a 
reasonable doubt at the guilt phase of the trial—essentially, 
that each murder was committed in a course of conduct in­
cluding the other crimes, and, for two of the murders, that 
the murder was committed with the intent to evade appre­
hension or punishment for another offense. 8 Tr. 2967–2972 
(July 19, 1983). 

He then explained the concept of a “mitigating factor.” 
After doing so, he listed examples, including that “the de­
fendant because of a mental disease or defect . . . lacked 
substantial capacity to appreciate the criminality of his con­
duct or to conform his conduct to the requirements of the 
law.” Id., at 2972–2973. The court also told the jury that 
it could take account of “any other” mitigating consideration 
it found “relevant to the issue of whether the defendant 
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should be sentenced to death.” Id., at 2973. And he in­
structed the jury that the State bore the burden of proving 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the aggravating circum­
stances outweighed the mitigating factors. Id., at 2965. 

With respect to “the procedure” by which the jury should 
reach its verdict, the judge told the jury only the following: 

“[Y]ou, the trial jury, must consider all of the relevant 
evidence raised at trial, the evidence and testimony re­
ceived in this hearing and the arguments of counsel. 
From this you must determine whether, beyond a rea­
sonable doubt, the aggravating circumstances, which 
[Spisak] has been found guilty of committing in the sep­
arate counts are sufficient to outweigh the mitigating 
factors present in this case. 

“If all twelve members of the jury find by proof be­
yond a reasonable doubt that the aggravating circum­
stance in each separate count outweighs the mitigating 
factors, then you must return that finding to the Court. 

. . . . . 
“On the other hand, if after considering all of the rele­

vant evidence raised at trial, the evidence and the testi­
mony received at this hearing and the arguments of 
counsel, you find that the State failed to prove beyond 
a reasonable doubt that the aggravating circumstances 
which [Spisak] has been found guilty of committing in 
the separate counts outweigh the mitigating factors, you 
will then proceed to determine which of two possible life 
imprisonment sentences to recommend to the Court.” 
Id., at 2973–2975. 

The judge gave the jury two verdict forms for each aggra­
vating factor. The first of the two forms said: 

“ ‘We the jury in this case . . . do find  beyond a reason­
able doubt that the aggravating circumstance . . . was 
sufficient to outweigh the mitigating factors present in 
this case. 
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“ ‘We the jury recommend that the sentence of death be 
imposed . . . .’ ”  Id., at 2975–2976. 

The other verdict form read: 

“ ‘We the jury . . . do find that the aggravating cir­
cumstances . . . are not sufficient to outweigh the miti­
gation factors present in this case. 
“ ‘We the jury recommend that the defendant . . . be 
sentenced to life imprisonment . . . .’ ”  Id., at 2976. 

The instructions and forms made clear that, to recommend 
a death sentence, the jury had to find, unanimously and be­
yond a reasonable doubt, that each of the aggravating factors 
outweighed any mitigating circumstances. But the instruc­
tions did not say that the jury must determine the existence 
of each individual mitigating factor unanimously. Neither 
the instructions nor the forms said anything about how—or 
even whether—the jury should make individual determina­
tions that each particular mitigating circumstance existed. 
They focused only on the overall balancing question. And 
the instructions repeatedly told the jury to “conside[r] all 
of the relevant evidence.” Id., at 2974. In our view the 
instructions and verdict forms did not clearly bring about, 
either through what they said or what they implied, the cir­
cumstance that Mills found critical, namely, 

“a substantial possibility that reasonable jurors, upon 
receiving the judge’s instructions in this case, and in at­
tempting to complete the verdict form as instructed, 
well may have thought they were precluded from consid­
ering any mitigating evidence unless all 12 jurors agreed 
on the existence of a particular such circumstance.” 
486 U. S., at 384. 

We consequently conclude that the state court’s decision up­
holding these forms and instructions was not “contrary to, 
or . . . an unreasonable application of, clearly established Fed­
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eral law, as determined by the Supreme Court of the United 
States” in Mills. 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1). 

We add that the Court of Appeals found the jury instruc­
tions unconstitutional for an additional reason, that the in­
structions “require[d] the jury to unanimously reject a death 
sentence before considering other sentencing alternatives.” 
465 F. 3d, at 709 (citing Mapes v. Coyle, 171 F. 3d 408, 416– 
417 (CA6 1999)). We have not, however, previously held 
jury instructions unconstitutional for this reason. Mills 
says nothing about the matter. Neither the parties nor the 
courts below referred to Beck v. Alabama, 447 U. S. 625 
(1980), or identified any other precedent from this Court set­
ting forth this rule. Cf. Jones v. United States, 527 U. S. 
373, 379–384 (1999) (rejecting an arguably analogous claim). 
But see post, at 158–160 (Stevens, J., concurring in part and 
concurring in judgment). Whatever the legal merits of the 
rule or the underlying verdict forms in this case were we 
to consider them on direct appeal, the jury instructions at 
Spisak’s trial were not contrary to “clearly established Fed­
eral law.” 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1). 

III 

Spisak’s second claim is that his counsel’s closing argument 
at the sentencing phase of his trial was so inadequate as 
to violate the Sixth Amendment. To prevail, Spisak must 
show both that “counsel’s representation fell below an objec­
tive standard of reasonableness,” Strickland, 466 U. S., at 
688, and that there is a “reasonable probability that, but for 
counsel’s unprofessional errors, the result of the proceeding 
would have been different,” id., at 694. 

The Ohio Supreme Court held that Spisak’s claim was “not 
well-taken on the basis of our review of the record.” State 
v. Spisak, 36 Ohio St. 3d, at 82, 521 N. E. 2d, at 802 (citing, 
inter alia, Strickland, supra). The District Court con­
cluded that counsel did a constitutionally adequate job and 
that “[t]here simply is not a reasonable probability that, ab­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



150 SMITH v. SPISAK 

Opinion of the Court 

sent counsel’s alleged errors, the jury would have concluded 
that the balance of aggravating and mitigating circumstances 
did not warrant death.” Spisak v. Coyle, Case No. 
1:95CV2675 (ND Ohio, Apr. 18, 2003), App. to Pet. for Cert. 
204a. The Court of Appeals, however, reached a contrary 
conclusion. It held that counsel’s closing argument, meas­
ured by “ ‘an objective standard of reasonableness,’ ” was 
inadequate, and it asserted that “a reasonable probability 
exists” that adequate representation would have led to a 
different result. Spisak v. Mitchell, 465 F. 3d, at 703, 706 
(quoting Strickland, supra, at 688). Responding to the 
State’s petition for certiorari, we agreed to review the Court 
of Appeals’ terse finding of a “reasonable probability” that a 
more adequate argument would have changed a juror’s vote. 

In his closing argument at the penalty phase, Spisak’s 
counsel described Spisak’s killings in some detail. He ac­
knowledged that Spisak’s admiration for Hitler inspired his 
crimes. He portrayed Spisak as “sick,” “twisted,” and “de­
mented.” 8 Tr. 2896 (July 19, 1983). And he said that 
Spisak was “never going to be any different.” Ibid. He 
then pointed out that all the experts had testified that Spisak 
suffered from some degree of mental illness. And, after a 
fairly lengthy and rambling disquisition about his own deci­
sions about calling expert witnesses and preparing them, 
counsel argued that, even if Spisak was not legally insane so 
as to warrant a verdict of not guilty by reason of insanity, 
he nonetheless was sufficiently mentally ill to lessen his cul­
pability to the point where he should not be executed. 
Counsel also told the jury that, when weighing Spisak’s men­
tal illness against the “substantial” aggravating factors pres­
ent in the case, id., at 2924, the jurors should draw on their 
own sense of “pride” for living in “a humane society” made 
up of “a humane people,” id., at 2897–2900, 2926–2928. That 
humanity, he said, required the jury to weigh the evidence 
“fairly” and to be “loyal to that oath” the jurors had taken 
to uphold the law. Id., at 2926. 
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Spisak and his supporting amici say that this argument 
was constitutionally inadequate because: (1) It overly empha­
sized the gruesome nature of the killings; (2) it overly em­
phasized Spisak’s threats to continue his crimes; (3) it under­
stated the facts upon which the experts based their mental 
illness conclusions; (4) it said little or nothing about any other 
possible mitigating circumstance; and (5) it made no explicit 
request that the jury return a verdict against death. 

We assume for present purposes that Spisak is correct 
that the closing argument was inadequate. We nevertheless 
find no “reasonable probability” that a better closing argu­
ment without these defects would have made a significant 
difference. 

Any different, more adequate closing argument would 
have taken place in the following context: Spisak admitted 
that he had committed three murders and two other shoot­
ings. Spisak’s defense at the guilt phase of the trial con­
sisted of an effort by counsel to show that Spisak was not 
guilty by reason of insanity. And counsel, apparently hop­
ing to demonstrate Spisak’s mentally defective condition, 
called him to the stand. 

Spisak testified that he had shot and killed Horace Ricker­
son, Timothy Sheehan, and Brian Warford. He also ad­
mitted that he had shot and tried to kill John Hardaway, and 
shot at Coletta Dartt. He committed these crimes, he said, 
because he was a follower of Adolf Hitler, who was Spisak’s 
“spiritual leader” in a “war” for “survival” of “the Aryan 
people.” 4 id., at 1343–1344, 1396 (July 5, 1983). He said 
that he had purchased guns and stockpiled ammunition to 
further this war. Id., at 1406–1408. And he had hoped to 
“create terror” at Cleveland State University, because it was 
“one of the prime targets” where the “Jews and the 
system . . . are brainwashing the youth.” Id., at 1426–1428. 

Spisak then said that in February 1982 he had shot Ricker­
son, who was black, because Rickerson had made a sexual 
advance on Spisak in a university bathroom. He expressed 
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satisfaction at having “eliminated that particular threat . . .  
to me and to the white race.” 5 id., at 1511 (July 7, 1983). 
In June he saw a stranger, John Hardaway, on a train plat­
form and shot him seven times because he had been looking 
for a black person to kill as “blood atonement” for a recent 
crime against two white women. 4 id., at 1416 (July 5, 
1983). He added that he felt “good” after shooting Harda­
way because he had “accomplished something,” but later felt 
“[k]ind of bad” when he learned that Hardaway had sur­
vived. Id., at 1424–1425. In August 1982, Spisak shot at 
Coletta Dartt because, he said, he heard her “making some 
derisive remarks about us,” meaning the Nazi Party. Id., at 
1432–1435. Later that August, he shot and killed Timothy 
Sheehan because he “thought he was one of those Jewish 
professors . . . that liked to hang around in the men’s room 
and seduce and pervert and subvert the young people that 
go there.” 5 id., at 1465–1466 (July 7, 1983). Spisak added 
that he was “sorry about that” murder because he later 
learned Sheehan “wasn’t Jewish like I thought he was.” 
Ibid. And three days later, while on a “search and destroy 
mission,” he shot and killed Brian Warford, a young black 
man who “looked like he was almost asleep” in a bus shelter, 
to fulfill his “duty” to “inflict the maximum amount of casual­
ties on the enemies.” Id., at 1454–1455, 1478. 

Spisak also testified that he would continue to commit sim­
ilar crimes if he had the chance. He said about Warford’s 
murder that he “didn’t want to get caught that time because 
I wanted to be able to do it again and again and again and 
again.” Id., at 1699 (July 8, 1983). In a letter written to a 
friend, he called the murders of Rickerson and Warford “the 
finest thing I ever did in my whole life” and expressed a wish 
that he “had a human submachine gun right now so I could 
exterminate” black men “and watch them scream and twitch 
in agony.” Id., at 1724–1725. And he testified that, if he 
still had his guns, he would escape from jail, “go out and 
continue the war I started,” and “continue to inflict the maxi­
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mum amount of damage on the enemies as I am able to do.” 
Id., at 1780–1781. 

The State replied by attempting to show that Spisak was 
lying in his testimony about the Nazi-related motives for 
these crimes. The State contended instead that the shoot­
ings were motivated by less unusual purposes, such as rob­
bery. See id., at 1680, 1816–1818. 

The defense effort to show that Spisak was not guilty by 
reason of insanity foundered when the trial judge refused 
to instruct the jury to consider that question and excluded 
expert testimony regarding Spisak’s mental state. The de­
fense’s expert witness, Dr. Oscar Markey, had written a 
report diagnosing Spisak as suffering from a “schizotypal 
personality disorder” and an “atypical psychotic disorder,” 
and as, at times, “unable to control his impulses to assault.” 
6 id., at 1882–1883, 1992 (July 11, 1983). His testimony was 
somewhat more ambiguous during a voir dire, however. On 
cross-examination, he conceded that he could not say Spisak 
failed Ohio’s sanity standard at the time of the murders. 
After Markey made the same concession before the jury, the 
court granted the prosecution’s renewed motion to exclude 
Markey’s testimony and instructed the jury to disregard the 
testimony that it heard. And the court excluded the de­
fense’s proffered reports from other psychologists and psy­
chiatrists who examined Spisak, because none of the reports 
said that Spisak met the Ohio insanity standard at the time 
of the crimes. Id., at 1898–1899, 1911–1912, 1995; id., at 
2017, 2022 (July 12, 1983). 

During the sentencing phase of the proceedings, defense 
counsel called three expert witnesses, all of whom testified 
that Spisak suffered from some degree of mental illness. 
Dr. Sandra McPherson, a clinical psychologist, said that 
Spisak suffered from schizotypal and borderline personality 
disorders characterized by bizarre and paranoid thinking, 
gender identification conflict, and emotional instability. She 
added that these defects “substantially impair his ability to 
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conform himself” to the law’s requirements. 8 id., at 2428– 
2429, 2430–2441 (July 16, 1983). Dr. Kurt Bertschinger, a 
psychiatrist, testified that Spisak suffered from a schizotypal 
personality disorder and that “mental illness does impair his 
reason to the extent that he has substantial inability to know 
wrongfulness, or substantial inability to refrain.” Id., at 
2552–2556. Dr. Markey, whose testimony had been stricken 
at the guilt phase, again testified and agreed with the other 
experts’ diagnoses. Id., at 2692–2693, 2712–2713 (July 18, 
1983). 

In light of this background and for the following reasons, 
we do not find that the assumed deficiencies in defense coun­
sel’s closing argument raise “a reasonable probability that,” 
but for the deficient closing, “the result of the proceeding 
would have been different.” Strickland, 466 U. S., at 694. 
We therefore cannot find the Ohio Supreme Court’s decision 
rejecting Spisak’s ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claim to 
be an “unreasonable application” of the law “clearly estab­
lished” in Strickland. § 2254(d)(1). 

First, since the sentencing phase took place immediately 
following the conclusion of the guilt phase, the jurors had 
fresh in their minds the government’s evidence regarding the 
killings—which included photographs of the dead bodies, im­
ages that formed the basis of defense counsel’s vivid descrip­
tions of the crimes—as well as Spisak’s boastful and unre­
pentant confessions and his threats to commit further acts 
of violence. We therefore do not see how a less descriptive 
closing argument with fewer disparaging comments about 
Spisak could have made a significant difference. 

Similarly fresh in the jurors’ minds was the three defense 
experts’ testimony that Spisak suffered from mental illness. 
The jury had heard the experts explain the specific facts 
upon which they had based their conclusions, as well as what 
they had learned of his family background and his struggles 
with gender identity. And the jury had heard the experts 
draw connections between his mental illness and the crimes. 
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We do not see how it could have made a significant difference 
had counsel gone beyond his actual argument—which em­
phasized mental illness as a mitigating factor and referred 
the jury to the experts’ testimony—by repeating the facts or 
connections that the experts had just described. 

Nor does Spisak tell us what other mitigating factors coun­
sel might have mentioned. All those he proposes essentially 
consist of aspects of the “mental defect” factor that the de­
fense experts described. 

Finally, in light of counsel’s several appeals to the jurors’ 
sense of humanity—he used the words “humane people” and 
“humane society” 10 times at various points in the argu­
ment—we cannot find that a more explicit or more elaborate 
appeal for mercy could have changed the result, either alone 
or together with the other circumstances just discussed. 
Thus, we conclude that there is not a reasonable probability 
that a more adequate closing argument would have changed 
the result, and that the Ohio Supreme Court’s rejection of 
Spisak’s claim was not “contrary to, or . . .  an  unreasonable 
application of,” Strickland. 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1). 

Spisak contends that the deferential standard of review 
under § 2254(d)(1) should not apply to this claim because the 
Ohio Supreme Court may not have reached the question 
whether counsel’s closing argument caused Spisak prejudice. 
That is, the Ohio Supreme Court’s summary rejection of this 
claim did not indicate whether that court rested its conclu­
sion upon a finding (1) that counsel was not ineffective, or 
(2) that a better argument would not have made a difference, 
or (3) both. See State v. Spisak, 36 Ohio St. 3d, at 82, 521 
N. E. 2d, at 802. Spisak argues that, under these circum­
stances, a federal court should not defer to a state court that 
may not have decided a question, but instead should decide 
the matter afresh. Lower federal courts have rejected ar­
guments similar to Spisak’s. See, e. g., Hennon v. Cooper, 
109 F. 3d 330, 334–335 (CA7 1997); see also Weeks v. Ange-
lone, 528 U. S. 225, 231, 237 (2000) (applying the § 2254(d) 
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standard in case involving a state court’s summary denial of 
a claim, though not a Strickland claim, and without full 
briefing regarding whether or how § 2254(d) applied to a 
summary decision); Chadwick v. Janecka, 312 F. 3d 597, 605– 
606 (CA3 2002) (Alito, J.) (relying on Weeks in holding that 
§ 2254(d) applies where a state court denies a claim on the 
merits without giving any indication how it reached its deci­
sion); see generally 2 R. Hertz & J. Liebman, Federal Habeas 
Corpus Practice and Procedure § 32.2, pp. 1574–1579 (5th 
ed. 2005 and 2008 Supp.). However, we need not decide 
whether deference under § 2254(d)(1) is required here. With 
or without such deference, our conclusion is the same. 

For these reasons, the judgment of the Court of Appeals 
for the Sixth Circuit is reversed. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Stevens, concurring in part and concurring in 
the judgment. 

In my judgment the Court of Appeals correctly concluded 
that two errors that occurred during Spisak’s trial violated 
clearly established federal law. First, the jury instructions 
impermissibly required that the jury unanimously reject a 
death sentence before considering other sentencing options. 
Second, the closing argument of Spisak’s counsel was so 
egregious that it was constitutionally deficient under any 
standard. Nevertheless, for the reasons set forth in Part 
III of the Court’s opinion, ante, at 151–155, I agree that these 
errors did not prejudice Spisak and thus he is not entitled 
to relief. 

I 

The jury instructions given during Spisak’s penalty phase, 
described in the Court’s opinion, ante, at 146–148, are fairly 
read to require the jury first to consider whether the death 
penalty is warranted—i. e., whether the aggravating factors 
outweigh the mitigating factors—before moving on to con­
sider whether instead a lesser penalty—i. e., one of two avail­
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able life sentences—is appropriate. Consistent with Ohio 
law at the time of Spisak’s trial,1 the jury was told that it 
must reach its decision unanimously. The jury was not in­
structed on the consequence of its failure to agree unani­
mously that Spisak should be sentenced to death. Spisak 
and the Court of Appeals both described these instructions 
as “acquittal first” because they would have led a reasonable 
jury to believe that it first had to “acquit” the defendant of 
death—unanimously—before it could give effect to a lesser 
penalty. 

Following its prior decision in Davis v. Mitchell, 318 F. 3d 
682 (CA6 2003), in which it struck down “virtually identical” 
jury instructions, Spisak v. Mitchell, 465 F. 3d 684, 710 (CA6 
2006), the Court of Appeals concluded that the instructions 
given during Spisak’s penalty phase were impermissible be­
cause they “require[d] the jury to unanimously reject a death 
sentence before considering other sentencing alternatives,” 
id., at 709. In Davis, the court had explained that an in­
struction that requires a capital jury to “first unanimously 
reject the death penalty before it can consider a life 
sentence . . .  precludes the individual jury from giving effect 
to mitigating evidence . . . .” 318 F. 3d, at 689. The source 

1 Ohio no longer uses the type of jury instructions at issue in this case. 
In 1996 the Ohio Supreme Court instructed that “[i]n Ohio, a solitary 
juror may prevent a death penalty recommendation by finding that the 
aggravating circumstances in the case do not outweigh the mitigating fac­
tors. Jurors from this point forward should be so instructed.” State v. 
Brooks, 75 Ohio St. 3d 148, 162, 661 N. E. 2d 1030, 1042. Although the 
Brooks decision signaled a change in Ohio’s capital jury instructions, it 
was not a change in state law: One juror had the power to prevent a death 
penalty recommendation before Brooks. See State v. Springer, 63 Ohio 
St. 3d 167, 172, 586 N. E. 2d 96, 100 (1992) (holding that an offender must 
be sentenced to life if the penalty-phase jury deadlocks). Thus, consistent 
with our view that “accurate sentencing information is an indispensable 
prerequisite to a [jury’s] determination of whether a defendant shall live 
or die,” Gregg v. Georgia, 428 U. S. 153, 190 (1976) ( joint opinion of Stew­
art, Powell, and Stevens, JJ.), the Ohio high court laudably improved 
upon the accuracy of Ohio capital jury instructions in Brooks. 
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of this constitutional infirmity, the court decided, was our 
decision in Mills v. Maryland, 486 U. S. 367 (1988). For the 
reasons cogently examined in the Court’s opinion, ante, at 
145–149, I agree that Mills does not clearly establish that 
the instructions at issue were unconstitutional. But, in my 
view, our decision in Beck v. Alabama, 447 U. S. 625 (1980), 
does.2 

In Beck, we held that the death penalty may not be im­
posed “when the jury was not permitted to consider a verdict 
of guilt of a lesser included non-capital offense, and when the 
evidence would have supported such a verdict.” Id., at 627 
(internal quotation marks omitted). At that time, the Ala­
bama death penalty statute had been “consistently construed 
to preclude any lesser included offense instructions in capital 
cases.” Id., at 629, n. 3. Thus, the Alabama jury was 
“given the choice of either convicting the defendant of the 
capital crime, in which case it [was] required to impose the 
death penalty, or acquitting him, thus allowing him to escape 
all penalties for his alleged participation in the crime.” Id., 
at 628–629. Because of the unique features of Alabama’s 
capital punishment system,3 Beck’s jury believed that either 
it had to convict Beck, thus sending him to his death, or 
acquit him, thus setting him free. The jury was not pre­
sented with the “third option” of convicting him of a noncapi­
tal offense, thus ensuring that he would receive a substantial 

2 Notably, Beck substantially predates Spisak’s trial and thus my applica­
tion of Beck obviates any discussion on when federal law is established for 
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 purposes, see ante, 
at 143. Regardless, in accordance with the view I expressed in Williams 
v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 362, 379–380 (2000) (opinion of Stevens, J.), I would 
conclude that our decision in Mills, decided before Spisak’s conviction be­
came final, is also available to him. 

3 Under Alabama law, the judge conducts a separate penalty-phase pro­
ceeding after the jury has returned a conviction on a capital offense. 
Beck, 447 U. S., at 629. Thus, the jury reasonably believed that its verdict 
would set the defendant’s punishment at death. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 139 (2010) 159 

Opinion of Stevens, J. 

punishment but not receive the death penalty. Id., at 642. 
We concluded that the false choice before the jury—death or 
acquit—“introduce[d] a level of uncertainty and unreliability 
into the factfinding process that cannot be tolerated in a capi­
tal case.” Id., at 643. In other words, 

“the difficulty with the Alabama statute is that it inter­
jects irrelevant considerations into the factfinding proc­
ess, diverting the jury’s attention from the central issue 
of whether the State has satisfied its burden of proving 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant is guilty 
of a capital crime. Thus, on the one hand, the unavail­
ability of the third option of convicting on a lesser in­
cluded offense may encourage the jury to convict for an 
impermissible reason—its belief that the defendant is 
guilty of some serious crime and should be punished. 
On the other hand, the apparently mandatory nature of 
the death penalty may encourage it to acquit for an 
equally impermissible reason—that, whatever his crime, 
the defendant does not deserve death.” Id., at 642–643. 

Although Beck dealt with guilt-phase instructions, the 
reach of its holding is not so limited. The “third option” we 
discussed in Beck was, plainly, a life sentence. Moreover, 
the unusual features of the Alabama capital sentencing 
scheme collapsed the guilt and penalty phases before the 
jury (but not before the judge). Our concern in Beck was 
that presenting the jury with only two options—death or no 
punishment—introduced a risk of arbitrariness and error 
into the deliberative process that the Constitution could not 
abide in the capital context. See Spaziano v. Florida, 468 
U. S. 447, 455 (1984) (“The goal of the Beck rule, in other 
words, is to eliminate the distortion of the factfinding process 
that is created when the jury is forced into an all-or-nothing 
choice between capital murder and innocence”). We held, 
therefore, that the jury must be given a meaningful opportu­
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nity to consider and embrace the equivalent of a life sentence 
when the evidence supports such an option. 

The acquittal-first jury instructions used during Spisak’s 
penalty phase interposed before the jury the same false 
choice that our holding in Beck prohibits. By requiring 
Spisak’s jury to decide first whether the State had met its 
burden with respect to the death sentence, and to reach that 
decision unanimously, the instructions deprived the jury of a 
meaningful opportunity to consider the third option that was 
before it, namely, a life sentence. Indeed, these instructions 
are every bit as pernicious as those at issue in Beck because 
they would have led individual jurors (falsely) to believe that 
their failure to agree might have resulted in a new trial and 
that, in any event, they could not give effect to their determi­
nation that a life sentence was appropriate unless and until 
they had first convinced each of their peers on the jury to 
reject the death sentence. 

Admittedly, Spisak has never identified Beck as the source 
of the constitutional infirmity at issue in this case, nor did 
the courts below cite or rely upon it. But Spisak has con­
sistently pressed his argument in terms that are wholly 
consistent with Beck. On direct appeal he contended, for 
example, that he 

“was severely prejudiced by the erroneous jury forms 
because the jurors were never informed of what would 
happen if they were unable to reach a unanimous deci­
sion. That may have led to irreparable speculation that 
if they failed to agree, Frank Spisak would be freed or 
have a new trial or sentencing hearing. Such improper 
speculation may have led those not in agreement with 
death to go along with a majority. The jury should 
have been instructed that if they were unable to unani­
mously agree to death they must return a verdict of one 
of the life sentences or in the alternative, the court 
would impose a life sentence.” Exh. 28D, 16 Record 391 
(Merit Brief of Appellant). 
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The untenable choice Spisak describes is perfectly analogous 
to the quandary, discussed above, that we described in Beck. 
See also 447 U. S., at 644 (“It is extremely doubtful that ju­
ries will understand the full implications of a mistrial or will 
have any confidence that their choice of the mistrial option 
will ultimately lead to the right result. Thus, they could 
have no assurance that a second trial would end in the 
conviction of the defendant on a lesser included offense” 
(footnote omitted)). Spisak and the Court of Appeals both 
correctly assailed the jury instructions at issue in this case, 
but in my view Beck provides the proper basis in clearly 
established federal law to conclude the instructions were 
unconstitutional. 

II 

Petitioner defends Spisak’s counsel’s closing argument as 
a reasonable strategic decision “to draw the sting out of the 
prosecution’s argument and gain credibility with the jury by 
conceding the weaknesses of his own case.” Brief for Peti­
tioner 37. I agree that such a strategy is generally a rea­
sonable one and, indeed, was a reasonable strategy under the 
difficult circumstances of this case. Even Spisak concedes 
that his counsel “faced an admittedly difficult case in closing 
argument in the penalty phase.” Brief for Respondent 43. 
But, surely, a strategy can be executed so poorly as to render 
even the most reasonable of trial tactics constitutionally de­
ficient under Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668 (1984). 
And this is such a case. 

It is difficult to convey how thoroughly egregious counsel’s 
closing argument was without reproducing it in its entirety. 
The Court’s assessment of the closing as “lengthy and ram­
bling” and its brief description of its content, see ante, at 
150, does not accurately capture the catastrophe of counsel’s 
failed strategy. Suffice it to say that the argument shares 
far more in common with a prosecutor’s closing than with a 
criminal defense attorney’s. Indeed, the argument was so 
outrageous that it would have rightly subjected a prosecutor 
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to charges of misconduct. See Brief for Steven Lubet et al. 
as Amici Curiae 15–16 (observing that counsel’s closing ar­
gument “would have been improper even coming from the 
prosecutor”). A few examples are in order. 

Presumably to take the “sting” out of the prosecution’s 
case, Brief for Petitioner 37, counsel described his client’s 
acts in vivid detail to the jury: 

“[Y]ou can smell almost the blood. You can smell, if 
you will, the urine. You are in a bathroom, and it is 
death, and you can smell the death . . . and you can feel, 
the loneliness of that railroad platform . . . and we can 
all know the terror that [the victim] felt when he turned 
and looked into those thick glasses and looked into the 
muzzle of a gun that kept spitting out bullets . . . And 
we can see a relatively young man cut down with so 
many years to live, and we could remember his widow, 
and we certainly can remember looking at his chil­
dren . . . There  are  too  many  family  albums.  There 
are too many family portraits dated 1982 that have too 
many empty spaces. And there is too much terror left 
in the hearts of those that we call lucky.” 4 Spisak 
v. Mitchell, 465 F. 3d, at 704–705 (internal quotation 
marks omitted). 

Presumably to “gain credibility” with the jury, Brief for Peti­
tioner 37, counsel argued that his client deserved no sympa­
thy for his actions: 

4 To make matters worse, these graphic and emotionally charged de­
scriptions of Spisak’s crimes were irrelevant under state law even for 
purposes of the State’s case for aggravating circumstances. See State v. 
Wogenstahl, 75 Ohio St. 3d 344, 356, 662 N. E. 2d 311, 322 (1996) (“[T]he 
nature and circumstances of the offense may only enter into the statutory 
weighing process on the side of mitigation”); see also State v. Johnson, 24 
Ohio St. 3d 87, 93, 494 N. E. 2d 1061, 1066 (1986) (explaining that statutory 
aggravating circumstances should be narrowly construed); Ohio Rev. Code 
Ann. § 2929.04(A) (Lexis 2006) (identifying 10 aggravating circumstances 
but not including heinous circumstances of offense). 
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“Sympathy, of course, is not part of your consideration. 
And even if it was, certainly, don’t look to him for sym­
pathy, because he demands none. And, ladies and gen­
tlemen, when you turn and look at Frank Spisak, don’t 
look for good deeds, because he has done none. Don’t 
look for good thoughts, because he has none. He is sick, 
he is twisted. He is demented, and he is never going to 
be any different.” 465 F. 3d, at 705 (internal quotation 
marks omitted). 

And then the strategy really broke down: At no point did 
counsel endeavor to direct his negative statements about his 
client toward an express appeal for leniency.5 On the con­
trary, counsel concluded by telling the jury that “whatever 
you do, we are going to be proud of you,” ibid. (internal 
quotation marks omitted), which I take to mean that, in coun­
sel’s view, “either outcome, death or life, would be a valid 
conclusion,” ibid. 

Spisak’s crimes, and the seemingly unmitigated hatred mo­
tivating their commission, were truly awful. But that does 
not excuse a lawyer’s duty to represent his client within the 
bounds of prevailing professional norms. The mere fact that 
counsel, laudably, may have had a “strategy” to build rapport 
with the jury and lessen the impact of the prosecution’s case 
does not excuse counsel’s utter failure to achieve either of 
these objectives through his closing argument. In short, 
counsel’s argument grossly transgressed the bounds of what 
constitutionally competent counsel would have done in a sim­
ilar situation. 

III 

Notwithstanding these two serious constitutional errors, 
I agree with the Court that these errors do not entitle Spisak 

5 Counsel did attempt to appeal to the jury’s sense of humanity, perhaps 
implicitly suggesting that humane people do not condemn others, espe­
cially those with mental illness, to death. App. to Pet. for Cert. 339a– 
341a. But counsel never requested a life sentence on behalf of his client. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



164 SMITH v. SPISAK 

Opinion of Stevens, J. 

to relief. As the Court’s discussion in Part III makes viv­
idly clear, see ante, at 151–153, Spisak’s own conduct alien­
ated and ostracized the jury, and his crimes were monstrous. 
In my judgment even the most skillful of closing argu­
ments—even one befitting Clarence Darrow—would not 
have created a reasonable probability of a different outcome 
in this case. Similarly, in light of Spisak’s conduct before 
the jury and the gravity of the aggravating circumstances of 
the offense, the instructional error was also harmless be­
cause it did not have a substantial and injurious effect on 
this record, Brecht v. Abrahamson, 507 U. S. 619, 623 (1993). 

Accordingly, I concur in the judgment and concur in the 
Court’s discussion of prejudice in Part III of its opinion. 
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NRG POWER MARKETING, LLC, et al. v. MAINE
 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION et al.
 

certiorari to the united states court of appeals for 
the district of columbia circuit 

No. 08–674. Argued November 3, 2009—Decided January 13, 2010 

The Mobile-Sierra doctrine—see United Gas Pipe Line Co. v. Mobile Gas 
Service Corp., 350 U. S. 332, and FPC v. Sierra Pacific Power Co., 
350 U. S. 348—requires the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) to presume that an electricity rate set by a freely negotiated 
wholesale-energy contract meets the Federal Power Act’s “just and rea­
sonable” prescription, 16 U. S. C. § 824d(a); the presumption may be 
overcome only if FERC concludes that the contract seriously harms the 
public interest. Morgan Stanley Capital Group Inc. v. Public Util. 
Dist. No. 1 of Snohomish Cty., 554 U. S. 527, 530. 

For many years, New England’s supply of electricity capacity was 
barely sufficient to meet the region’s demand. FERC and New Eng­
land’s generators, electricity providers, and power customers made sev­
eral attempts to address the problem. This case arises from the latest 
effort to design a solution. Concerned parties reached a comprehensive 
settlement agreement (Agreement) that, inter alia, established rate-
setting mechanisms for sales of energy capacity and provided that the 
Mobile-Sierra public interest standard would govern rate challenges. 
FERC approved the Agreement, finding that it presents a just and rea­
sonable outcome that is consistent with the public interest. Objectors 
to the settlement sought review in the D. C. Circuit, which largely re­
jected their efforts to overturn FERC’s approval order, but agreed with 
them that when a challenge to a contract rate is brought by noncontract­
ing third parties, Mobile-Sierra’s public interest standard does not 
apply. 

Held: The Mobile-Sierra presumption does not depend on the identity of 
the complainant who seeks FERC investigation. The presumption is 
not limited to challenges to contract rates brought by contracting 
parties. It applies, as well, to challenges initiated by noncontracting 
parties. Pp. 171–177. 

(a) Morgan Stanley did not reach the question presented here, but 
its reasoning strongly suggests that the D. C. Circuit’s holding misper­
ceives the aim, and diminishes the force, of the Mobile-Sierra doctrine. 
Announced three months after the Court of Appeals’ disposition in this 
case, Morgan Stanley reaffirmed Mobile-Sierra’s instruction to FERC 
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to “presume that the rate set out in a freely negotiated . . . contract 
meets the ‘just and reasonable’ requirement” unless “FERC concludes 
that the contract seriously harms the public interest.” 554 U. S., at 530. 
The Morgan Stanley opinion makes it unmistakably clear that the public 
interest standard is not, as the D. C. Circuit suggested, independent 
of, and sometimes at odds with, the “just and reasonable” standard. 
Rather, the public interest standard defines “what it means for a rate 
to satisfy the just-and-reasonable standard in the contract context.” 
Id., at 546. And if FERC itself must presume just and reasonable a 
contract rate resulting from fair, arm’s-length negotiations, noncontract­
ing parties may not escape that presumption. Moreover, the Mobile-
Sierra doctrine does not neglect third-party interests; it directs FERC 
to reject a contract rate that “seriously harms the consuming public.” 
554 U. S., at 545–546. Finally, the D. C. Circuit’s confinement of 
Mobile-Sierra to rate challenges by contracting parties diminishes the 
doctrine’s animating purpose: promotion of “the stability of supply ar­
rangements which all agree is essential to the health of the [energy] 
industry.” Mobile, 350 U. S., at 344. A presumption applicable to con­
tracting parties only, and inoperative as to everyone else—consumers, 
advocacy groups, state utility commissions, elected officials acting pa­
rens patriae—could scarcely provide the stability Mobile-Sierra aimed 
to secure. Pp. 171–176. 

(b) Whether the rates at issue qualify as “contract rates” for Mobile-
Sierra purposes, and, if not, whether FERC had discretion to treat 
them analogously are questions raised before, but not ruled upon by, 
the D. C. Circuit. They remain open for that court’s consideration on 
remand. P. 176. 

520 F. 3d 464, reversed in part and remanded. 

Ginsburg, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, 
C. J., and Scalia, Kennedy, Thomas, Breyer, Alito, and Sotomayor, 
JJ., joined. Stevens, J., filed a dissenting opinion, post, p. 177. 

Jeffrey A. Lamken argued the cause for petitioners. 
With him on the briefs were John N. Estes III, Robert K. 
Kry, Michael R. Bramnick, and Christopher C. O’Hara. 

Eric D. Miller argued the cause for the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission urging reversal. With him on the 
briefs were Solicitor General Kagan, Deputy Solicitor Gen­
eral Kneedler, Cynthia A. Marlette, Robert H. Solomon, and 
Lona T. Perry. 
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Richard Blumenthal, Attorney General of Connecticut, ar­
gued the cause for respondents. With him on the brief were 
John S. Wright and Michael C. Wertheimer, Assistant Attor­
neys General, Jesse S. Reyes, Assistant Attorney General of 
Massachusetts, Mary E. Grover, Lisa Fink, and Stephen L. 
Teichler.* 

Justice Ginsburg delivered the opinion of the Court. 

The Federal Power Act (FPA or Act), 41 Stat. 1063, as 
amended, 16 U. S. C. § 791a et seq., authorizes the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) to 
superintend the sale of electricity in interstate commerce 
and provides that all wholesale-electricity rates must be 
“just and reasonable,” § 824d(a). Under this Court’s 
Mobile-Sierra doctrine, FERC must presume that a rate set 
by “a freely negotiated wholesale-energy contract” meets 
the statutory “just and reasonable” requirement. Morgan 
Stanley Capital Group Inc. v. Public Util. Dist. No. 1 of 
Snohomish Cty., 554 U. S. 527, 530 (2008). “The presump­
tion may be overcome only if FERC concludes that the 
contract seriously harms the public interest.” Ibid. 

This case stems from New England’s difficulties in main­
taining the reliability of its energy grid. In 2006, after sev­
eral attempts by the Commission and concerned parties to 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for the Electric 
Power Supply Association et al. by Paul D. Clement, Ashley C. Parrish, 
David G. Tewksbury, David B. Johnson, Barry Russell, Timm Abendroth, 
Peter W. Brown, and Daniel W. Douglass; for Morgan Stanley Capital 
Group, Inc., et al. by Walter Dellinger, Sri Srinivasan, and Kathryn E. 
Tarbert; and for Colin C. Blaydon et al. by Richard P. Bress, Michael J. 
Gergen, and Stephanie S. Lim. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for the American 
Public Power Association et al. by Scott H. Strauss, Susan N. Kelly, Wal­
lace F. Tillman, and Richard Meyer; for Public Citizen, Inc., et al. by 
Scott L. Nelson, Lynn Hargis, and Barbara Jones; and for the California 
Public Utilities Commission by Kevin K. Russell, Frank R. Lindh, Eliza­
beth M. McQuillan, and Karen P. Paull. 
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address the problems, FERC approved a comprehensive 
settlement agreement (hereinafter Settlement Agreement 
or Agreement). Most relevant here, the Agreement estab­
lished rate-setting mechanisms for sales of energy capacity, 
and provided that the Mobile-Sierra public interest standard 
would govern rate challenges. Parties who opposed the set­
tlement petitioned for review in the United States Court of 
Appeals for the D. C. Circuit. Among multiple objections 
to FERC’s order approving the Agreement, the settlement 
opponents urged that the rate challenges of nonsettling par­
ties should not be controlled by the restrictive Mobile-Sierra 
public interest standard. The Court of Appeals agreed, 
holding that “when a rate challenge is brought by a non-
contracting third party, the Mobile-Sierra doctrine simply 
does not apply.” Maine Pub. Util. Comm’n v. FERC, 520 
F. 3d 464, 478 (2008) (per curiam). 

We reverse the D. C. Circuit’s judgment to the extent that 
it rejects the application of Mobile-Sierra to noncontracting 
parties. Our decision in Morgan Stanley, announced three 
months after the D. C. Circuit’s disposition, made clear that 
the Mobile-Sierra public interest standard is not an excep­
tion to the statutory just-and-reasonable standard; it is an 
application of that standard in the context of rates set by 
contract. The “venerable Mobile-Sierra doctrine” rests on 
“the stabilizing force of contracts.” Morgan Stanley, 554 
U. S., at 548; see id., at 551 (describing contract rates as 
“a key source of stability”). To retain vitality, the doctrine 
must control FERC itself, and, we hold, challenges to con­
tract rates brought by noncontracting as well as contract­
ing parties. 

I 

In a capacity market, in contrast to a wholesale-energy 
market, an electricity provider purchases from a generator 
an option to buy a quantity of energy, rather than purchasing 
the energy itself. To maintain the reliability of the grid, 
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electricity providers generally purchase more capacity, i. e., 
rights to acquire energy, than necessary to meet their cus­
tomers’ anticipated demand. For many years in New Eng­
land, the supply of capacity was barely sufficient to meet the 
region’s demand. FERC and New England’s generators, 
electricity providers, and power customers made several at­
tempts to address this problem. This case stems from the 
latest effort to design a solution. 

In 2003, a group of generators sought to enter into “relia­
bility must-run” agreements with the New England Inde­
pendent System Operator (ISO), which operates the region’s 
transmission system.1 In its orders addressing those agree­
ments, FERC directed the ISO to develop a new market 
mechanism that would set prices separately for various 
geographical subregions. Devon Power LLC, 103 FERC 
¶ 61,082, pp. 61,266, 61,271 (2003). 

In March 2004, the ISO proposed a market structure re­
sponsive to FERC’s directions. See Devon Power LLC, 107 
FERC ¶ 61,240, p. 62,020 (2004). FERC set the matter for 
hearing before an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), who is­
sued a 177-page order largely accepting the ISO’s proposal. 
Devon Power LLC, 111 FERC ¶ 63,063, p. 65,205 (2005). 
Several parties filed exceptions to the ALJ’s order; on Sep­
tember 20, 2005, the full Commission heard arguments on 
the proposed market structure, and thereafter established 
settlement procedures. Devon Power LLC, 113 FERC 
¶ 61,075, p. 61,271 (2005). 

After four months of negotiations, on March 6, 2006, a set­
tlement was reached. Of the 115 negotiating parties, only 8 
opposed the settlement. 

1 An ISO is an independent company that has operational control, but 
not ownership, of the transmission facilities owned by member utilities. 
ISOs “provide open access to the regional transmission system to all elec­
tricity generators at rates established in a single, unbundled, grid-wide 
tariff . . . .” Midwest ISO Transmission Owners v. FERC, 373 F. 3d 1361, 
1364 (CADC 2004) (internal quotation marks omitted). 
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The Settlement Agreement installed a “forward capacity 
market” under which annual auctions would set capacity 
prices; auctions would be conducted three years in advance 
of the time when the capacity would be needed. Devon 
Power LLC, 115 FERC ¶ 61,340, pp. 62,304, 62,306–62,308 
(2006). Each energy provider would be required to pur­
chase enough capacity to meet its share of the “installed ca­
pacity requirement,” i. e., the minimum level of capacity 
needed to maintain reliability on the grid, as determined by 
the ISO. Id., at 62,307. For the three-year gap between 
the first auction and the time when the capacity procured in 
that auction would be provided,2 the Agreement prescribed 
a series of fixed, transition-period payments to capacity-
supplying generators. Id., at 62,308–62,309. 

The issue before us centers on § 4.C of the Agreement 
(hereinafter Mobile-Sierra provision). Under that pro­
vision, challenges to both transition-period payments and 
auction-clearing prices would be adjudicated under “the 
‘public interest’ standard of review set forth in United 
Gas Pipe Line Co. v. Mobile Gas Service Corp., 350 U. S. 
332 (1956)[,] and [FPC] v. Sierra Pacific Power Co., 350 
U. S. 348 (1956) (the ‘Mobile-Sierra’ doctrine).” App. 95. 
Mobile-Sierra applies, § 4.C instructs, “whether the [price is 
challenged] by a Settling Party, a non-Settling Party, or [by] 
the FERC acting sua sponte.” Ibid. 

FERC approved the Settlement Agreement, “finding that 
as a package, it presents a just and reasonable outcome for 
this proceeding consistent with the public interest.” 115 
FERC, at 62,304. The Mobile-Sierra provision, FERC ex­
plicitly determined, “appropriately balances the need for rate 
stability and the interests of the diverse entities who will be 
subject to the [forward capacity market’s auction system].” 
Id., at 62,335. 

2 The transition period runs from December 1, 2006, to June 1, 2010. 
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Six of the eight objectors to the settlement sought review 
in the D. C. Circuit. For the most part, the Court of Ap­
peals rejected the objectors’ efforts to overturn FERC’s 
order approving the settlement. 520 F. 3d, at 467. But the 
objectors prevailed on the Mobile-Sierra issue: The D. C. 
Circuit held that Mobile-Sierra applies only to contract­
ing parties. Id., at 478. In this Court, the parties have 
switched places. Defenders of the settlement, including the 
Mobile-Sierra provision, are petitioners; objectors to the 
settlement, victorious in the Court of Appeals only on the 
Mobile-Sierra issue, are respondents. 

Because of the importance of the issue, and in light of our 
recent decision in Morgan Stanley, we granted certiorari, 
556 U. S. 1207 (2009), to resolve this question: “[Does] 
Mobile-Sierra’s public-interest standard appl[y] when a con­
tract rate is challenged by an entity that was not a party to 
the contract[?]” Brief for Petitioners i. Satisfied that the 
answer to that question is yes, we reverse the D. C. Circuit’s 
judgment insofar as it rejected application of Mobile-Sierra 
to noncontracting parties. 

II 

The FPA gives FERC authority to regulate the “sale of 
electric energy at wholesale in interstate commerce.” See 
16 U. S. C. § 824(b)(1). The Act allows regulated utilities 
to set rates unilaterally by tariff; alternatively, sellers and 
buyers may agree on rates by contract. See § 824d(c), (d). 
Whether set by tariff or contract, however, all rates must be 
“just and reasonable.” § 824d(a). Rates may be examined 
by the Commission, upon complaint or on its own initiative, 
when a new or altered tariff or contract is filed or after a 
rate goes into effect. §§ 824d(e), 824e(a). Following a hear­
ing, the Commission may set aside any rate found “unjust, 
unreasonable, unduly discriminatory or preferential,” and re­
place it with a just and reasonable rate. § 824e(a). 
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The Mobile-Sierra doctrine originated in twin decisions 
announced on the same day in 1956: United Gas Pipe Line 
Co. v. Mobile Gas Service Corp., 350 U. S. 332, and FPC v. 
Sierra Pacific Power Co., 350 U. S. 348. Both concerned 
rates set by contract rather than by tariff. Mobile involved 
the Natural Gas Act, which, like the FPA, requires utilities 
to file all new rates with the regulatory commission. 15 
U. S. C. § 717c(c). In Mobile, we rejected a gas utility’s ar­
gument that the file-all-new-rates requirement authorized 
the utility to abrogate a lawful contract with a purchaser 
simply by filing a new tariff. 350 U. S., at 336–337. Filing, 
we explained, was a precondition to changing a rate, not an 
authorization to do so in violation of a lawful contract. Id., 
at 339–344; see Morgan Stanley, 554 U. S., at 533. 

The Sierra case involved a further issue. Not only had 
the Commission erroneously concluded that a newly filed tar­
iff superseded a contract rate. In addition, the Commission 
had suggested that, in any event, the contract rate, which 
the utility sought to escape, was itself unjust and unreason­
able. The Commission thought that was so “solely because 
[the contract rate] yield[ed] less than a fair return on the 
[utility’s] net invested capital.” 350 U. S., at 355. 

The Commission’s suggestion prompted this Court to 
home in on “the question of how the Commission may evalu­
ate whether a contract rate is just and reasonable.” Mor­
gan Stanley, 554 U. S., at 533. The Sierra Court answered 
the question this way: 

“[T]he Commission’s conclusion appears on its face to be 
based on an erroneous standard. . . . [W]hile it may be 
that the Commission may not normally impose upon a 
public utility a rate which would produce less than a fair 
return, it does not follow that the public utility may not 
itself agree by contract to a rate affording less than a 
fair return or that, if it does so, it is entitled to be re­
lieved of its improvident bargain. . . . In  such circum­
stances the sole concern of the Commission would seem 
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to be whether the rate is so low as to adversely affect 
the public interest—as where it might impair the finan­
cial ability of the public utility to continue its service, 
cast upon other consumers an excessive burden, or be 
unduly discriminatory.” 350 U. S., at 354–355 (some em­
phasis added). 

In a later case, we similarly explained: “The regulatory sys­
tem created by the [FPA] is premised on contractual agree­
ments voluntarily devised by the regulated companies; it 
contemplates abrogation of these agreements only in circum­
stances of unequivocal public necessity.” Permian Basin 
Area Rate Cases, 390 U. S. 747, 822 (1968).3 

Two Terms ago, in Morgan Stanley, 554 U. S. 527, the 
Court reaffirmed and clarified the Mobile-Sierra doctrine. 
That case presented two questions: First, does the Mobile-
Sierra presumption (that contract rates freely negotiated be­
tween sophisticated parties meet the just-and-reasonable 
standard imposed by 16 U. S. C. § 824d(a)) “apply only when 
FERC has had an initial opportunity to review a contract 
rate without the presumption?” 554 U. S., at 531. “Second, 
does the presumption [generally] impose as high a bar to 
challenges by purchasers of wholesale electricity as it does 
to challenges by sellers?” Id., at 531; see id., at 548. An­

3 Consistent with the lead role of contracts recognized in Mobile-Sierra, 
we held in United Gas Pipe Line Co. v. Memphis Light, Gas and Water 
Div., 358 U. S. 103, 110–113 (1958), that parties may contract out of the 
Mobile-Sierra presumption. They could do so, we ruled, by specifying in 
their contracts that a new rate filed with the Commission would supersede 
the contract rate. Courts of Appeals have approved an option midway 
between Mobile-Sierra and Memphis Light: A contract that does not 
allow the seller to supersede the contract rate by filing a new rate may 
nonetheless permit the Commission to set aside the contract rate if it 
results in an unfair rate of return, without a further showing that it ad­
versely affects the public interest. See, e. g., Papago Tribal Util. Auth. 
v. FERC, 723 F. 2d 950, 953 (CADC 1983); Louisiana Power & Light Co. 
v. FERC, 587 F. 2d 671, 675–676 (CA5 1979). 
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swering no to the first question and yes to the second, the 
Court emphasized the essential role of contracts as a key 
factor fostering stability in the electricity market, to the 
long-run benefit of consumers. Id., at 547–548, 551; see, e. g., 
Market-Based Rates ¶ 6, 72 Fed. Reg. 39906 (2007) (not­
ing chilling effect on investments caused by “uncertainties 
regarding rate stability and contract sanctity”); Nevada 
Power Co. v. Duke Energy Trading & Marketing, L. L. C., 
99 FERC ¶ 61,047, pp. 61,184, 61,190 (2002) (“Competitive 
power markets simply cannot attract the capital needed to 
build adequate generating infrastructure without regulatory 
certainty, including certainty that the Commission will not 
modify market-based contracts unless there are extraordi­
nary circumstances.”). 

Morgan Stanley did not reach the question presented 
here: Does Mobile-Sierra’s public interest standard apply to 
challenges to contract rates brought by noncontracting par­
ties? But Morgan Stanley’s reasoning strongly suggests 
that the D. C. Circuit’s negative answer misperceives the 
aim, and diminishes the force, of the Mobile-Sierra doctrine. 

In unmistakably plain language, Morgan Stanley restated 
Mobile-Sierra’s instruction to the Commission: FERC 
“must presume that the rate set out in a freely negotiated 
wholesale-energy contract meets the ‘just and reasonable’ 
requirement imposed by law. The presumption may be 
overcome only if FERC concludes that the contract seriously 
harms the public interest.” 554 U. S., at 530. As our in­
struction to FERC in Morgan Stanley conveys, the public 
interest standard is not, as the D. C. Circuit presented it, a 
standard independent of, and sometimes at odds with, the 
“just and reasonable” standard, see 520 F. 3d, at 478; rather, 
the public interest standard defines “what it means for a rate 
to satisfy the just-and-reasonable standard in the contract 
context,” Morgan Stanley, 554 U. S., at 546. And if FERC 
itself must presume just and reasonable a contract rate re­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 165 (2010) 175 

Opinion of the Court 

sulting from fair, arm’s-length negotiations, how can it be 
maintained that noncontracting parties nevertheless may es­
cape that presumption? 4 

Moreover, the Mobile-Sierra doctrine does not overlook 
third-party interests; it is framed with a view to their pro­
tection. The doctrine directs the Commission to reject a 
contract rate that “seriously harms the consuming public.” 
Morgan Stanley, 554 U. S., at 545–546; see Verizon Commu­
nications Inc. v. FCC, 535 U. S. 467, 479 (2002) (When a 
buyer and a seller agree upon a rate, “the principal regula­
tory responsibility [i]s not to relieve a contracting party of 
an unreasonable rate, . . . but to protect against potential 
discrimination by favorable contract rates between allied 
businesses to the detriment of other wholesale customers.” 
(emphasis added)). 

Finally, as earlier indicated, see supra, at 173–174, the D. C. 
Circuit’s confinement of Mobile-Sierra to rate challenges by 
contracting parties diminishes the animating purpose of the 
doctrine: promotion of “the stability of supply arrangements 
which all agree is essential to the health of the [energy] in­
dustry.” Mobile, 350 U. S., at 344. That dominant concern 
was expressed by FERC in the order on review: “Stability 
is particularly important in this case, which was initiated in 
part because of the unstable nature of [installed capacity] 
revenues and the effect that has on generating units, particu­

4 The D. C. Circuit emphasized a point no doubt true, but hardly disposi­
tive: Contracts bind parties, not nonparties. Maine Pub. Util. Comm’n 
v. FERC, 520 F. 3d 464, 478 (2008) (per curiam). Mobile-Sierra holds 
sway, however, because well-informed wholesale-market participants of 
approximately equal bargaining power generally can be expected to nego­
tiate just-and-reasonable rates, see Morgan Stanley Capital Group Inc. 
v. Public Util. Dist. No. 1 of Snohomish Cty., 554 U. S. 527, 545 (2008), 
and because “contract stability ultimately benefits consumers,” id., at 551. 
These reasons for the presumption explain why FERC, surely not legally 
bound by a contract rate, must apply the presumption and, correspond­
ingly, why third parties are similarly controlled by it. 
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larly those . . .  critical to maintaining reliability.” 115 
FERC, at 62,335. A presumption applicable to contracting 
parties only, and inoperative as to everyone else—consum­
ers, advocacy groups, state utility commissions, elected offi­
cials acting parens patriae—could scarcely provide the sta­
bility Mobile-Sierra aimed to secure.5 

We therefore hold that the Mobile-Sierra presumption 
does not depend on the identity of the complainant who seeks 
FERC investigation. The presumption is not limited to 
challenges to contract rates brought by contracting parties. 
It applies, as well, to challenges initiated by third parties. 

III 

The objectors to the settlement appearing before us main­
tain that the rates at issue in this case—the auction rates 
and the transition payments—are prescriptions of general 
applicability rather than “contractually negotiated rates,” 
hence Mobile-Sierra is inapplicable. See Brief for Respond­
ents 15–17, and n. 1 (internal quotation marks omitted). 
FERC agrees that the rates covered by the settlement “are 
not themselves contract rates to which the Commission was 
required to apply Mobile-Sierra.” Brief for FERC 15. 
But, FERC urges, “the Commission had discretion to do so,” 
id., at 28; furthermore, “[t]he court of appeals’ error in creat­
ing a third-party exception to the Mobile-Sierra presump­
tion is a sufficient basis for reversing its judgment,” id., 
at 22. Whether the rates at issue qualify as “contract 
rates,” and, if not, whether FERC had discretion to treat 
them analogously are questions raised before, but not ruled 
upon by, the Court of Appeals. They remain open for that 
court’s consideration on remand. See Tr. of Oral Arg. 16. 

5 The FPA authorizes “[a]ny person, electric utility, State, munici­
pality, or State commission” to complain. 16 U. S. C. § 825e (emphasis 
added). FERC regulations similarly permit “[a]ny person [to] file a com­
plaint seeking Commission action.” 18 CFR § 385.206(a) (2009) (emphasis 
added). 
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* * * 

For the reasons stated, the judgment of the Court of Appeals 
for the D. C. Circuit is reversed to the extent that it rejects 
the application of Mobile-Sierra to noncontracting parties, 
and the case is remanded for further proceedings consistent 
with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Stevens, dissenting. 

The opinion that the Court announces today is the third 
chapter in a story about how a reasonable principle, extended 
beyond its foundation, becomes bad law. 

In the first chapter the Court wisely and correctly held 
that a seller who is a party to a long-term contract to provide 
energy to a wholesaler could not unilaterally repudiate its 
contract obligations in response to changes in market condi­
tions by simply filing a new rate schedule with the regula­
tory commission. Only if the rate was so low that the seller 
might be unable to stay in business, thereby impairing the 
public interest, could the seller be excused from performing 
its contract. That is what the Court held in United Gas 
Pipe Line Co. v. Mobile Gas Service Corp., 350 U. S. 332 
(1956), and FPC v. Sierra Pacific Power Co., 350 U. S. 348 
(1956). 

In the second chapter the Court unwisely and incorrectly 
held that the same rule should apply to a buyer who had been 
forced by unprecedented market conditions to enter into a 
long-term contract to buy energy at abnormally high prices. 
The Court held the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) could not set aside such a contract as unjust and 
unreasonable, even though it saddled consumers with a duty 
to pay prices that would be considered unjust and unreason­
able under normal market conditions, unless the purchaser 
could also prove that “the contract seriously harms the pub­
lic interest.” Morgan Stanley Capital Group Inc. v. Public 
Util. Dist. No. 1 of Snohomish Cty., 554 U. S. 527, 530 (2008). 
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The Court held in Morgan Stanley that Mobile-Sierra es­
tablished a presumption: FERC “must presume that the rate 
set out in a freely negotiated wholesale-energy contract 
meets the ‘just and reasonable’ requirement imposed by 
law.” 554 U. S., at 530. And that presumption, according 
to the Court, is a simple application of the just-and­
reasonable standard to contract rates, not a different stand­
ard of review. Id., at 535 (rejecting the “obviously indefen­
sible proposition that a standard different from the statutory 
just-and-reasonable standard applies to contract rates”). 
But applying the presumption nonetheless sets a higher bar 
for a rate challenge.1 FERC may abrogate the rate only 
if the public interest is seriously harmed. Id., at 550–551 
(“[U]nder the Mobile-Sierra presumption, setting aside a 
contract rate requires a finding of ‘unequivocal public neces­
sity,’ ” Permian Basin Area Rate Cases, 390 U. S. 747, 822 
(1968), “or ‘extraordinary circumstances,’ Arkansas Louisi­
ana Gas Co. v. Hall, 453 U. S. 571, 582 (1981)”). 

As I explained in my dissent in Morgan Stanley, the impo­
sition of this additional burden on purchasers challenging 
rates was not authorized by the governing statute. Under 
the Federal Power Act (FPA), all wholesale electricity 
rates must be “just and reasonable.” 16 U. S. C. § 824d(a). 
“[N]othing in the statute mandates differing application of 
the statutory standard to rates set by contract.” Morgan 
Stanley, 554 U. S., at 557 (Stevens, J., dissenting) (inter­
nal quotation marks omitted; emphasis deleted). And the 
Mobile-Sierra line of cases did not “mandate a ‘serious harm’ 
standard of review,” much less “require any assumption that 
high rates and low rates impose symmetric burdens on the 
public interest.” Morgan Stanley, 554 U. S., at 561–562 

1 Whether the Court explains the Mobile-Sierra doctrine as a presump­
tion or as a different standard of review, “[t]here is no significant differ­
ence between requiring a heightened showing to overcome an otherwise 
conclusive presumption and imposing a heightened standard of review.” 
Morgan Stanley, 554 U. S., at 557 (Stevens, J., dissenting). 
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(Stevens, J., dissenting). Instead, “the statement in Per­
mian Basin about ‘unequivocal public necessity,’ 390 U. S., 
at 822, speaks to the difficulty of establishing injury to the 
public interest in the context of a low-rate challenge,” i. e., 
one brought by sellers of electricity. Id., at 562. It does 
not establish a new standard that applies as well to a “high­
rate challenge” brought by purchasers. Ibid. 

But even accepting Morgan Stanley as the law, the Court 
unwisely goes further today. In this third chapter of the 
Mobile-Sierra story, the Court applies a rule—one designed 
initially to protect the enforceability of freely negotiated con­
tracts against parties who seek a release from their obliga­
tions—to impose a special burden on third parties exercising 
their statutory right to object to unjust and unreasonable 
rates. This application of the rule represents a quantum 
leap from the modest origin set forth in the first chapter of 
this tale. As the Court of Appeals correctly concluded in 
the opinion that the Court sets aside today: “This case is 
clearly outside the scope of the Mobile-Sierra doctrine.” 
Maine Pub. Util. Comm’n v. FERC, 520 F. 3d 464, 477 
(CADC 2008) (per curiam). 

As the D. C. Circuit noted,2 “[c]ourts have rarely men­
tioned the Mobile-Sierra doctrine without reiterating that it 
is premised on the existence of a voluntary contract between 
the parties.” Ibid. But, the Court asks, “if FERC itself 
must presume just and reasonable a contract rate resulting 
from fair, arm’s-length negotiations, how can it be main­
tained that noncontracting parties nevertheless may escape 
that presumption?” Ante, at 174–175. This Court’s under­

2 Because the D. C. Circuit’s opinion was written before this Court’s 
decision in Morgan Stanley, that court’s purported error in describing 
the Mobile-Sierra doctrine as an “exception” to the just-and-reasonable 
standard, 520 F. 3d, at 477, is understandable. As that court recognized, 
and the majority does not change today, the Mobile-Sierra standard in 
fact “makes it harder for [respondents] to successfully challenge rates.” 
520 F. 3d, at 478. 
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standing of Sierra provides an answer. “Sierra was 
grounded in the commonsense notion that ‘[i]n wholesale 
markets, the party charging the rate and the party charged 
[are] often sophisticated businesses enjoying presumptively 
equal bargaining power, who could be expected to negotiate 
a “just and reasonable” rate as between the two of them.’ ”  
Morgan Stanley, 554 U. S., at 545 (quoting Verizon Commu­
nications Inc. v. FCC, 535 U. S. 467, 479 (2002); emphasis 
added). This “commonsense notion” supports the rule re­
quiring FERC to apply a presumption against letting a party 
out of its own contract, as the D. C. Circuit recognized. 520 
F. 3d, at 478 (“The Mobile-Sierra doctrine applies a more 
deferential standard of review to preserve the terms of the 
bargain as between the contracting parties”). It does not, 
however, support a rule requiring FERC to apply a pre­
sumption against abrogating any rate set by contract, even 
when, as in this case, a noncontracting party may be required 
in practice to pay a rate it did not agree to. 

The Court further reasons that “confinement of Mobile-
Sierra to rate challenges by contracting parties diminishes 
the animating purpose of the doctrine,” which is ensuring 
the stability of contract-based supply arrangements. Ante, 
at 175. Maybe so, but applying Mobile-Sierra to rate chal­
lenges by noncontracting parties loses sight of the animating 
purpose of the FPA, which is “the protection of the public 
interest.” Sierra, 350 U. S., at 355. That interest is “the 
interest of consumers in paying ‘the “lowest possible reason­
able rate consistent with the maintenance of adequate serv­
ice in the public interest.” ’ ” Morgan Stanley, 554 U. S., at 
561 (Stevens, J., dissenting) (quoting Permian Basin, 390 
U. S., at 793). I do not doubt that stable energy markets 
are important to the public interest, but “under the FPA, 
Congress has charged FERC, not the courts, with balancing 
the short-term and long-term interests of consumers” under 
the just-and-reasonable standard of review. Morgan Stan­
ley, 554 U. S., at 563 (Stevens, J., dissenting). The Court 
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today imposes additional limits upon FERC’s ability to pro­
tect that interest. If a third-party wholesale buyer can 
show a rate harms the public interest (perhaps because it is 
too high to be just and reasonable under normal review), but 
cannot show it seriously harms the public, FERC may do 
nothing about it.3 

The Court assures respondents that the “public interest 
standard” does not “overlook third-party interests” and is 
“framed with a view to their protection.” Ante, at 174, 175. 
Perhaps in practice the Mobile-Sierra doctrine will protect 
third parties’ interests, and the public interest, just as well 
as the so-called “ordinary” just-and-reasonable standard. 
But respondents are rightly skeptical. The Mobile-Sierra 
doctrine, as interpreted by the Court in Morgan Stanley, 
must pose a higher bar to respondents’ rate challenge—that 
is, it requires them to show greater harm to the public.4 

3 FERC agrees with petitioners that the public interest standard “gov­
ern[s] all challenges to the rates set by contract, regardless of the identity 
of the challenger.” Reply Brief for FERC 4. But “not even FERC has 
the authority to endorse [this] rule.” Morgan Stanley, 554 U. S., at 563 
(Stevens, J., dissenting). “The FPA does not indulge, much less require, 
a ‘practically insurmountable’ presumption, see Papago Tribal Util. Auth. 
v. FERC, 723 F. 2d 950, 954 (CADC 1983) (opinion for the court by Scalia, 
J.), that all rates set by contract comport with the public interest and are 
therefore just and reasonable.” Id., at 563–564. 

4 In my view, “whether a rate is ‘just and reasonable’ is measured 
against the public interest, not the private interests of regulated [par­
ties].” Id., at 561. But I note the Court’s assertion that the Mobile-
Sierra doctrine protects “third-party interests,” ante, at 175, is a new 
twist on the “public interest standard” as traditionally understood. As 
the Court recognized in Morgan Stanley, one consequence of applying 
Mobile-Sierra is that “ ‘the sole concern of the Commission’ ” is the public 
interest, and FERC cannot consider, for example, whether a rate guaran­
tees a sufficient rate of return to a regulated entity. 554 U. S., at 533 
(quoting FPC v. Sierra Pacific Power Co., 350 U. S. 348, 355 (1956)); see 
also Morgan Stanley, 554 U. S., at 566, n. 3. In addition to requiring that 
FERC find some greater degree of harm to the public than would be re­
quired under the ordinary just-and-reasonable standard, therefore, the 
Mobile-Sierra doctrine leaves little room for respondents—at least one of 
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Stevens, J., dissenting 

Otherwise, it would hardly serve to protect contract stability 
better than the plain vanilla just-and-reasonable standard 
and the Court’s decision in Morgan Stanley would have little 
effect. Furthermore, the Court today reiterates that the 
doctrine poses a high bar. See ante, at 173–174. 

It was sensible to require a contracting party to show 
something more than its own desire to get out of what 
proved to be a bad bargain before FERC could abrogate the 
parties’ bargain. It is not sensible, nor authorized by the 
statute, for the Court to change the de facto standard of re­
view whenever a rate is set by private contract, based solely 
on the Court’s view that contract stability should be pre­
served unless there is extraordinary harm to the public 
interest. 

For these reasons, I respectfully dissent. 

which did not negotiate the rate but must nonetheless purchase electricity 
at that price in the forward capacity market unless it self-supplies its ca­
pacity—to assert their private interest in making a rate challenge. The 
Court suggests that FERC could set aside a rate under the public interest 
standard if the contract established favorable rates between allied busi­
nesses to the detriment of other wholesale customers, ante, at 175, but 
has not spelled out whether a challenger would still have to show that 
circumstance harmed the public interest. It remains unclear whether a 
noncontracting party that must purchase or sell electricity at a rate it did 
not negotiate could argue that a rate fails the “public interest standard” 
because the rate is detrimental to that entity’s private interest. 
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Syllabus 

HOLLINGSWORTH et al. v. PERRY et al. 

on application for stay 

No. 09A648. Decided January 13, 2010 

While a lawsuit challenging the constitutionality of Proposition 8—which 
provides that “[o]nly marriage between a man and a woman is valid 
or recognized in California”—was pending, the Federal District Court 
ordered real-time streaming of the trial pursuant to a purported amend­
ment to a local Rule that had banned such broadcasts. Applicants, 
defendant-intervenors in the suit, seek to stay the District Court’s order 
pending the resolution of forthcoming petitions for writs of certiorari 
and mandamus. 

Held: The trial’s broadcast is stayed. Applicants have made a sufficient 
showing of entitlement. There is a fair prospect that a majority of this 
Court will either grant certiorari and reverse the order below or grant 
mandamus, because the District Court likely violated 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2071(b), which requires appropriate public notice and an opportunity 
for comment before a district court can amend a local rule. Even where 
a rule is amended based on immediate need, a court must promptly 
thereafter afford notice and opportunity for comment. The purported 
need here—to allow the trial to be broadcast pursuant to a Ninth Circuit 
pilot program permitting limited camera use in district courts within 
the Circuit—does not qualify as an immediate need that justifies dis­
pensing with the notice-and-comment procedures, since no party alleged 
that it would be imminently harmed if the trial were not broadcast, and 
since the Ninth Circuit program did not require immediate revision of 
local rules or broadcast of proceedings. Applicants also have shown 
that irreparable harm will likely result from the denial of the stay. 
Without a stay, the District Court will broadcast the trial. And it 
would be difficult—if not impossible—to reverse the harm from those 
broadcasts, which may chill some witness testimony and deter others 
from testifying. Thus, the balance of equities favors applicants. In 
addition, this Court’s significant interest in ensuring compliance with 
proper rules of judicial administration is particularly acute when those 
rules relate to the integrity of the judicial process. Here, the District 
Court attempted to revise its Rule in haste, contrary to a federal stat­
ute, in order to allow broadcast of a high-profile trial without any consid­
ered standards or guidelines in place. 

Application for stay granted. 
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Per Curiam. 

We are asked to stay the broadcast of a federal trial. 
We resolve that question without expressing any view on 
whether such trials should be broadcast. We instead deter­
mine that the broadcast in this case should be stayed because 
it appears the courts below did not follow the appropriate 
procedures set forth in federal law before changing their 
rules to allow such broadcasting. Courts enforce the re­
quirement of procedural regularity on others, and must fol­
low those requirements themselves. 

* * * 

This lawsuit, still in a preliminary stage, involves an action 
challenging what the parties refer to as Proposition 8, a Cali­
fornia ballot proposition adopted by the electorate. Proposi­
tion 8 amended the State Constitution by adding a new 
section providing that “[o]nly marriage between a man and 
a woman is valid or recognized in California.” Cal. Const. 
Art. I, § 7.5. The plaintiffs contend that Proposition 8 vio­
lates the United States Constitution. A bench trial in the 
case began on Monday, January 11, 2010, in the United States 
District Court for the Northern District of California. 

The District Court has issued an order permitting the trial 
to be broadcast live via streaming audio and video to a num­
ber of federal courthouses around the country. The order 
was issued pursuant to a purported amendment to a local 
Rule of the District Court. That Rule had previously for­
bidden the broadcasting of trials outside the courthouse in 
which a trial takes place. The District Court effected its 
amendment via several postings on the District Court’s Web 
site in the days immediately before the trial in this case was 
to begin. 

Applicants here are defendant-intervenors in the lawsuit. 
They object to the District Court’s order, arguing that the 
District Court violated a federal statute by promulgating the 
amendment to its local Rule without sufficient opportunity 
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for notice and comment and that the public broadcast would 
violate their due process rights to a fair and impartial trial. 
Applicants seek a stay of the order pending the filing of peti­
tions for writs of certiorari and mandamus. We granted a 
temporary stay to consider the issue further. Post, p. 1107. 
Concluding that applicants have made a sufficient showing of 
entitlement to relief, we now grant a stay. 

I 

Proposition 8 was passed by California voters in Novem­
ber 2008. It was a ballot proposition designed to overturn 
a ruling by the California Supreme Court that had given 
same-sex couples a right to marry. Proposition 8 was and 
is the subject of public debate throughout the State and, in­
deed, nationwide. Its advocates claim that they have been 
subject to harassment as a result of public disclosure of their 
support. See, e. g., Reply Brief for Appellant in Citizens 
United v. Federal Election Comm’n, No. 08–205, pp. 28–29, 
now pending before this Court. [Reporter’s Note: see 
post, p. 310.] For example, donors to groups supporting Prop­
osition 8 “have received death threats and envelopes contain­
ing a powdery white substance.” Stone, Prop 8 Donor Web 
Site Shows Disclosure Is 2-Edged Sword, N. Y. Times, Feb. 8, 
2009. Some advocates claim that they have received con­
frontational phone calls and e-mail messages from opponents 
of Proposition 8, ibid., and others have been forced to resign 
their jobs after it became public that they had donated to 
groups supporting the amendment, see Brief for Center for 
Competitive Politics as Amicus Curiae in Citizens United, 
supra, pp. 13–14. Opponents of Proposition 8 also are alleged 
to have compiled “Internet blacklists” of pro-Proposition 8 
businesses and urged others to boycott those businesses in 
retaliation for supporting the ballot measure. Carlton, Gay 
Activists Boycott Backers of Prop 8, Wall Street Journal, 
Dec. 27, 2008, p. A3. And numerous instances of vandalism 
and physical violence have been reported against those who 
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have been identified as Proposition 8 supporters. See Exhs. 
B, I, and L to Defendant-Intervenors’ Motion for Protective 
Order in Perry v. Schwarzenegger, No. 3:09–cv–02292 (ND 
Cal.) (hereinafter Defendant-Intervenors’ Motion). 

Respondents filed suit in the United States District Court 
for the Northern District of California, seeking to invalidate 
Proposition 8. They contend that the amendment to the 
State’s Constitution violates the Equal Protection and Due 
Process Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment of the United 
States Constitution. The State of California declined to de­
fend Proposition 8, and the defendant-intervenors (who are 
the applicants here) entered the suit to defend its constitu­
tionality. A bench trial began on Monday, January 11, 2010, 
before the Chief Judge of the District Court, the Honorable 
Vaughn R. Walker. 

On September 25, 2009, the District Court informed the 
parties at a hearing that there was interest in the possibility 
that the trial would be broadcast. Respondents indicated 
their support for the idea, while applicants opposed it. The 
court noted that “[t]here are, of course, Judicial Conference 
positions on this,” but also that “[t]his is all in flux.” Exh. 
9, p. 72, App. to Pet. for Mandamus in No. 10–70063 (CA9) 
(hereinafter App. to Pet.). 

One month later, Chief Judge Kozinski of the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit appointed a 
three-judge committee to evaluate the possibility of adopting 
a Ninth Circuit Rule regarding the recording and transmis­
sion of district court proceedings. The committee (of which 
Chief Judge Walker was a member) recommended to the 
Ninth Circuit Judicial Council that district courts be permit­
ted to experiment with broadcasting court proceedings on a 
trial basis. Chief Judge Walker later acknowledged that 
while the committee was considering the pilot program, “this 
case was very much in mind at that time because it had come 
to prominence then and was thought to be an ideal candidate 
for consideration.” Id., Exh. 2, at 43. The committee did 
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not publicly disclose its consideration of the proposal, nor did 
it solicit or receive public comments on the proposal. 

On December 17, the Ninth Circuit Judicial Council issued 
a news release indicating that it had approved a pilot pro­
gram for “the limited use of cameras in federal district 
courts within the circuit.” Id., Exh. 13, at 1. The release 
explained that the Council’s decision “amend[ed] a 1996 
Ninth Circuit policy” that had banned the photographing, as 
well as radio and television coverage, of court proceedings. 
Ibid. The release further indicated that cases would be se­
lected for participation in the program “by the chief judge 
of the district court in consultation with the chief circuit 
judge.” Ibid. No further guidelines for participation in 
the pilot program have since been issued. 

On December 21, a coalition of media companies requested 
permission from the District Court to televise the trial chal­
lenging Proposition 8. Two days later, the court indicated 
on its Web site that it had amended Civil Local Rule 77–3, 
which had previously banned the recording or broadcast of 
court proceedings. The revised version of Rule 77–3 cre­
ated an exception to this general prohibition to allow “for 
participation in a pilot or other project authorized by the 
Judicial Council of the Ninth Circuit.” Id., Exh. 14. Appli­
cants objected to the revision, arguing that any change to 
Ninth Circuit or local rules would require a sufficient notice­
and-comment period. 

On December 31, the District Court revised its Web site 
to remove the previous announcement about the change to 
Rule 77–3. A new announcement was posted indicating a 
“proposed revision of Civil Local Rule 77–3,” which had been 
“approved for public comment.” Id., Exh. 17. The pro­
posed revision was the same as the previously announced 
amendment. Comments on the proposed revision were to 
be submitted by Friday, January 8, 2010. 

On January 4, 2010, the District Court again revised 
its Web site. The announcement regarding the proposed 
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revision of Rule 77–3 was removed and replaced with a 
third version of the announcement. This third version 
stated that the revised Rule was “effective December 22, 
2009,” and that “[t]he revised rule was adopted pursuant to 
the ‘immediate need’ provision of Title 28 Sec. 2071(e).” Id., 
Exh. 19, at 3. 

On January 6, 2010, the District Court held a hearing re­
garding the recording and broadcasting of the upcoming 
trial. The court announced that an audio and video feed of 
trial proceedings would be streamed live to certain court­
houses in other cities. It also announced that, pending ap­
proval of the Chief Judge of the Ninth Circuit, the trial 
would be recorded and then broadcast on the Internet. A 
court technician explained that the proceedings would be re­
corded by three cameras, and then the resulting broadcast 
would be uploaded for posting on the Internet, with a delay 
due to processing requirements. 

On January 7, 2010, the District Court filed an order for­
mally requesting that Chief Judge Kozinski approve “inclu­
sion of the trial in the pilot project on the terms and condi­
tions discussed at the January 6, 2010 hearing and subject 
to resolution of certain technical issues.” Id., Exh. 1, at 2. 
Applicants filed a petition for a writ of mandamus in the 
Court of Appeals, seeking to prohibit or stay the District 
Court from enforcing its order. The following day, a three-
judge panel of the Court of Appeals denied the petition. 

On January 8, 2010, Chief Judge Kozinski issued an order 
approving the District Court’s decision to allow real-time 
streaming of the trial to certain federal courthouses listed in 
a simultaneously issued press release. Five locations had 
been selected: federal courthouses in San Francisco, Pasa­
dena, Seattle, Portland, and Brooklyn. The press release 
also indicated that “[a]dditional sites may be announced.” 
Federal Courthouses To Offer Remote Viewing of Proposi­
tion 8 Trial, online at http://www.ca9.uscourts.gov/datastore/ 
general/2010/01/08/Prop8_Remote_Viewing_Locations.pdf 
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(as visited Jan. 13, 2010, and available in Clerk of Court’s 
case file). 

Chief Judge Kozinski’s January 8 order noted that the re­
quest to broadcast the trial on the Internet was “still pend­
ing” before him. In a later letter to Chief Judge Walker, he 
explained that the request was not yet “ripe for approval” 
because “the technical staff encountered some unexpected 
difficulties preparing a satisfactory video suitable for on-line 
posting.” Letter of Jan. 9, 2010 (available in Clerk of 
Court’s case file). A final decision whether to permit online 
publication would be made when technical difficulties were 
resolved. 

On January 9, 2010, applicants filed in this Court an appli­
cation for a stay of the District Court’s order. Their petition 
seeks a stay pending resolution of forthcoming petitions for 
the writs of certiorari and mandamus. 

II 

The question whether courtroom proceedings should be 
broadcast has prompted considerable national debate. Rea­
sonable minds differ on the proper resolution of that debate 
and on the restrictions, circumstances, and procedures under 
which such broadcasts should occur. We do not here ex­
press any views on the propriety of broadcasting court pro­
ceedings generally. 

Instead, our review is confined to a narrow legal issue: 
whether the District Court’s amendment of its local rules to 
broadcast this trial complied with federal law. We conclude 
that it likely did not and that applicants have demonstrated 
that irreparable harm would likely result from the District 
Court’s actions. We therefore stay the court’s January 7, 
2010, order to the extent that it permits the live streaming 
of court proceedings to other federal courthouses. We do 
not address other aspects of that order, such as those related 
to the broadcast of court proceedings on the Internet, as this 
may be premature. 
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A 

To obtain a stay pending the filing and disposition of a 
petition for a writ of certiorari, an applicant must show (1) a 
reasonable probability that four Justices will consider the 
issue sufficiently meritorious to grant certiorari; (2) a fair 
prospect that a majority of the Court will vote to reverse 
the judgment below; and (3) a likelihood that irreparable 
harm will result from the denial of a stay. In close cases 
the Circuit Justice or the Court will balance the equities and 
weigh the relative harms to the applicant and to the respond­
ent. Lucas v. Townsend, 486 U. S. 1301, 1304 (1988) (Ken­

nedy, J., in chambers); Rostker v. Goldberg, 448 U. S. 1306, 
1308 (1980) (Brennan, J., in chambers). To obtain a stay 
pending the filing and disposition of a petition for a writ of 
mandamus, an applicant must show a fair prospect that a 
majority of the Court will vote to grant mandamus and a 
likelihood that irreparable harm will result from the denial 
of a stay. Before a writ of mandamus may issue, a party 
must establish that (1) “no other adequate means [exist] to 
attain the relief he desires,” (2) the party’s “right to issuance 
of the writ is ‘clear and indisputable,’ ” and (3) “the writ is 
appropriate under the circumstances.” Cheney v. United 
States Dist. Court for D. C., 542 U. S. 367, 380–381 (2004) 
(some internal quotation marks omitted). This Court will 
issue the writ of mandamus directly to a federal district 
court “only where a question of public importance is in­
volved, or where the question is of such a nature that it is 
peculiarly appropriate that such action by this court should 
be taken.” Ex parte United States, 287 U. S. 241, 248–249 
(1932). These familiar standards are followed here, where 
applicants claim that the District Court’s order was based on 
a local Rule adopted in violation of federal law. 

B 

Given the importance of the issues at stake, and our con­
clusion that the District Court likely violated a federal stat­
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ute in revising its local rules, applicants have shown a fair 
prospect that a majority of this Court will either grant a 
petition for a writ of certiorari and reverse the order below 
or will grant a petition for a writ of mandamus. 

A district court has discretion to adopt local rules. Fra­
zier v. Heebe, 482 U. S. 641, 645 (1987) (citing 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2071; Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 83). Those rules have “the force 
of law.” Weil v. Neary, 278 U. S. 160, 169 (1929). Federal 
law, however, requires a district court to follow certain pro­
cedures to adopt or amend a local rule. Local rules typically 
may not be amended unless the district court “giv[es] appro­
priate public notice and an opportunity for comment.” 28 
U. S. C. § 2071(b); see also Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 83(a). A 
limited exception permits dispensing with this notice-and­
comment requirement only where “there is an immediate 
need for a rule.” § 2071(e). Even where a rule is amended 
based on immediate need, however, the issuing court must 
“promptly thereafter afford . . .  notice and opportunity for 
comment.” Ibid. 

Before late December, the court’s Local Rule 77–3 explic­
itly banned the broadcast of court proceedings: 

“Unless allowed by a Judge or a Magistrate Judge 
with respect to his or her own chambers or assigned 
courtroom for ceremonial purposes, the taking of photo­
graphs, public broadcasting or televising, or recording 
for those purposes in the courtroom or its environs, in 
connection with any judicial proceeding, is prohibited. 
Electronic transmittal of courtroom proceedings and 
presentation of evidence within the confines of the 
courthouse is permitted, if authorized by the Judge or 
Magistrate Judge. The term ‘environs,’ as used in this 
rule, means all floors on which chambers, courtrooms or 
on which Offices of the Clerk are located, with the excep­
tion of any space specifically designated as a Press 
Room. Nothing in this rule is intended to restrict the 
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use of electronic means to receive or present evidence 
during Court proceedings.” 

Notably, the Rule excepted from its general ban the trans­
mittal of certain proceedings—but it limited that exception 
to transmissions “within the confines of the courthouse.” 
The negative inference of this exception, of course, is that 
the Rule would have prohibited the streaming of transmis­
sions, or other broadcasting or televising, beyond “the con­
fines of the courthouse.” 

Respondents do not dispute that this version of Rule 77–3 
would have prohibited streaming video of the trial around 
the country. But they assert that this is not the operative 
version of Rule 77–3. In a series of postings on its Web site, 
the District Court purported to revise or propose revisions 
to Local Rule 77–3. This amendment would have created 
an additional exception to Rule 77–3’s general ban on the 
broadcasting of court proceedings “for participation in a pilot 
or other project authorized by the Judicial Council of the 
Ninth Circuit.” Exh. 14, App. to Pet. Respondents rely on 
this amended version of the Rule. 

The amended version of Rule 77–3 appears to be invalid. 
In amending this rule, it appears that the District Court 
failed to “giv[e] appropriate public notice and an opportu­
nity for comment,” as required by federal law. 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2071(b). The first time the District Court asked for public 
comments was on the afternoon of New Year’s Eve. The 
court stated that it would leave the comment period open 
until January 8. At most, the District Court therefore al­
lowed a comment period spanning five business days. There 
is substantial merit to the argument that this was not “ap­
propriate” notice and an opportunity for comment. Admin­
istrative agencies, for instance, “usually” provide a comment 
period of “thirty days or more.” Riverbend Farms, Inc. v. 
Madigan, 958 F. 2d 1479, 1484 (CA9 1992); see Petry v. Block, 
737 F. 2d 1193, 1201 (CADC 1984) (“[T]he shortest period in 
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which parties can meaningfully review a proposed rule and 
file informed responses is thirty days”). 

To be sure, the possibility that some aspects of the trial 
might be broadcast was first raised to the parties by the 
District Court at an in-court hearing on September 25, some 
three months before the Rule was changed. The broadcast­
ing, however, was prohibited under both Circuit and local 
rules at that time. The first public indication that the Dis­
trict Court intended to adopt a rule of general applicability 
came in its Web site posting on December 23. And even if 
Chief Judge Walker’s in-court allusion to the possibility that 
the Proposition 8 trial might be broadcast could be consid­
ered as providing notice to the parties in this case—his 
statement that “[t]his is all in flux” notwithstanding—the 
disclosure falls far short of the “appropriate public notice and 
an opportunity for comment” required by § 2071(b). Indeed, 
there was no proposed policy on which to comment. 

The need for a meaningful comment period was particu­
larly acute in this case. Both courts and legislatures have 
proceeded with appropriate caution in addressing this ques­
tion. In 1996, the Judicial Conference of the United States 
adopted a policy opposing the public broadcast of court pro­
ceedings. This policy was adopted after a multiyear study 
of the issue by the Federal Judicial Center which drew on 
data from six district and two appellate courts, as well as 
state-court data. In light of the study’s findings, the Judi­
cial Conference concluded that “the intimidating effect of 
cameras on some witnesses and jurors [is] cause for concern.” 
Administrative Office of United States Courts, Report of 
Proceedings of Judicial Conference of the United States 47 
(Sept. 20, 1994). 

In more than a decade since its adoption the Judicial Con­
ference has continued to adhere to its position on the broad­
cast of court proceedings. While the policy conclusions of 
the Judicial Conference may not be binding on the lower 
courts, they are “at the very least entitled to respectful con­
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sideration.” In re Sony BMG Music Entertainment, 564 
F. 3d 1, 6 (CA1 2009). Before abandoning its own policy— 
one consistent with the Judicial Conference’s longstanding 
views—it was incumbent on the District Court to adopt a 
proposed rule only after notice and an adequate period for 
public comment. 

In dispensing with public notice and comment the District 
Court invoked the “immediate need” exception. 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2071(e). It did so through a Web site posting on January 
4—prior to the expiration of the comment period—indicating 
that Rule 77–3 had been revised to permit participation in 
the Ninth Circuit’s pilot program. These postings gave no 
explanation for invoking the exception. At trial the District 
Court explained that the immediate need here was to allow 
this case to be broadcast pursuant to the Ninth Circuit’s new 
pilot program. See Exh. 1, p. 11, Supp. App. to Response 
for Perry et al. 

This does not qualify as an immediate need that justifies 
dispensing with the notice-and-comment procedures required 
by federal law. While respondents (the plaintiffs in the Dis­
trict Court) had indicated their approval of the plan, no party 
alleged that it would be imminently harmed if the trial were 
not broadcast. Had an administrative agency acted as the 
District Court did here, the immediate need exception would 
likely not have been available. See 5 U. S. C. § 553(b)(B) (ad­
ministrative agencies cannot invoke an exception to affording 
notice and comment before rulemaking unless the notice­
and-comment procedures would be “impracticable, unneces­
sary, or contrary to the public interest”). In issuing its 
order the District Court relied on the Ninth Circuit Judicial 
Council’s pilot program. Yet nothing in that program— 
which was not adopted after notice-and-comment proce­
dures, cf. 28 U. S. C. § 332(d)(1)—required any “immediate” 
revision in local rules. The Ninth Circuit Judicial Council 
did not purport to modify or abrogate the District Court’s 
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local Rule. Nor could it, as the Judicial Council only has the 
power to modify or abrogate local rules that conflict with 
federal law. See § 332(d)(4) (permitting a circuit court coun­
cil to modify a local rule that is “found inconsistent” with 
rules promulgated by the Supreme Court). No federal law 
requires that the District Court broadcast some of its cases. 
The District Court’s local Rule, in addition, was not a con­
forming amendment to Ninth Circuit policy, because that pol­
icy does not require district courts to broadcast proceedings. 

Applicants also have shown that irreparable harm will 
likely result from the denial of the stay. Without a stay, the 
District Court will broadcast the trial. It would be diffi­
cult—if not impossible—to reverse the harm from those 
broadcasts. The trial will involve various witnesses, includ­
ing members of same-sex couples; academics, who apparently 
will discuss gender issues and gender equality, as well as 
family structures; and those who participated in the cam­
paign leading to the adoption of Proposition 8. This Court 
has recognized that witness testimony may be chilled if 
broadcast. See Estes v. Texas, 381 U. S. 532, 547 (1965); id., 
at 591 (Harlan, J., concurring). Some of applicants’ wit­
nesses have already said that they will not testify if the trial 
is broadcast, and they have substantiated their concerns by 
citing incidents of past harassment. See, e. g., Exh. K to  
Defendant-Intervenors’ Motion (71 news articles detailing in­
cidents of harassment related to people who supported Prop­
osition 8). These concerns are not diminished by the fact 
that some of applicants’ witnesses are compensated expert 
witnesses. There are qualitative differences between mak­
ing public appearances regarding an issue and having one’s 
testimony broadcast throughout the country. Applicants 
may not be able to obtain adequate relief through an appeal. 
The trial will have already been broadcast. It is difficult to 
demonstrate or analyze whether a witness would have testi­
fied differently if his or her testimony had not been broad­
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cast. And witnesses subject to harassment as a result of 
broadcast of their testimony might be less likely to cooperate 
in any future proceedings. 

The balance of equities favors applicants. While appli­
cants have demonstrated the threat of harm they face if the 
trial is broadcast, respondents have not alleged any harm 
if the trial is not broadcast. The issue, moreover, must be 
resolved at this stage, for the injury likely cannot be undone 
once the broadcast takes place. 

This Court also has a significant interest in supervising 
the administration of the judicial system. See this Court’s 
Rule 10(a) (the Court will consider whether the courts below 
have “so far departed from the accepted and usual course of 
judicial proceedings . . . as to call for an exercise of this 
Court’s supervisory power”). The Court may use its super­
visory authority to invalidate local rules that were promul­
gated in violation of an Act of Congress. See Frazier, 482 
U. S., at 645–646; id., at 652, 654 (Rehnquist, C. J., dissent­
ing). The Court’s interest in ensuring compliance with 
proper rules of judicial administration is particularly acute 
when those rules relate to the integrity of judicial processes. 
The District Court here attempted to revise its rules in 
haste, contrary to federal statutes and the policy of the Judi­
cial Conference of the United States. It did so to allow 
broadcasting of this high-profile trial without any considered 
standards or guidelines in place. The arguments in favor of 
developing procedures and rules to allow broadcast of cer­
tain cases have considerable merit, and reasonable minds can 
surely differ over the general and specific terms of rules and 
standards adopted for that purpose. Here, however, the 
order in question complied neither with existing rules or pol­
icies nor the required procedures for amending them. 

By insisting that courts comply with the law, parties vindi­
cate not only the rights they assert but also the law’s own 
insistence on neutrality and fidelity to principle. Those sys­
tematic interests are all the more evident here, where the 
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lack of a regular rule with proper standards to determine 
the guidelines for broadcasting could compromise the or­
derly, decorous, rational traditions that courts rely upon to 
ensure the integrity of their own judgments. These consid­
erations, too, are part of the reasons leading to the decision 
to grant extraordinary relief. 

In addressing a discrete instance authorizing a closed-
circuit broadcast of a trial, Congress has illustrated the need 
for careful guidelines and standards. The trial of the two 
defendants in the Oklahoma City bombing case had been 
transferred to the United States District Court for the Dis­
trict of Colorado, so it was set to take place in Denver. That 
meant the families of deceased and surviving victims in and 
around Oklahoma City would not have the opportunity to 
observe the trial. Congress passed a statute that allowed 
victims’ families to watch the trial on closed-circuit televi­
sion. 42 U. S. C. § 10608. The statute was drawn with care 
to provide precise and detailed guidance with respect to 
the wide range of issues implicated by the broadcast. See 
§ 10608(a) (the statute only applies “in cases where the venue 
of the trial is changed” to a city that is “out of the State” 
and “more than 350 miles from the location in which those 
proceedings originally would have taken place”); §§ 10608(a)– 
(b) (standards for who can view such trials); § 10608(c) (re­
strictions on transmission). And the statute gave the 
Judicial Conference of the United States rulemaking author­
ity “to effectuate the policy addressed by this section.” 
§ 10608(g). In the present case, by contrast, over a span of 
three weeks the District Court and Ninth Circuit Judicial 
Council issued, retracted, and reissued a series of Web site 
postings and news releases. These purport to amend rules 
and policies at the heart of an ongoing consideration of 
broadcasting federal trials. And they have done so to make 
sure that one particular trial may be broadcast. Congress’ 
requirement of a notice-and-comment procedure prevents 
just such arbitrary changes of court rules. Instead, courts 
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must use the procedures prescribed by statute to amend 
their rules, 28 U. S. C. § 2071. 

If Local Rule 77–3 had been validly revised, questions 
would still remain about the District Court’s decision to 
allow broadcasting of this particular trial, in which several 
of the witnesses have stated concerns for their own security. 
Even districts that allow trials to be broadcast, see Civ. Rule 
1.8 (SDNY 2009); Civ. Rule 1.8 (EDNY 2009), recognize that 
a district judge’s discretion to broadcast a trial is limited, 
see, e. g., Hamilton v. Accu-Tek, 942 F. Supp. 136, 138 
(EDNY 1996) (broadcast forbidden unless “there is no inter­
ference with the due process, the dignity of litigants, jurors 
and witnesses, or with other appropriate aspects of the ad­
ministration of justice”). Consequently, courts in those dis­
tricts have allowed the broadcast of their proceedings on the 
basis that those cases were not high profile, E*Trade Finan­
cial Corp. v. Deutsche Bank AG, 582 F. Supp. 2d 528, 535 
(SDNY 2008), or did not involve witnesses, Marisol A. v. 
Giuliani, 929 F. Supp. 660, 661 (SDNY 1996); Katzman v. 
Victoria’s Secret Catalogue, 923 F. Supp. 580, 586–587 
(SDNY 1996). Indeed, one District Court did not allow the 
broadcasting of its proceedings because the case “involv[ed] 
very sensitive issues.” Schoeps v. Museum of Modern Art, 
599 F. Supp. 2d 532, 534 (SDNY 2009). This case, too, in­
volves issues subject to intense debate in our society. The 
District Court intends not only to broadcast the attorneys’ 
arguments but also witness testimony. See Sony BMG, 564 
F. 3d, at 11 (Lipez, J., concurring) (distinguishing broadcast 
of attorneys’ arguments from other parts of the trial). This 
case is therefore not a good one for a pilot program. Even 
the studies that have been conducted thus far have not ana­
lyzed the effect of broadcasting in high-profile, divisive cases. 
See Application for Stay 17 (warning by Judge Edward R. 
Becker that in “ ‘truly high-profile cases,’ ” one can “ ‘[ j]ust 
imagine what the findings would be’ ” (quoting Exh. 21, at 2, 
App. to Pet.)). 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 183 (2010) 199 

Breyer, J., dissenting 

III 

The District Court attempted to change its rules at the 
eleventh hour to treat this case differently from other trials 
in the district. Not only did it ignore the federal statute 
that establishes the procedures by which its rules may be 
amended, its express purpose was to broadcast a high-profile 
trial that would include witness testimony about a conten­
tious issue. If courts are to require that others follow regu­
lar procedures, courts must do so as well. The Court grants 
the application for a stay of the District Court’s order of 
January 7, 2010, pending the timely filing and disposition of 
a petition for a writ of certiorari or the filing and disposition 
of a petition for a writ of mandamus. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Breyer, with whom Justice Stevens, Justice 
Ginsburg, and Justice Sotomayor join, dissenting. 

The Court today issues an order that will prevent the 
transmission of proceedings in a nonjury civil case of great 
public interest to five other federal courthouses located in 
Seattle, Pasadena, Portland, San Francisco, and Brooklyn. 
The Court agrees that it can issue this extraordinary legal 
relief only if (1) there is a fair chance the District Court 
was wrong about the underlying legal question, (2) that legal 
question meets this Court’s certiorari standards, (3) refusal 
of the relief would work “irreparable harm,” (4) the balance 
of the equities (including, the Court should say, possible 
harm to the public interest) favors issuance, (5) the party’s 
right to the relief is “clear and undisputable,” and (6) the 
“question is of public importance” (or otherwise “peculiarly 
appropriate” for such action). See ante, at 190; Rostker v. 
Goldberg, 448 U. S. 1306, 1308 (1980) (Brennan, J., in cham­
bers) (stay standard); Cheney v. United States Dist. Court 
for D. C., 542 U. S. 367, 380 (2004) (noting that mandamus 
is a “drastic and extraordinary remedy reserved for really 
extraordinary causes” (internal quotation marks omitted)). 
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This case, in my view, does not satisfy a single one of these 
standards, let alone all of them. Consequently, I must 
dissent. 

First, consider the merits of the legal issue: The United 
States Code, in a chapter entitled “Rules of Courts,” states 
that “[a]ny rule . . . shall be prescribed only after giving 
appropriate public notice and an opportunity for comment.” 
28 U. S. C. § 2071(b). The question here is whether the 
District Court accompanied the modification of its antivideo 
rule with “appropriate public notice and an opportunity for 
comment.” 

Certainly the parties themselves had more than adequate 
notice and opportunity to comment before the Rule was 
changed. On September 25, 2009, the trial judge, Chief 
Judge Vaughn Walker, discussed the possibility of broadcast­
ing trial proceedings both within the courthouse and beyond, 
and asked for the parties’ views. No party objected to the 
presence of cameras in the courtroom for transmissions 
within the courthouse, Exh. 9, p. 70, App. to Pet. for Manda­
mus in No. 10–70063 (CA9) (hereinafter App. to Pet.) (“No 
objection. None at all”), and both sides made written sub­
missions to the court regarding their views on other trans­
missions. The court again raised the issue at a hearing on 
December 16. 

Nor, in practice, did other members of the Judiciary lack 
information about the issue. In May 1996 the Circuit Coun­
cil adopted a policy permitting video in connection with ap­
pellate proceedings, but prohibiting its use in the district 
court. Subsequently, appellate court panels have frequently 
permitted electronic coverage. Judges, the press, lawyers, 
and others have discussed the matter. In 2007 the lawyers 
and judges present at the Ninth Circuit Judicial Conference 
considered a resolution that favored the use of cameras in 
district court civil nonjury proceedings. And, voting sepa­
rately, both lawyers and judges “approved the resolution by 
resounding margins.” Letter from Chief Judge Kozinski to 
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Judge Anthony Scirica (Jan. 10, 2010), Exh. 8, p. 4, Supp. 
App. to Response for Perry et al. (hereinafter Supp. App. to 
Response). Subsequently, a committee of judges was cre­
ated to study the matter. And on December 17, 2009, the 
Circuit Council voted to authorize a pilot program permit­
ting the use of video in nonjury civil cases as part of an 
“experiment with the dissemination of video recordings in 
civil non-jury matters” (specifically those selected by the 
Chief Judge of the Circuit and the Chief Judge of the District 
Court). And it issued a press release. News Release, 
Ninth Circuit Judicial Council Approves Experimental Use 
of Cameras in District Courts (Dec. 17, 2009), Exh. 13, App. 
to Pet. 

In this context the United States District Court for the 
Northern District of California amended its local rules on 
December 22, 2009, to bring them into conformity with Ninth 
Circuit policy. In particular, the court amended the local 
Rule forbidding the public broadcasting or televising of court 
proceedings by creating an exception “for participation in a 
pilot or other project authorized by the Judicial Council of 
the Ninth Circuit.” Public Notice Concerning Revisions of 
Civil Local Rule 77–3, id., Exh. 14. The court initially relied 
on a provision in the United States Code that permits dis­
trict courts to prescribe rules “without public notice and op­
portunity for comment” “[i]f the prescribing court deter­
mines that there is an immediate need for a rule,” and if the 
court “promptly thereafter afford[s] such notice and opportu­
nity for comment,” 28 U. S. C. § 2071(e). See Exh. 1, at 11, 
Supp. App. to Response. Then, on December 31, the court 
revised its public notice to ask for comments directly. By 
January 8, 2010, the court had received 138,542 comments, 
all but 32 of which favored transmitting the proceedings. 
Id., at 12. 

Viewed in light of this history, the court satisfied the 
statute’s insistence that “notice” be “appropriate.” Cf. 28 
U. S. C. §§ 2071(b), (e). The parties, the judges, and the in­
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terested public were aware of the proposals to change Ninth 
Circuit policy that culminated in the “pilot program” well 
before the change in the local rules that enabled participa­
tion in the project. The Ninth Circuit issued a press release 
in mid-December explaining its new “pilot program.” Then, 
once the District Court amended its local rule, it issued its 
own notice nearly three weeks before the transmissions that 
the rule change authorized were to begin. And the rule 
change itself is simply a change that conforms local rule to 
Circuit policy—a conformity that the law may well require. 
(The Judicial Council had long before voted to make its video 
policy “binding on all courts within the Ninth Circuit,” Let­
ter from Chief Judge Hug to All Ninth Circuit Judges (June 
21, 1996) (available in Clerk of Court’s case file); it announced 
its new “pilot program” policy in December 2009, App. to 
Application, Exh. 13, App. to Pet.; and federal statutes ren­
der district court rules void insofar as they have been “modi­
fied or abrogated” by the Council, see § 2071(c)(1).) Compare 
ante, at 195 (“Council only has the power to modify or abro­
gate local rules that conflict with federal law”), with 28 
U. S. C. § 332(d)(1) (“[C]ouncil shall make all necessary and 
appropriate orders for the effective and expeditious adminis­
tration of justice within its circuit”). The applicants point 
to no interested person unaware of the change. How can 
the majority reasonably demand yet more notice in respect 
to a local rule modification that a statute likely requires 
regardless? 

There was also sufficient “opportunity for comment.” The 
parties, the intervenors, other judges, the public—all had an 
opportunity to comment. The parties were specifically in­
vited by Chief Judge Walker to comment on the possibility 
of broadcast as early as September. And the entire public 
was invited by the District Court to submit comments after 
the rule change was announced, right up to the eve of trial. 
As I said, the court received 138,542 comments during that 
time. How much more “opportunity for comment” does 
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the Court believe necessary, particularly when the statutes 
themselves authorize the local court to put a new rule into 
effect “without” receiving any “comments” before doing so 
when that local “court determines that there is an immediate 
need” to do so (and to receive comments later)? And more 
importantly, what is the legal source of the Court’s demand 
for additional comment time in respect to a rule change to 
conform to Judicial Council policy? 

Second, this legal question is not the kind of legal question 
that this Court would normally grant certiorari to consider. 
There is no conflict among the state or federal courts regard­
ing the procedures by which a district court changes its local 
rules. Cf. this Court’s Rules 10(a)–(b). The technical valid­
ity of the procedures followed below does not implicate an 
open “important question of federal law.” Cf. Rule 10(c). 
Nor do the procedures below clearly conflict with any prece­
dent from this Court. Cf. ibid. 

It is particularly inadvisable for this Court to consider this 
kind of question because it involves local rules and local judi­
cial administration. Here, for example, the Court decides 
just how a district court should modify its own local rules; 
in a word, this Court micromanages district court adminis­
trative procedures in the most detailed way. And, without 
briefing, the Court imposes limitations on the judicial coun­
cils’ ability to implement policy decisions, ante, at 194–195 
(suggesting council policy does not abrogate local rules), with 
consequences we cannot predict. The district councils, the 
circuit councils, the Judicial Conference of the United States, 
and The Chief Justice bear responsibility for judicial 
administration, not this Court. See 28 U. S. C. §§ 331–332. 
And those bodies have adequate authority to resolve dis­
agreements about how to promulgate and apply local rules, 
and, particularly, about the use of cameras in the courtroom. 

For the past 80 years, local judicial administration has 
been left to the exclusive province of the circuit judicial coun­
cils, and this Court lacks their institutional experience. See 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



204 HOLLINGSWORTH v. PERRY 

Breyer, J., dissenting 

generally P. Fish, The Politics of Federal Judicial Adminis­
tration 152–153 (1973) (From their creation, “[t]he councils 
constituted . . . a mechanism through which there could be a 
concentration of responsibility in the various Circuits—im­
mediate responsibility for the work of the courts in the Cir­
cuits, with power and authority . . . to insure competence in 
th[eir] work . . . ” (internal quotation marks omitted)). For 
that reason it is inappropriate as well as unnecessary for this 
Court to intervene in the procedural aspects of local judicial 
administration. Perhaps that is why I have not been able 
to find any other case in which this Court has previously 
done so, through emergency relief or otherwise. Cf. Bank 
of Nova Scotia v. United States, 487 U. S. 250, 264 (1988) 
(Scalia, J., concurring) (“I do not see the basis for any direct 
authority to supervise lower courts” (citing Frazier v. Heebe, 
482 U. S. 641, 651–652 (1987) (Rehnquist, C. J., dissenting))). 
Nor am I aware of any instance in which this Court has pre­
emptively sought to micromanage district court proceedings 
as it does today. 

I recognize that the Court may see this matter not as one 
of promulgating and applying a local rule but, rather, as pre­
senting the larger question of the place of cameras in the 
courtroom. But the wisdom of a camera policy is primarily 
a matter for the proper administrative bodies to determine. 
See 28 U. S. C. § 332. This Court has no legal authority to 
address that larger policy question except insofar as it im­
plicates a question of law. The relevant question of law 
here concerns the procedure for amending local rules. And 
the only relevant legal principles that allow us here to take 
account of the immediate subject matter of that local rule, 
namely, cameras, are those legal principles that permit us— 
indeed require us—to look to the nature of the harm at issue 
and to balance equities, including the public interest. I con­
sequently turn to those two matters. 

Third, consider the harm: I can find no basis for the 
Court’s conclusion that, were the transmissions to other 
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courtrooms to take place, the applicants would suffer irrepa­
rable harm. Certainly there is no evidence that such harm 
could arise in this nonjury civil case from the simple fact of 
transmission itself. By my count, 42 States and two Fed­
eral District Courts currently give judges the discretion to 
broadcast civil nonjury trials. See Media Privacy and Re­
lated Law 2009–10 (2009) (collecting state statutes and 
rules); Civ. Rule 1.8 (SDNY 2009); Civ. Rule 1.8 (EDNY 
2009). Neither the applicants nor anyone else “has been 
able to present empirical data sufficient to establish that the 
mere presence of the broadcast media inherently has an ad­
verse effect on [the judicial] process,” Chandler v. Florida, 
449 U. S. 560, 578–579 (1981). Cf. M. Cohn & D. Dow, Cam­
eras in the Courtroom: Television and the Pursuit of Justice 
62–64 (1998) (canvassing studies, none of which found harm, 
and one of which found that witnesses “who faced an obvious 
camera, provided answers that were more correct, lengthier 
and more detailed”). And, in any event, any harm to the 
parties, including the applicants, is reparable through appeal. 
Cf. Chandler, supra, at 581. 

The applicants also claim that the transmission will irrepa­
rably harm the witnesses themselves, presumably by in­
creasing the public’s awareness of who those witnesses are. 
And they claim that some members of the public might har­
ass those witnesses. But the witnesses, although capable of 
doing so, have not asked this Court to set aside the District 
Court’s order. Cf. Miller v. Albright, 523 U. S. 420, 445 
(1998) (O’Connor, J., joined by Kennedy, J., concurring in 
judgment); Powers v. Ohio, 499 U. S. 400, 411 (1991). And 
that is not surprising. All of the witnesses supporting the 
applicants are already publicly identified with their cause. 
They are all experts or advocates who have either already 
appeared on television or Internet broadcasts, already 
toured the State advocating a “yes” vote on Proposition 8, 
or already engaged in extensive public commentary far more 
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likely to make them well known than a closed-circuit broad­
cast to another federal courthouse. 

The likelihood of any “irreparable” harm is further dimin­
ished by the fact that the court order before us would simply 
increase the trial’s viewing audience from the occupants of 
one courtroom in one courthouse to the occupants of five 
other courtrooms in five other courthouses (in all of which 
taking pictures or retransmissions have been forbidden). 
By way of comparison literally hundreds of national and in­
ternational newspapers are already covering this trial and 
reporting in detail the names and testimony of all of the wit­
nesses. See, e. g., Leff, Woman Recalls Emotional Ordeal of 
Gay Marriage Ban, Associated Press, Jan. 11, 2010. I see 
no reason why the incremental increase in exposure caused 
by transmitting these proceedings to five additional court­
rooms would create any further risk of harm, as the Court 
apparently believes. See ante, at 195–196. Moreover, if in 
respect to any particular witness this transmission threatens 
harm, the District Court can prevent that harm. Chief 
Judge Walker has already said that he would keep the broad­
cast “completely under the Court’s control, to permit the 
Court to stop it if [it] proves to be a problem, if it proves 
to be a distraction, [or] if it proves to create problems with 
witnesses.” See Exh. 2, at 45, App. to Pet. The Circuit 
Council confirmed in a press release that the District Court 
“willfully control the process” and that “Judge Walker has 
reserved the right to terminate any part of the audio, or 
video, or both, for any duration” or to terminate participa­
tion in the pilot program “at any time.” News Release, Fed­
eral Courthouses To Offer Remote Viewing of Proposition 8 
Trial (Jan. 8, 2010), http://www.ca9.uscourts.gov/datastore/ 
general/2010/01/08/Prop8_Remote_Viewing_Locations.pdf 
(as visited Jan. 13, 2010, and available in Clerk of Court’s 
case file). Surely such firm control, exercised by an able 
District Court Judge with 20 years of trial-management ex­
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perience, will be sufficient to address any possible harm, 
either to the witnesses or to the integrity of the trial. 

Fourth, no fair balancing of the equities (including harm to 
the public interest) could support issuance of the stay. See 
Times-Picayune Publishing Corp. v. Schulingkamp, 419 
U. S. 1301, 1305 (1974) (Powell, J., in chambers) (recognizing 
“significant public and private interests balanced on both 
sides” when “present[ed with] a fundamental confrontation 
between the competing values of free press and fair trial”). 
As I have just explained, the applicants’ equities consist of 
potential harm to witnesses—harm that is either nonexistent 
or that can be cured through protective measures by the Dis­
trict Court as the circumstances warrant. The competing 
equities consist of not only the respondents’ interest in ob­
taining the courthouse-to-courthouse transmission that they 
desire, but also the public’s interest in observing trial pro­
ceedings to learn about this case and about how courts work. 
See Nebraska Press Assn. v. Stuart, 427 U. S. 539, 587 (1976) 
(Brennan, J., concurring in judgment); see also Exh. 2, at 42, 
App. to Pet. (statement of Chief Judge Walker) (“[I]f the 
public could see how the judicial process works, they would 
take a somewhat different view of it.” “I think the only 
time that you’re going to draw sufficient interest in the legal 
process is when you have an issue such as the issues here, 
that people think about, talk about, debate about and con­
sider”). With these considerations in the balance, the scales 
tip heavily against, not in favor of, issuing the stay. 

The majority’s action today is unusual. It grants a stay 
in order to consider a mandamus petition, with a view to 
intervening in a matter of local court administration that it 
would not (and should not) consider. It cites no precedent 
for doing so. It identifies no real harm, let alone “irrepara­
ble harm,” to justify its issuance of this stay. And the public 
interest weighs in favor of providing access to the courts. 
To justify this extraordinary intervention, the majority in­
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sists that courts must “enforce the requirement of procedural 
regularity on others, and must follow those requirements 
themselves.” Ante, at 184. And so too should this Court 
adhere to its institutional competence, its historical practice, 
and its governing precedent—all of which counsel strongly 
against the issuance of this stay. 

I respectfully dissent. 
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PRESLEY v. GEORGIA 

on petition for writ of certiorari to the supreme 
court of georgia 

No. 09–5270. Decided January 19, 2010 

Petitioner Presley was convicted in a Georgia state court of cocaine traf­
ficking. In denying his motion for a new trial, the court rejected his 
claim that his Sixth Amendment right to a public trial was violated 
when the court excluded the public from the voir dire of prospective 
jurors. Both the Georgia Court of Appeals and Georgia Supreme Court 
affirmed. The latter court concluded that a trial court need not con­
sider alternatives to closing a courtroom absent the opposing party’s 
proffer of some alternatives. 

Held: The trial court erred in closing voir dire without considering all 
reasonable alternatives to closure. Because the Sixth Amendment 
right to a public trial extends to jury voir dire, Waller v. Georgia, 467 
U. S. 39, 46, “the party seeking to close the hearing must advance an 
overriding interest that is likely to be prejudiced, the closure must be 
no broader than necessary to protect that interest, the trial court must 
consider reasonable alternatives to closing the proceeding, and it must 
make findings adequate to support the closure,” id., at 48. Even where, 
as here, the parties offer no alternatives to closure, the trial court must 
consider alternatives and take every reasonable measure to accommo­
date the public’s right to be present. Nothing in the record shows that 
the trial court could not have accommodated the public at Presley’s trial. 

Certiorari granted; 285 Ga. 270, 674 S. E. 2d 909, reversed and remanded. 

Per Curiam. 

After a jury trial in the Superior Court of DeKalb County, 
Georgia, petitioner Eric Presley was convicted of a cocaine 
trafficking offense. The conviction was affirmed by the Su­
preme Court of Georgia. 285 Ga. 270, 674 S. E. 2d 909 
(2009). Presley seeks certiorari, claiming his Sixth and 
Fourteenth Amendment right to a public trial was violated 
when the trial court excluded the public from the voir dire 
of prospective jurors. The Supreme Court of Georgia’s af­
firmance contravened this Court’s clear precedents. Certio­
rari and petitioner’s motion for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis are now granted, and the judgment is reversed. 
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Before selecting a jury in Presley’s trial, the trial court 
noticed a lone courtroom observer. Id., at 270–271, 674 S. E. 
2d, at 910. The court explained that prospective jurors 
were about to enter and instructed the man that he was not 
allowed in the courtroom and had to leave that floor of the 
courthouse entirely. Id., at 271, 674 S. E. 2d, at 910. The 
court then questioned the man and learned he was Presley’s 
uncle. Ibid. The court reiterated its instruction: 

“ ‘Well, you still can’t sit out in the audience with the 
jurors. You know, most of the afternoon actually we’re 
going to be picking a jury. And we may have a couple 
of pre-trial matters, so you’re welcome to come in after 
we . . . complete selecting the jury this afternoon. But, 
otherwise, you would have to leave the sixth floor, be­
cause jurors will be all out in the hallway in a few mo­
ments. That applies to everybody who’s got a case.’ ” 
Ibid. 

Presley’s counsel objected to “ ‘the exclusion of the public 
from the courtroom,’ ” but the court explained, “ ‘[t]here just 
isn’t space for them to sit in the audience.’ ” Ibid. When 
Presley’s counsel requested “ ‘some accommodation,’ ” the 
court explained its ruling further: 

“ ‘Well, the uncle can certainly come back in once the 
trial starts. There’s no, really no need for the uncle to 
be present during jury selection. . . . [W]e have 42 jurors 
coming up. Each of those rows will be occupied by ju­
rors. And his uncle cannot sit and intermingle with 
members of the jury panel. But, when the trial starts, 
the opening statements and other matters, he can cer­
tainly come back into the courtroom.’ ” Ibid. 

After Presley was convicted, he moved for a new trial 
based on the exclusion of the public from the juror voir dire. 
At a hearing on the motion, Presley presented evidence 
showing that 14 prospective jurors could have fit in the jury 
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box and the remaining 28 could have fit entirely on one side 
of the courtroom, leaving adequate room for the public. 
App. to Pet. for Cert. E–37, E–41. The trial court denied 
the motion, commenting that it preferred to seat jurors 
throughout the entirety of the courtroom, and “it’s up to the 
individual judge to decide . . . what’s comfortable.” Id., at 
E–38. The court continued: “It’s totally up to my discretion 
whether or not I want family members in the courtroom to 
intermingle with the jurors and sit directly behind the jurors 
where they might overhear some inadvertent comment or 
conversation.” Id., at E–42 to E–43. On appeal, the Court 
of Appeals of Georgia agreed, finding “[t]here was no abuse 
of discretion here, when the trial court explained the need 
to exclude spectators at the voir dire stage of the proceed­
ings and when members of the public were invited to return 
afterward.” 290 Ga. App. 99, 100–101, 658 S. E. 2d 773, 
775 (2008). 

The Supreme Court of Georgia granted certiorari and af­
firmed, with two justices dissenting. After finding “the 
trial court certainly had an overriding interest in ensuring 
that potential jurors heard no inherently prejudicial remarks 
from observers during voir dire,” the Supreme Court of 
Georgia rejected Presley’s argument that the trial court was 
required to consider alternatives to closing the courtroom. 
285 Ga., at 272, 273, 674 S. E. 2d, at 911. It noted that “the 
United States Supreme Court [has] not provide[d] clear guid­
ance regarding whether a court must, sua sponte, advance 
its own alternatives to [closure],” and the court ruled that 
“Presley was obliged to present the court with any alterna­
tives that he wished the court to consider.” Id., at 273, 674 
S. E. 2d, at 911, 912. When no alternatives are offered, it 
concluded, “there is no abuse of discretion in the court’s fail­
ure to sua sponte advance its own alternatives.” Id., at 274, 
674 S. E. 2d, at 912. 

This Court’s rulings with respect to the public trial right 
rest upon two different provisions of the Bill of Rights, both 
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applicable to the States via the Due Process Clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment. The Sixth Amendment directs, in 
relevant part, that “[i]n all criminal prosecutions, the accused 
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial . . . .” The 
Court in In re Oliver, 333 U. S. 257, 273 (1948), made it clear 
that this right extends to the States. The Sixth Amend­
ment right, as the quoted language makes explicit, is the 
right of the accused. 

The Court has further held that the public trial right ex­
tends beyond the accused and can be invoked under the First 
Amendment. Press-Enterprise Co. v. Superior Court of 
Cal., Riverside Cty., 464 U. S. 501 (1984) (Press-Enterprise 
I). This requirement, too, is binding on the States. Ibid. 

The case now before the Court is brought under the Sixth 
Amendment, for it is the accused who invoked his right to a 
public trial. An initial question is whether the right to a 
public trial in criminal cases extends to the jury selection 
phase of trial, and in particular the voir dire of prospective 
jurors. In the First Amendment context that question was 
answered in Press-Enterprise I. Id., at 510. The Court 
there held that the voir dire of prospective jurors must be 
open to the public under the First Amendment. Later in 
the same Term as Press-Enterprise I, the Court considered 
a Sixth Amendment case concerning whether the public trial 
right extends to a pretrial hearing on a motion to suppress 
certain evidence. Waller v. Georgia, 467 U. S. 39 (1984). 
The Waller Court relied heavily upon Press-Enterprise I in 
finding that the Sixth Amendment right to a public trial ex­
tends beyond the actual proof at trial. It ruled that the pre­
trial suppression hearing must be open to the public because 
“there can be little doubt that the explicit Sixth Amendment 
right of the accused is no less protective of a public trial than 
the implicit First Amendment right of the press and public.” 
467 U. S., at 46. 

While Press-Enterprise I was heavily relied upon in Wal­
ler, the jury selection issue in the former case was re­
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solved under the First, not the Sixth, Amendment. 464 
U. S., at 516 (Stevens, J., concurring) (“The constitutional 
protection for the right of access that the Court upholds 
today is found in the First Amendment, rather than the pub­
lic trial provision of the Sixth” (footnote omitted)). In the 
instant case, the question then arises whether it is so well 
settled that the Sixth Amendment right extends to jury voir 
dire that this Court may proceed by summary disposition. 

The point is well settled under Press-Enterprise I and 
Waller. The extent to which the First and Sixth Amend­
ment public trial rights are coextensive is an open question, 
and it is not necessary here to speculate whether or in what 
circumstances the reach or protections of one might be 
greater than the other. Still, there is no legitimate reason, 
at least in the context of juror selection proceedings, to give 
one who asserts a First Amendment privilege greater rights 
to insist on public proceedings than the accused has. “Our 
cases have uniformly recognized the public-trial guarantee 
as one created for the benefit of the defendant.” Gannett 
Co. v. DePasquale, 443 U. S. 368, 380 (1979). There could be 
no explanation for barring the accused from raising a consti­
tutional right that is unmistakably for his or her benefit. 
That rationale suffices to resolve the instant matter. The 
Supreme Court of Georgia was correct in assuming that the 
Sixth Amendment right to a public trial extends to the voir 
dire of prospective jurors. 

While the accused does have a right to insist that the voir 
dire of the jurors be public, there are exceptions to this gen­
eral rule. “[T]he right to an open trial may give way in 
certain cases to other rights or interests, such as the defend­
ant’s right to a fair trial or the government’s interest in in­
hibiting disclosure of sensitive information.” Waller, 467 
U. S., at 45. “Such circumstances will be rare, however, and 
the balance of interests must be struck with special care.” 
Ibid. Waller provided standards for courts to apply before 
excluding the public from any stage of a criminal trial: 
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“[T]he party seeking to close the hearing must advance 
an overriding interest that is likely to be prejudiced, the 
closure must be no broader than necessary to protect 
that interest, the trial court must consider reasonable 
alternatives to closing the proceeding, and it must make 
findings adequate to support the closure.” Id., at 48. 

In upholding exclusion of the public at juror voir dire in 
the instant case, the Supreme Court of Georgia concluded, 
despite our explicit statements to the contrary, that trial 
courts need not consider alternatives to closure absent an 
opposing party’s proffer of some alternatives. While the 
Supreme Court of Georgia concluded this was an open ques­
tion under this Court’s precedents, the statement in Waller 
that “the trial court must consider reasonable alternatives 
to closing the proceeding” settles the point. Ibid. If that 
statement leaves any room for doubt, the Court was more 
explicit in Press-Enterprise I: 

“Even with findings adequate to support closure, the 
trial court’s orders denying access to voir dire testimony 
failed to consider whether alternatives were available to 
protect the interests of the prospective jurors that the 
trial court’s orders sought to guard. Absent consider­
ation of alternatives to closure, the trial court could not 
constitutionally close the voir dire.” 464 U. S., at 511. 

The conclusion that trial courts are required to consider 
alternatives to closure even when they are not offered by the 
parties is clear not only from this Court’s precedents but also 
from the premise that “[t]he process of juror selection is itself 
a matter of importance, not simply to the adversaries but to 
the criminal justice system.” Id., at 505. The public has a 
right to be present whether or not any party has asserted 
the right. In Press-Enterprise I, for instance, neither the 
defendant nor the prosecution requested an open courtroom 
during juror voir dire proceedings; in fact, both specifically 
argued in favor of keeping the transcript of the proceed­
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ings confidential. Id., at 503–504. The Court, nonetheless, 
found it was error to close the courtroom. Id., at 513. 

Trial courts are obligated to take every reasonable meas­
ure to accommodate public attendance at criminal trials. 
Nothing in the record shows that the trial court could not 
have accommodated the public at Presley’s trial. Without 
knowing the precise circumstances, some possibilities include 
reserving one or more rows for the public; dividing the jury 
venire panel to reduce courtroom congestion; or instructing 
prospective jurors not to engage or interact with audience 
members. 

Petitioner also argues that, apart from failing to consider 
alternatives to closure, the trial court erred because it did 
not even identify any overriding interest likely to be preju­
diced absent the closure of voir dire. There is some merit 
to this complaint. The generic risk of jurors overhearing 
prejudicial remarks, unsubstantiated by any specific threat 
or incident, is inherent whenever members of the public are 
present during the selection of jurors. If broad concerns of 
this sort were sufficient to override a defendant’s constitu­
tional right to a public trial, a court could exclude the public 
from jury selection almost as a matter of course. As noted 
in the dissent below, “the majority’s reasoning permits the 
closure of voir dire in every criminal case conducted in this 
courtroom whenever the trial judge decides, for whatever 
reason, that he or she would prefer to fill the courtroom with 
potential jurors rather than spectators.” 285 Ga., at 276, 
674 S. E. 2d, at 913 (opinion of Sears, C. J.). 

There are no doubt circumstances where a judge could 
conclude that threats of improper communications with ju­
rors or safety concerns are concrete enough to warrant clos­
ing voir dire. But in those cases, the particular interest, 
and threat to that interest, must “be articulated along with 
findings specific enough that a reviewing court can deter­
mine whether the closure order was properly entered.” 
Press-Enterprise I, supra, at 510; see also Press-Enterprise 
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Co. v. Superior Court of Cal., County of Riverside, 478 U. S. 
1, 15 (1986) (“The First Amendment right of access cannot 
be overcome by the conclusory assertion that publicity might 
deprive the defendant of [the right to a fair trial]”). 

We need not rule on this second claim of error, because 
even assuming, arguendo, that the trial court had an overrid­
ing interest in closing voir dire, it was still incumbent upon 
it to consider all reasonable alternatives to closure. It did 
not, and that is all this Court needs to decide. 

The Supreme Court of Georgia’s judgment is reversed, and 
the case is remanded for further proceedings not inconsistent 
with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Thomas, with whom Justice Scalia joins, 
dissenting. 

Today the Court summarily disposes of two important 
questions it left unanswered 25 years ago in Waller v. Geor­
gia, 467 U. S. 39 (1984), and Press-Enterprise Co. v. Superior 
Court of Cal., Riverside Cty., 464 U. S. 501 (1984) (Press-
Enterprise I). I respectfully dissent from the Court’s sum­
mary disposition of these important questions. 

First, the Court addresses “whether it is so well settled 
that [a defendant’s] Sixth Amendment right” to a public trial 
“extends to jury voir dire that this Court may proceed by 
summary disposition.” Ante, at 213. The Court’s affirma­
tive answer to this question relies exclusively on Waller and 
Press-Enterprise I; but those cases cannot bear the weight 
of this answer. 

The Court correctly notes that Waller answers whether a 
“defendant’s Sixth Amendment right to a public trial applies 
to a suppression hearing” (not to jury voir dire), 467 U. S., 
at 43, and that Press-Enterprise I interprets the public’s 
First Amendment right to attend jury voir dire, 464 U. S., at 
509, n. 8, so neither Waller nor Press-Enterprise I expressly 
answers the question here, see ante, at 212–213. That ac­
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knowledgment should have eliminated any basis for dispos­
ing of this case summarily; the Court should reserve that 
procedural option for cases that our precedents govern 
squarely and directly. See, e. g., United States v. Haley, 358 
U. S. 644 (1959) (per curiam) (summarily reversing a federal 
court’s judgment that refused to follow, or even mention, one 
of our precedents upholding the statute in issue under identi­
cal circumstances). 

The Court nevertheless concludes that Waller and Press-
Enterprise I—in combination—“well settl[e]” the “point.” 
Ante, at 213. It admits that “[t]he extent to which the First 
and Sixth Amendment public trial rights are coextensive 
is an open question,” but, apparently extrapolating from 
Press-Enterprise I, asserts that “there is no legitimate rea­
son, at least in the context of juror selection proceedings, to 
give one who asserts a First Amendment privilege greater 
rights to insist on public proceedings than the accused has.” 
Ante, at 213. But this conclusion decides by implication an 
unstated premise: that jury voir dire is part of the “public 
trial” that the Sixth Amendment guarantees. As Justice 
Stevens recognized in Press-Enterprise I, that case did not 
decide this issue. See 464 U. S., at 516 (concurring opinion) 
(“If the defendant had advanced a claim that his Sixth 
Amendment right to a public trial was violated by the clo­
sure of the voir dire, it would be important to determine 
whether the selection of the jury was a part of the ‘trial’ 
within the meaning of that Amendment”). Until today, that 
question remained open; the majority certainly cites no other 
case from this Court answering it. Yet the Court does so 
here—even though the Supreme Court of Georgia did not 
meaningfully consider that question, and petitioner does not 
ask us to do so.* I am unwilling to decide this important 

*In full, petitioner’s two questions presented state: 
“I. This Court has established that the public cannot be expelled from a 
courtroom unless the presence of the public creates a ‘substantial probabil­
ity’ of prejudice to an ‘overriding interest.’ But is some case-specific evi­
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question summarily without the benefit of full briefing and 
argument. 

Second, I am also unwilling to join the Court in reading 
the “ ‘alternatives to closure’ ” language it quotes from Wal­
ler and Press Enterprise I as squarely foreclosing the deci­
sion of the Supreme Court of Georgia. See ante, at 214. 
The Court chides the Supreme Court of Georgia for “con­
clud[ing], despite our explicit statements to the contrary, 
that trial courts need not consider alternatives to closure 
absent an opposing party’s proffer of some alternatives.” 
Ibid. (emphasis added). But neither Waller nor Press-
Enterprise I expressly holds that jury voir dire is covered 
by the Sixth Amendment’s “[P]ublic [T]rial” Clause. Ac­
cordingly, it is not obvious that the “alternatives to closure” 
language in those opinions governs this case. 

Even assuming the Court correctly extends Waller and 
Press-Enterprise I to this (Sixth Amendment voir dire) con­
text, neither opinion “explicit[ly]” places on trial courts the 
burden of sua sponte suggesting alternatives to closure 
“absent an opposing party’s proffer of some alternatives.” 
Ante, at 214. The statement that a “ ‘trial court must con­
sider reasonable alternatives to closing the proceeding,’ ” 
ibid. (quoting Waller, supra, at 48), does not definitively es­
tablish who must suggest alternatives to closure that the 
trial court must then consider, nor does it expressly address 
whether the trial court must suggest such alternatives in the 
absence of a proffer. I concede that the language can easily 

dence required to meet this ‘substantial probability’ test, or can general­
ized fears that would apply equally to nearly every trial suffice? 
“II. This Court has repeatedly held that a trial court must consider rea­
sonable alternatives to closing a proceeding before it can exclude the pub­
lic. But who bears the burden of suggesting such alternatives? Must 
the proponent of closure establish that closure is necessary, in that there 
are no reasonable alternatives available? Or to overcome a closure mo­
tion must an opponent of closure establish that reasonable alternatives do 
exist?” Pet. for Cert. i. 
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be read to imply the latter, and the Court may well be right 
that a trial court violates the Sixth Amendment if it closes 
the courtroom without sua sponte considering reasonable al­
ternatives to closure. But I would not decide the issue sum­
marily, and certainly would not declare, as the Court does, 
that Waller and Press-Enterprise I “settl[e] the point” with­
out “leav[ing] any room for doubt.” Ante, at 214. 

Besides departing from the standards that should govern 
summary dispositions, today’s decision belittles the efforts of 
our judicial colleagues who have struggled with these issues 
in attempting to interpret and apply the same opinions upon 
which the Court so confidently relies today. See, e. g., Ayala 
v. Speckard, 131 F. 3d 62, 70–72 (CA2 1997) (en banc), cert. 
denied, 524 U. S. 958 (1998); 131 F. 3d, at 74–75 (Walker, 
J., concurring); id., at 77–80 (Parker, J., dissenting). The 
Court’s decision will also surely surprise petitioner, who did 
not seek summary reversal based on the allegedly incorrect 
application of this Court’s well-established precedents by the 
Supreme Court of Georgia, but instead asked us to “resolve 
this split of authority” over whether “the opponent of closure 
must suggest alternatives to closure” or whether “those 
seeking to exclude the public must show that there is no 
available less-intrusive alternative.” Pet. for Cert. 18. 
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WELLONS v. HALL, WARDEN 

on petition for writ of certiorari to the united 
states court of appeals for the eleventh circuit 

No. 09–5731. Decided January 19, 2010 

In affirming petitioner Wellons’ murder conviction and death sentence, the 
Georgia Supreme Court rejected claims of misconduct by the trial 
judge, some jurors, and a bailiff. Wellons sought state habeas relief 
and moved to develop evidence supporting the claims, but the court held 
that the matter had been decided on appeal and thus was res judicata. 
The Federal District Court denied Wellons’ requests for habeas relief, 
discovery, and an evidentiary hearing, ruling that his claims of miscon­
duct were procedurally barred. The Eleventh Circuit affirmed. 

Held: The Eleventh Circuit’s holding was in error under Cone v. Bell, 556 
U. S. 449. “When a state court declines to review the merits of a peti­
tioner’s claim on the ground that it has done so already, it creates no 
bar to federal habeas review.” Id., at 466. On remand, the court must 
address Wellons’ entitlement to discovery and an evidentiary hearing. 

Certiorari granted; 554 F. 3d 923, vacated and remanded. 

Per Curiam. 

From beginning to end, judicial proceedings conducted for 
the purpose of deciding whether a defendant shall be put 
to death must be conducted with dignity and respect. The 
disturbing facts of this case raise serious questions concern­
ing the conduct of the trial, and this petition raises a serious 
question about whether the Court of Appeals carefully re­
viewed those facts before addressing petitioner’s constitu­
tional claims. We know that the Court of Appeals com­
mitted the same procedural error that we corrected in Cone 
v. Bell, 556 U. S. 449, 466–467 (2009). We do not know how 
the court would have ruled if it had the benefit of our deci­
sion in that case. 

Petitioner Marcus Wellons was convicted in Georgia state 
court of rape and murder and sentenced to death. Although 
the trial looked typical, there were unusual events going on 
behind the scenes. Only after the trial did defense counsel 
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learn that there had been unreported ex parte contacts be­
tween the jury and the judge, that jurors and a bailiff had 
planned a reunion, and that “either during or immediately 
following the penalty phase, some jury members gave the 
trial judge chocolate shaped as male genitalia and the bailiff 
chocolate shaped as female breasts,” 554 F. 3d 923, 930 
(CA11 2009). The judge had not reported any of this to 
the defense. 

Neither Wellons nor any court has ascertained exactly 
what went on at this capital trial or what prompted such 
“gifts.” Wellons has repeatedly tried, in both state and fed­
eral court, to find out what occurred, but he has found him­
self caught in a procedural morass: He raised the issue on 
direct appeal but was constrained by the nonexistent record, 
and the State Supreme Court affirmed his conviction and 
sentence. Wellons v. State, 266 Ga. 77, 88, 463 S. E. 2d 868, 
880 (1995). He sought state habeas relief and moved to de­
velop evidence. But the court held that the matter had been 
decided on appeal and thus was res judicata. See 554 F. 3d, 
at 932. He raised the issue again in his federal habeas peti­
tion, seeking discovery and an evidentiary hearing. But the 
District Court “concluded that Wellons’s claims . . . were pro­
cedurally barred, and accordingly denied his motion for an 
evidentiary hearing on these claims.” Id., at 933.1 Before 

1 Although the District Court found most of petitioner’s claims to be 
procedurally barred, it alternatively declined to permit an evidentiary 
hearing because Wellons did not have enough evidence of bias or miscon­
duct. Justice Alito wrongly suggests that the District Court reached 
that conclusion by reviewing a proffer that Wellons’ attorneys assembled 
by “contacting all but 1 of the jurors,” many of whom “spoke freely.” 
Post, at 230 (dissenting opinion). Even apart from the fact that these inter­
views were informal and unsworn, they shed almost no light on what had 
occurred. The juror who allegedly “gave the penis to the judge,” App. C 
to Pet. for Cert. 36, was “hostile and refused to talk,” id., at 37; one “re­
fused to talk about the trial,” id., at 36; another “did not want to talk 
about the case,” id., at 37; and one “conferr[ed]” with his wife who then 
“slammed and bolted the door,” ibid. Of those jurors who were willing 
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the Eleventh Circuit, Wellons “argue[d] that the district 
court erred in denying his motions for discovery and an evi­
dentiary hearing to develop his judge, juror, and bailiff mis­
conduct claims because they are not procedurally barred.” 
Id., at 935. The court disagreed, holding that Wellons’ 
claims were procedurally barred. Ibid. 

As our dissenting colleagues acknowledge, post, at 226–227 
(opinion of Scalia, J.); post, at 229 (opinion of Alito, J.), the 
Eleventh Circuit’s holding was an error under Cone, 556 
U. S., at 466–467. “When a state court declines to review 
the merits of a petitioner’s claim on the ground that it has 
done so already, it creates no bar to federal habeas review.” 
Id., at 466. Both dissenting opinions assume that “the issue 
on which Cone throws light does not affect the outcome” be­
cause “the Eleventh Circuit . . . also decided that petitioner 
was not entitled to habeas relief on the merits.” Post, at 
227 (opinion of Scalia, J.). Having found a procedural bar, 
however, the Eleventh Circuit had no need to address 
whether petitioner was otherwise entitled to an evidentiary 
hearing and gave this question, at most, perfunctory consid­
eration that may well have turned on the District Court’s 
finding of a procedural bar. 

to talk at all, one admitted to being “concerned that she might say some­
thing that would be used for a mistrial,” id., at 35, and none admit­
ted to knowing how or why the jury selected its “gifts,” see id., at 
35–37. (Implausibly, Justice Alito suggests that Wellons’ lawyers may 
not have asked how or why the jury selected its “gifts,” post, at 230–231, 
though he bases that speculation only on the fact that no questions ap­
peared in the proffer of facts.) Rather, the jurors discussed other matters 
and did so in the briefest of terms. All told, “everything that Petitioner 
. . . learned,” App. C to Pet. for Cert. 38, filled only a few sheets of paper, 
see id., at 35–37. 

Moreover, the subjects that the jurors did discuss may very well support 
Wellons’ view that his trial was tainted by bias or misconduct. For exam­
ple, one interviewee “was surprised” that a fellow juror had been allowed 
to serve on a capital trial, given that her sister had been murdered by a 
man after he completed serving a life sentence. Id., at 36. 
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Although Wellons appealed the denial of “his motions for 
discovery and an evidentiary hearing,” 554 F. 3d, at 935, the 
Eleventh Circuit did not purport to address the merits of 
that issue at all.2 The court stated only that “[e]ven if we 
assume that Wellons’s misconduct claims are not procedur­
ally barred, they do not entitle Wellons to habeas relief.” 
Id., at 936 (emphasis added). This opaque statement ap­
pears to address only whether petitioner was entitled to ulti­
mate relief in the form of a new trial, not whether petition­
er’s allegations, combined with the facts he had learned, 
entitled him to the discovery and evidentiary hearing that 
he sought. 

The Eleventh Circuit’s reasoning does not suggest other­
wise. The court observed that Wellons’ claims of miscon­
duct were “grounded in his speculation as to the meaning 
underlying the jurors’ chocolate ‘gifts’ ” and “the surmise 
attached to their passive receipt of these gifts.” Ibid. This 
statement likewise indicates only that on the existing record, 
habeas relief was inappropriate, not that an evidentiary 
hearing should be denied. After all, had there been discov­
ery or an evidentiary hearing, Wellons may have been able 
to present more than “speculation” and “surmise.” The 
Eleventh Circuit also pointed to the state court’s decision on 
direct appeal, see id., at 937, and reviewed that decision “[i]n 
light of the evidence presented before the Georgia Supreme 
Court,” ibid. This, too, is typical of a court reviewing the 
denial of habeas relief, not the denial of discovery or an evi­
dentiary hearing.3 

2 As Justice Alito explains at some length, see post, at 229–232, the 
District Court did discuss the merits of that issue, but the District Court’s 
analysis has little relevance on whether the Court of Appeals made an 
alternative holding or rather affirmed the District Court’s decision on the 
ground that petitioner’s claim was procedurally barred. 

3 
Justice Alito asserts that the Eleventh Circuit “stated in unequivo­

cal terms that its holding on the merits of petitioner’s claim was inde­
pendent of its holding on the question of procedural default.” Post, at 
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Moreover, even assuming that the Eleventh Circuit in­
tended to address Wellons’ motions for discovery and an evi­
dentiary hearing, we cannot be sure that its reasoning really 
was independent of the Cone error. The fact that his claims 
rested on “speculation” and “surmise” was due to the ab­
sence of a record, which was in part based on the Cone error. 
And as the Eleventh Circuit’s reasoning turned on “the evi­
dence presented before the Georgia Supreme Court,” 554 
F. 3d, at 937, there is serious doubt about whether it neces­
sarily relied on the very holes in the record that Wellons was 
trying to fill. 

229. But that does not address the question: The merits of what? The 
question whether to grant habeas relief or whether to permit discovery 
and an evidentiary hearing? 

Contrary to our dissenting colleagues, post, at 231–232 (opinion of 
Alito, J.), we do not find it dispositive that the section of the Eleventh 
Circuit’s opinion about judge, juror, and bailiff misconduct began with a 
full page statement of the standard of review, which in turn included a 
sentence about the circumstances under which an evidentiary hearing is 
warranted. See 554 F. 3d, at 934–935. Immediately following the stand­
ard of review that Justice Alito quotes, the panel explained that “ ‘if the 
record . . . precludes habeas relief, a district court is not required to hold 
an evidentiary hearing,’ ” and that “the record reveals that [Wellons’] 
claims . . . are  procedurally barred.” Id., at 935. 

Moreover, the allegedly “unequivocal” holding that Justice Alito 
quotes was preceded by a discussion of the deference owed under the 
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 (AEDPA) to the 
“Georgia Supreme Court’s judgment as to the substance and effect of the 
ex parte communication.” Id., at 937. This is the classic formulation of 
a decision whether to grant habeas relief. Indeed, it would be bizarre if 
a federal court had to defer to state-court factual findings, made without 
any evidentiary record, in order to decide whether it could create an evi­
dentiary record to decide whether the factual findings were erroneous. If 
that were the case, then almost no habeas petitioner could ever get an 
evidentiary hearing: So long as the state court found a fact that the peti­
tioner was trying to disprove through the presentation of evidence, then 
there could be no hearing. AEDPA does not require such a crabbed and 
illogical approach to habeas procedures, and there is no reason to believe 
that the Eleventh Circuit thought otherwise. 
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Our dissenting colleagues allege that the Court is “degrad­
[ing] . . . our traditional requirements for a GVR.” Post, at 
228 (opinion of Scalia, J.); see post, at 232 (opinion of Alito, 
J.). But the standard for an order granting certiorari, vacat­
ing the judgment below, and remanding the case (GVR) re­
mains as it always has been: A GVR is appropriate when 
“intervening developments . . .  reveal a  reasonable probabil­
ity that the decision below rests upon a premise that the 
lower court would reject if given the opportunity for further 
consideration, and where it appears that such a redetermina­
tion may determine the ultimate outcome” of the matter. 
Lawrence v. Chater, 516 U. S. 163, 167 (1996) (per curiam). 
As already discussed, there is, at least, a “reasonable proba­
bility,” ibid., that the denial of discovery and an evidentiary 
hearing rested in part on the Cone error. And in light of 
the unusual facts of the case, a “redetermination may deter­
mine the ultimate outcome,” 516 U. S., at 167; cf. Williams 
v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 420, 442 (2000) (holding that several 
“omissions as a whole disclose the need for an evidentiary 
hearing”); Smith v. Phillips, 455 U. S. 209, 215 (1982) (“This 
Court has long held that the remedy for allegations of juror 
partiality is a hearing in which the defendant has the oppor­
tunity to prove actual bias”). The Eleventh Circuit’s opinion 
is ambiguous in significant respects. It would be highly in­
appropriate to assume away that ambiguity in respondent’s 
favor. That is especially so in a case in which petitioner’s 
allegations and the unusual facts raise a serious question 
about the fairness of a capital trial. 

Both dissenting opinions suggest that if there is a strong 
case for discovery and an evidentiary hearing, then the Court 
“should summarily reverse or set the case for argument.” 
Post, at 227 (opinion of Scalia, J.); see also post, at 232 (opin­
ion of Alito, J.). But as we have explained, “a GVR order 
conserves the scarce resources of this Court,” “assists the 
court below by flagging a particular issue that it does not 
appear to have fully considered,” and “assists this Court by 
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procuring the benefit of the lower court’s insight before we 
rule on the merits.” Lawrence, supra, at 167. 

Unlike Justice Scalia, post, at 228, we do not believe 
that a “self-respecting” court of appeals would or should re­
spond to our remand order with a “summary reissuance” of 
essentially the same opinion, absent the procedural default 
discussion. To the contrary, in light of our decision in Cone, 
we assume the court will consider, on the merits, whether 
petitioner’s allegations, together with the undisputed facts, 
warrant discovery and an evidentiary hearing. 

The petition for writ of certiorari to the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit and the motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis are 
granted. The judgment is vacated, and the case is re­
manded to the Eleventh Circuit for further consideration in 
light of Cone, 556 U. S., at 466–467. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Scalia, with whom Justice Thomas joins, 
dissenting. 

Petitioner Marcus Wellons was convicted in Georgia state 
court of capital murder and sentenced to death. After ex­
hausting direct appeal and state postconviction review, he 
filed a petition for habeas corpus in federal court under 28 
U. S. C. § 2254. Wellons claims, among other things, that 
misconduct on the part of the trial judge, jurors, and court 
bailiff deprived him of a fair trial. The District Court de­
nied relief, and the Eleventh Circuit affirmed. 

Today the Court grants Wellons’ petition for certiorari, va­
cates the judgment of the Eleventh Circuit, and remands 
(GVRs) in light of Cone v. Bell, 556 U. S. 449 (2009). The 
Eleventh Circuit concluded that Wellons’ claims were proce­
durally barred because the state postconviction court, noting 
that the State Supreme Court had rejected them on direct 
appeal, held the claims were res judicata. See 554 F. 3d 923, 
936, and n. 6 (2009). This was error under Cone, see 556 
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U. S., at 466–467, as respondent recognizes; indeed, the 
Eleventh Circuit has already recognized the abrogation of 
the opinion below on this point, see Owen v. Secretary for 
Dept. of Corrections, 568 F. 3d 894, 915, n. 23 (2009). But, 
as Justice Alito’s dissent demonstrates, post, p. 228, the 
Eleventh Circuit (like the District Court) also decided that 
petitioner was not entitled to habeas relief on the merits. 
554 F. 3d, at 936–938. Thus the Court GVRs in light of Cone 
even though the issue on which Cone throws light does not 
affect the outcome. 

The Court has previously asserted a power to GVR when­
ever there is “a reasonable probability that the decision 
below rests upon a premise that the lower court would reject 
if given the opportunity for further consideration, and where 
it appears that such a redetermination may determine the 
ultimate outcome of the litigation.” Lawrence v. Chater, 516 
U. S. 163, 167 (1996) (per curiam). I have protested even 
that flabby standard, see id., at 190–191 (Scalia, J., dissent­
ing), but today the Court outdoes itself. It GVRs where the 
decision below does not “rest upon” the objectionable faulty 
premise, but is independently supported by other grounds— 
so that redetermination of the faulty ground will assuredly 
not “determine the ultimate outcome of the litigation.” The 
power to “revise and correct for error,” which the Court has 
already turned into “a power to void for suspicion,” id., at 
190 (same) (internal quotation marks and alteration omitted), 
has now become the power to send back for a redo. We have 
no authority to decree that. If the Court thinks that the 
Eleventh Circuit’s merits holding is wrong, then it should 
summarily reverse or set the case for argument; otherwise, 
the judgment below must stand. The same is true if (as the 
Court evidently believes) the Court of Appeals should have 
required an evidentiary hearing before resolving the mer­
its question. If they erred in that regard their judgment 
should be reversed rather than remanded “in light of Cone 
v. Bell”—a disposition providing no hint that what we really 
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want them to do (as the Court believes) is to consider an 
evidentiary hearing. 

The systematic degradation of our traditional require­
ments for a GVR has spawned a series of unusual disposi­
tions, including the GVR so the Government can try a less 
extravagant argument on remand, see Department of Inte­
rior v. South Dakota, 519 U. S. 919, 921 (1996) (Scalia, J., 
dissenting), the GVR in light of nothing, see Youngblood v. 
West Virginia, 547 U. S. 867, 872 (2006) (same), and the newly 
minted Summary Remand for More Extensive Opinion than 
Petitioner Requested (SRMEOPR), see Webster v. Cooper, 
post, at 1042 (Scalia, J., dissenting). Today the Court adds 
another beast to our growing menagerie: the SRIE, Sum­
mary Remand for Inconsequential Error—or, as the Court 
would have it, the SRTAEH, Summary Remand to Think 
About an Evidentiary Hearing. 

It disrespects the judges of the courts of appeals, who are 
appointed and confirmed as we are, to vacate and send back 
their authorized judgments for inconsequential imperfection 
of opinion—as though we were schoolmasters grading their 
homework. An appropriately self-respecting response to to­
day’s summary vacatur would be summary reissuance of the 
same opinion, minus the discussion of Cone. That would 
also serve the purpose of minimizing the delay of justice that 
today’s GVR achieves (Wellons has already outlived his vic­
tim by 20 years; he committed his murder in 1989). 

Justice Alito, with whom The Chief Justice joins, 
dissenting. 

The Court’s disposition of this case represents a misuse 
of our authority to grant, vacate, and remand (GVR). The 
decision of the Court of Appeals plainly rests on two inde­
pendent grounds: first, that petitioner procedurally defaulted 
his claim that the judge, bailiff, and jurors had an inappropri­
ate relationship that impaired his right to a fair trial and, 
second, that petitioner’s claim failed on the merits. See 554 
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F. 3d 923, 936 (CA11 2009). While it is true that the first of 
these grounds is inconsistent with Cone v. Bell, 556 U. S. 449, 
466–467 (2009), there is no basis for vacating the decision 
below unless some recent authority or development provides 
a basis for reconsideration of the second ground as well. 
But the per curiam identifies no such authority. Instead, 
the per curiam uses Cone as a vehicle for suggesting that 
the Court of Appeals should reconsider its decision on the 
merits of petitioner’s claim. 

In order to defend this disposition, the per curiam refuses 
to credit the Court of Appeals’ explanation of the basis of its 
decision. The Court of Appeals twice stated in unequivocal 
terms that its holding on the merits of petitioner’s claim was 
independent of its holding on the question of procedural de­
fault. See 554 F. 3d, at 937–938 (“[E]ven if these claims 
were properly before us on habeas review, we would not dis­
turb the Georgia Supreme Court’s conclusion on the merits 
of these claims”); id., at 936 (“Even if we assume that Wel­
lons’s misconduct claims are not procedurally barred, they do 
not entitle Wellons to habeas relief”). But the per curiam 
states that the Court of Appeals’ consideration of the merits 
“may well have turned on the District Court’s finding of a 
procedural bar” and that “we cannot be sure that [the pan­
el’s] reasoning really was independent of the Cone error.” 
Ante, at 222, 224. 

Even worse, the per curiam unjustifiably suggests that 
the Court of Appeals gave at most only “perfunctory consid­
eration” to petitioner’s claim that he was entitled to an evi­
dentiary hearing and may not have “carefully reviewed” the 
relevant facts. Ante, at 220, 222. The majority may not be 
satisfied with the Court of Appeals’ discussion, but the ma­
jority has no good reason for suggesting that the lower court 
did not give the issue careful consideration. 

The District Court refused petitioner’s discovery request 
on the ground that petitioner did not make a sufficient show­
ing to warrant interrogation of the jurors. As the detailed 
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opinion of the District Court reveals, the state habeas judge 
allowed petitioner’s attorneys to contact all of the jurors and 
relevant court personnel; the attorneys succeeded in contact­
ing all but 1 of the jurors; 6 of the 11 jurors who were con­
tacted, as well as the bailiffs and court reporter, were inter­
viewed; and the attorneys made a proffer of the information 
provided by these interviewees.1 There is no suggestion 
that the attorneys were restricted in the questions that they 
were permitted to ask the interviewees, and it appears that 
the jurors who were interviewed spoke freely, even discuss­
ing their understanding of the judge’s instructions on the 
law and the jury’s deliberations.2 Cf. Fed. Rule Evid. 606(b). 
Interestingly, the proffer does not reflect that the attorneys 
asked any of the jurors what would appear to be the most 
critical question, namely, why the strange gifts were given 
to the judge or the bailiff.3 See App. C to Pet. for Cert. 

1 As the District Court observed, “[p]etitioner’s state habeas corpus 
counsel contacted all but one of the jurors seeking their comments.” App. 
C to Pet. for Cert. 34. The proffer shows that six jurors were inter­
viewed: DeArmond, id., at 35, Henry, ibid., Givhan, id., at 36, Humphrey, 
id., at 37, Moore, ibid., and Smith, ibid. The Court’s description of some 
of the matters that the jurors mentioned during the interview confirms 
that these jurors “ ‘spoke freely.’ ” See ante, at 221–222, n. 1. 

2 The per curiam assumes that the jurors who were interviewed must 
have spoken only “in the briefest of terms” because “ ‘everything that 
Petitioner . . . learned’ ” “filled only a few sheets of paper.” Ante, at 222, 
n. 1. The mere fact that the unsworn proffer submitted by petitioner’s 
state habeas counsel consisted of four pages, see App. C to Pet. for Cert. 
35–38, does not seem to me to provide a sufficient basis for concluding that 
the jurors interviewed spoke only “in the briefest of terms.” The length 
of the proffer is equally consistent with the possibility that the jurors 
interviewed spoke at length but did not supply information that petition­
er’s counsel deemed helpful to his case. 

3 The main reason for the interviews was to inquire about the gifts, and 
the proffer shows that the jurors who were interviewed discussed this 
matter. See, e. g., id., at 35 (a juror “stated that ‘we,’ the jurors gave a 
pair of chocolate breasts to the bailiff and the chocolate penis just fol­
lowed”); ibid. (a juror “stated that some of the jurors decided to send a 
pair of edible chocolate breasts to one of the female bailiffs and an edible 
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34–38. If any such questions had been asked and answers 
favorable to petitioner’s position had been provided, one 
would expect that information to appear in the proffer. 

After examining the proffer made by petitioner’s attor­
neys, the District Court concluded that this submission did 
not justify formal discovery. With respect to what the per 
curiam describes as the “unreported ex parte contacts be­
tween the jury and the judge,” ante, at 221—which appar­
ently consisted of a brief exchange of words that occurred 
when the judge entered the room in a restaurant where the 
jurors were dining—the District Court concluded that “noth­
ing that Petitioner has presented provides even the slightest 
indication that anything more than a simple greeting oc­
curred,” App. C to Pet. for Cert. 43. 

With respect to the gifts that were given to the judge and 
a bailiff after the trial ended, the District Court stressed 
that they were “inappropriate” and represented “an unusual 
display of poor taste in the context of a proceeding so grave 
as a capital trial,” ibid., but the court noted that petitioner 
had not proffered any evidence that any of the jurors or 
court personnel who were interviewed had said anything 
that substantiated the assertion that “an inappropriate rela­
tionship existed between the judge, the bailiff, and the jury,” 
id., at 44. 

A fair reading of the Court of Appeals’ opinion is that that 
court likewise held that petitioner was not entitled to the 
discovery he sought because that discovery was unlikely to 
yield evidence substantiating his claim. See 554 F. 3d, at 

chocolate penis to the trial judge”); id., at 37 (a juror “remembered discus­
sion about giving a chocolate penis to the judge”). Nevertheless, petition­
er’s proffer includes no information as to why the gifts were given—not 
even a statement to the effect that the jurors interviewed were asked this 
question and said that they did not know. Cf. id., at 35 (noting that a 
particular juror “did not know whose idea it was to send the chocolate 
penis to the judge,” but not including any representation as to her under­
standing of why the gifts may have been given (emphasis added)). 
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935 (“When deciding whether to grant a federal habeas peti­
tioner’s request for an evidentiary hearing, ‘a federal court 
must consider whether such a hearing could enable an appli­
cant to prove the petition’s factual allegations, which, if true, 
would entitle the applicant to federal habeas relief ’ ” (quoting 
Schriro v. Landrigan, 550 U. S. 465, 474 (2007))). 

I agree with the Court that the strange and tasteless gifts 
that were given to the trial judge and bailiff are facially trou­
bling, and I am certainly not prepared at this point to say 
that the decision below on the discovery issue was correct. 
But unlike the Court, I do not think it is proper for us to use 
a GVR to address this matter. The lower courts have de­
cided the discovery issue, and now this Court has two op­
tions. First, if we wish to review the question whether peti­
tioner made a sufficient showing to justify interrogation of 
the jurors, we should grant the petition for a writ of certio­
rari and decide that question. Second, if we do not wish to 
tackle that fact-bound question, we should deny review or 
GVR in light of a recent authority or development that casts 
doubt on the judgment of the court below. What the Court 
has done—using a GVR as a vehicle for urging the Court of 
Appeals to reconsider its holding on a question that is en­
tirely independent of the ground for the GVR—is extraordi­
nary and, in my view, improper. 
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KUCANA v. HOLDER, ATTORNEY GENERAL 

certiorari to the united states court of appeals for 
the seventh circuit 

No. 08–911. Argued November 10, 2009—Decided January 20, 2010 

The Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 
(IIRIRA) amended the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA), codify­
ing certain rules, earlier prescribed by the Attorney General, that gov­
ern the process of reopening removal proceedings. IIRIRA also added 
a provision stating that no court has jurisdiction to review any action 
of the Attorney General “the authority for which is specified under this 
subchapter to be in the discretion of the Attorney General.” 8 U. S. C. 
§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii). A regulation, amended just months before IIRIRA’s 
enactment, provides that “[t]he decision to grant or deny a motion to 
reopen . . . is within the  discretion of the [Board of Immigration Appeals 
(BIA)],” 8 CFR § 1003.2(a). As adjudicator in immigration cases, the 
BIA exercises authority delegated by the Attorney General. 

Petitioner Kucana moved to reopen his removal proceedings, assert­
ing new evidence in support of his plea for asylum. An Immigration 
Judge denied the motion, and the BIA sustained that ruling. The Sev­
enth Circuit concluded that it lacked jurisdiction to review the adminis­
trative determination, holding that § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) bars judicial re­
view not only of administrative decisions made discretionary by statute, 
but also of those made discretionary by regulation. 

Held: Section 1252(a)(2)(B)’s proscription of judicial review applies only to 
Attorney General determinations made discretionary by statute, not to 
determinations declared discretionary by the Attorney General himself 
through regulation. Pp. 242–253. 

(a) The motion to reopen is an “important safeguard” intended “to 
ensure a proper and lawful disposition” of immigration proceedings. 
Dada v. Mukasey, 554 U. S. 1, 18. Federal-court review of administra­
tive decisions denying motions to reopen removal proceedings dates 
back to at least 1916, with the courts employing a deferential abuse-of­
discretion standard of review. While the Attorney General’s regulation 
in point, 8 CFR § 1003.2(a), places the reopening decision within the 
BIA’s discretion, the statute does not codify that prescription or other­
wise “specif[y]” that such decisions are in the Attorney General’s discre­
tion. Pp. 242–243. 

(b) Section 1252(a)(2)(B) does not proscribe judicial review of denials 
of motions to reopen. Pp. 243–251. 
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(1) The amicus defending the Seventh Circuit’s judgment urges 
that regulations suffice to trigger § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii)’s proscription. She 
comprehends “under” in “authority . . . specified under this subchapter” 
to mean, e. g., “pursuant to,” “subordinate to.” Administrative regula­
tions count for § 1252(a)(2)(B) purposes, she submits, because they are 
issued “pursuant to,” and are measures “subordinate to,” the legislation 
they serve to implement. On that reading, § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) would bar 
judicial review of any decision that an executive regulation places within 
the BIA’s discretion, including the decision to deny a motion to reopen. 
The parties, on the other hand, read the statutory language to mean 
“specified in,” or “specified by,” the subchapter. On their reading, 
§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) precludes judicial review only when the statute itself 
specifies the discretionary character of the Attorney General’s author­
ity. Pp. 243–244. 

(2) The word “under” “has many dictionary definitions and must 
draw its meaning from its context.” Ardestani v. INS, 502 U. S. 129, 
135. Examining the provision at issue in statutory context, the parties’ 
position stands on firmer ground. Section 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) is far from 
IIRIRA’s only jurisdictional limitation. It is sandwiched between two 
subsections, § 1252(a)(2)(A) and § 1252(a)(2)(C), both dependent on statu­
tory provisions, not on any regulation, to define their scope. Given 
§ 1252(a)(2)(B)’s statutory placement, one would expect that it, too, 
would cover statutory provisions alone. Pp. 245–246. 

(3) Section 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) places within the no-judicial-review cat­
egory “any judgment regarding the granting of relief under section 
1182(h), 1182(i), 1229b, 1229c, or 1255.” Each of the referenced statu­
tory provisions addresses a different form of discretionary relief from 
removal and contains language indicating that the decision is entrusted 
to the Attorney General’s discretion. Clause (i) does not refer to any 
regulatory provision. The proximity of clause (i) and the clause (ii) 
catchall, and the words linking them—“any other decision”—suggests 
that Congress had in mind decisions of the same genre, i. e., those made 
discretionary by legislation. Read harmoniously, both clauses convey 
that Congress barred court review of discretionary decisions only when 
Congress itself set out the Attorney General’s discretionary authority 
in the statute. Pp. 246–247. 

(4) Also significant is the character of the decisions insulated from 
judicial review in § 1252(a)(2)(B)(i). The listed determinations are sub­
stantive decisions the Executive makes involving whether or not aliens 
can stay in the country. Other decisions specified by statute “to be in 
the discretion of the Attorney General,” and therefore shielded from 
court oversight by § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii), are of a like kind. See, e. g., 
§ 1157(c)(1). Decisions on reopening motions made discretionary by 
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regulation, in contrast, are adjunct rulings. A court decision reversing 
the denial of a motion to reopen does not direct the Executive to afford 
the alien substantive relief; ordinarily, it touches and concerns only the 
question whether the alien’s claims have been accorded a reasonable 
hearing. Had Congress wanted the jurisdictional bar to encompass de­
cisions specified as discretionary by regulation as well as by statute, 
moreover, Congress could easily have said so, as it did in provisions 
enacted simultaneously with § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii). See, e. g., IIRIRA, 
§ 213, 110 Stat. 3009–572. Pp. 247–249. 

(5) The history of the relevant statutory provisions corroborates 
this determination. Attorney General regulations have long addressed 
reopening requests. In enacting IIRIRA, Congress simultaneously 
codified the process for filing motions to reopen and acted to bar judicial 
review of a number of executive decisions regarding removal. But 
Congress did not codify the regulation delegating to the BIA discretion 
to grant or deny reopening motions. This legislative silence indicates 
that Congress left the matter where it was pre-IIRIRA: The BIA has 
broad discretion, conferred by the Attorney General, “to grant or deny 
a motion to reopen,” 8 CFR § 1003.2(a), but courts retain jurisdiction to 
review the BIA’s decision. It is unsurprising that Congress would 
leave in place judicial oversight of this “important [procedural] safe­
guard,” Dada, 554 U. S., at 18, where, as here, the alien’s underlying 
asylum claim would itself be reviewable. The REAL ID Act of 2005, 
which further amended the INA by adding or reformulating provisions 
on asylum, protection from removal, and even judicial review, did not 
disturb the unbroken line of decisions upholding court review of admin­
istrative denials of motions to reopen. Pp. 249–251. 

(c) Any lingering doubt about § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii)’s proper interpreta­
tion would be dispelled by a familiar statutory construction principle: 
the presumption favoring judicial review of administrative action. 
When a statute is “reasonably susceptible to divergent interpretation,” 
this Court adopts the reading “that executive determinations generally 
are subject to judicial review.” Gutierrez de Martinez v. Lamagno, 
515 U. S. 417, 434. The Court has consistently applied this interpretive 
guide to legislation regarding immigration, and particularly to questions 
concerning the preservation of federal-court jurisdiction. See, e. g., 
Reno v. Catholic Social Services, Inc., 509 U. S. 43, 63–64. Because 
this presumption is “ ‘well-settled,’ ” ibid., the Court assumes that “Con­
gress legislates with knowledge of” it, McNary v. Haitian Refugee Cen­
ter, Inc., 498 U. S. 479, 496. It therefore takes “ ‘ “clear and convincing 
evidence” ’ ” to dislodge the presumption. Catholic Social Services, 
Inc., 509 U. S., at 64. There is no such evidence here. Finally, reading 
§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) to apply to matters where discretion is conferred 
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on the BIA by regulation would ignore Congress’ design to retain for 
itself control over federal-court jurisdiction. The Seventh Circuit’s con­
struction would free the Executive to shelter its own decisions from 
abuse-of-discretion appellate court review simply by issuing a regula­
tion declaring those decisions “discretionary.” Such an extraordinary 
delegation of authority cannot be extracted from the statute Congress 
enacted. Pp. 251–252. 

533 F. 3d 534, reversed and remanded. 

Ginsburg, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, 
C. J., and Stevens, Scalia, Kennedy, Thomas, Breyer, and Soto-

mayor, JJ., joined. Alito, J., filed an opinion concurring in the judgment, 
post, p. 253. 

Rick M. Schoenfield argued the cause for petitioner. 
With him on the briefs were Michael R. Lang, Elaine J. 
Goldenberg, and Lindsay C. Harrison. 

Nicole A. Saharsky argued the cause for respondent in 
support of petitioner. With her on the briefs were Solicitor 
General Kagan, Assistant Attorney General West, Deputy 
Solicitor General Kneedler, Deputy Assistant Attorney 
General Osuna, Donald E. Keener, Jennifer P. Levings, and 
Melissa Neiman-Kelting. 

Amanda C. Leiter, by invitation of the Court, 557 U. S. 
951, argued the cause and filed a brief as amicus curiae in 
support of the judgment below. With her on the brief was 
RonNell Andersen Jones.* 

Justice Ginsburg delivered the opinion of the Court. 
Petitioner Agron Kucana moved to reopen his removal 

proceedings, asserting new evidence in support of his plea 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for the American 
Civil Liberties Union by Lee Gelernt, Steven R. Shapiro, and Lucas Gut­
tentag; for Law Professors by Anne Harkavy, Catherine M. A. Carroll, and 
Stephen I. Vladeck, pro se; and for the National Immigrant Justice Center 
et al. by Jeffrey T. Green, Quin M. Sorenson, and Charles Roth. 

Daniel J. Popeo and Richard A. Samp filed a brief for the Washington 
Legal Foundation et al. as amici curiae urging affirmance. 
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for asylum. An Immigration Judge (IJ) denied the motion, 
the Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA or Board) sustained 
the IJ’s ruling, and the U. S. Court of Appeals for the Sev­
enth Circuit concluded that it lacked jurisdiction to review 
the administrative determination. For that conclusion, the 
court relied on a provision added to the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (INA or Act), 66 Stat. 166, 8 U. S. C. § 1101 
et seq., by the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant 
Responsibility Act of 1996 (IIRIRA), 110 Stat. 3009–546. 
The provision found dispositive by the Seventh Circuit, 8 
U. S. C. § 1252(a)(2)(B), states that no court shall have juris­
diction to review any action of the Attorney General “the 
authority for which is specified under this subchapter to be 
in the discretion of the Attorney General,” § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) 
(emphasis added). 

We granted certiorari to decide whether the proscription 
of judicial review stated in § 1252(a)(2)(B) applies not only 
to Attorney General determinations made discretionary by 
statute, but also to determinations declared discretionary by 
the Attorney General himself through regulation. We hold 
that the key words “specified under this subchapter” refer 
to statutory, but not to regulatory, specifications. We so 
rule based on the longstanding exercise of judicial review of 
administrative rulings on reopening motions, the text and 
context of § 1252(a)(2)(B), and the history of the relevant 
statutory provisions. We take account, as well, of the “pre­
sumption favoring interpretations of statutes [to] allow ju­
dicial review of administrative action.” Reno v. Catholic 
Social Services, Inc., 509 U. S. 43, 63–64 (1993) (quoting 
McNary v. Haitian Refugee Center, Inc., 498 U. S. 479, 496 
(1991)). Separation-of-powers concerns, moreover, caution 
us against reading legislation, absent clear statement, to 
place in executive hands authority to remove cases from the 
Judiciary’s domain. 
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I
 
A
 

In IIRIRA, Congress for the first time codified certain 
rules, earlier prescribed by the Attorney General, governing 
the reopening process. The amended Act instructs that re­
opening motions “shall state the new facts that will be 
proven at a hearing to be held if the motion is granted, 
and shall be supported by affidavits or other evidentiary 
material.” § 1229a(c)(7)(B). Congress also prescribed that 
“the motion to reopen shall be filed within 90 days of the 
date of entry of a final administrative order of removal.” 
§ 1229a(c)(7)(C)(i). Among matters excepted from the 90­
day limitation are motions to reopen asylum applications be­
cause of changed conditions in the country of nationality or 
removal. § 1229a(c)(7)(C)(ii). 

Section 1252(a)(2), captioned “Matters not subject to judi­
cial review,” contains the provision on which this case turns. 
Subparagraph (B) of that paragraph, headed “Denials of 
discretionary relief,” states: 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of law (statu­
tory or nonstatutory), . . . except as provided in subpara­
graph (D),[1] and regardless of whether the judgment, 

1 Subparagraph (D) of § 1252(a)(2), enacted in 2005, REAL ID Act of 
2005 (REAL ID Act), § 106(a), 119 Stat. 310, adds: 

“Nothing in subparagraph (B) . . . or in any other provision of this Act 
(other than this section) which limits or eliminates judicial review, shall 
be construed as precluding review of constitutional claims or questions of 
law raised upon a petition for review filed with an appropriate court of 
appeals in accordance with this section.” 
The addition of 8 U. S. C. § 1252(a)(2)(D) in 2005 did not change the opera­
tive language of § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) as enacted in 1996. 

The REAL ID Act amendments also inserted into this introduc­
tory clause, inter alia, the words “(statutory or nonstatutory).” 
§ 106(a)(1)(A)(ii), 119 Stat. 310. The introductory clause, however, does 
not define the scope of 8 U. S. C. § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii)’s jurisdictional bar. It 
simply informs that once the scope of the bar is determined, jurisdiction 
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decision, or action is made in removal proceedings, no 
court shall have jurisdiction to review— 

“(i) any judgment regarding the granting of relief 
under section 1182(h), 1182(i), 1229b, 1229c, or 1255 of 
this title, [2] or 

“(ii) any other decision or action of the Attorney Gen­
eral . . . the authority for which is specified under this 
subchapter [3] to be in the discretion of the Attorney 
General . . . , other than the granting of relief under 
section 1158(a) of this title.” 4 

A regulation, amended in 1996, just months before Congress 
enacted IIRIRA, 61 Fed. Reg. 18904, Pt. 3, § 3.2(a), states 
that “[t]he decision to grant or deny a motion to reopen . . . 
is within the discretion of the Board.” 8 CFR § 1003.2(a) 
(2009). As adjudicator in immigration cases, the Board ex­
ercises authority delegated by the Attorney General. See 
8 U. S. C. § 1103(g)(2); 8 CFR § 1003.1. See also 8 CFR 
§ 1003.23(b)(3) (governing motions to reopen filed with an IJ). 

B 

Kucana, a citizen of Albania, entered the United States on 
a business visa in 1995 and remained after the visa expired. 
Alleging that he would be persecuted based on his political 
beliefs if returned to Albania, Kucana applied for asylum and 

is precluded regardless of what any other provision or source of law 
might say. 

2 Sections 1182(h) and 1182(i) address waivers of inadmissibility based 
on certain criminal offenses, and fraud or misrepresentation, respectively; 
§ 1229b addresses cancellation of removal; § 1229c, voluntary departure; 
and § 1255, adjustment of status. 

3 “[T]his subchapter” refers to Title 8, Chapter 12, Subchapter II, of 
the United States Code, codified at 8 U. S. C. §§ 1151–1381 and titled 
“Immigration.” 

4 The exception for relief under § 1158(a) refers to administrative deci­
sions whether to grant asylum. Kucana’s petition for judicial review is 
limited to the denial of his motion to reopen; he does not challenge in this 
proceeding the decision denying his application for asylum. 
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withholding of removal in 1996. An IJ determined that Ku­
cana was removable and scheduled a hearing to evaluate his 
eligibility for asylum. When Kucana failed to appear for the 
hearing, the IJ immediately ordered his removal in absentia. 
Kucana filed a motion to reopen, explaining that he had 
missed his hearing because he had overslept. The IJ denied 
the motion, and the BIA affirmed in 2002. Kucana did not 
seek judicial review, nor did he leave the United States. 

Kucana filed a second motion to reopen his removal pro­
ceedings in 2006, contending that conditions in Albania had 
worsened.5 The BIA denied relief; it concluded that condi­
tions in Albania had actually improved since 1997. Argu­
ing that the BIA had abused its discretion in denying his 
motion, Kucana filed a petition for review in the Seventh 
Circuit. 

In a fractured decision, the Seventh Circuit dismissed the 
petition for lack of jurisdiction. Kucana v. Mukasey, 533 
F. 3d 534, 539 (2008). The court held that 8 U. S. C. 
§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) bars judicial review not only of administra­
tive decisions made discretionary by statute, but also “when 
the agency’s discretion is specified by a regulation rather 
than a statute.” 533 F. 3d, at 536.6 In so ruling, the Sev­

5 The statute “guarantees to each alien the right to file ‘one motion to 
reopen proceedings.’ ” Dada v. Mukasey, 554 U. S. 1, 15 (2008) (quoting 
§ 1229a(c)(7)(A)). Attorney General regulations permit further motions 
to reopen to seek asylum or withholding of removal based on changed 
conditions in the country of nationality or removal. See 8 CFR 
§ 1003.2(c)(3)(ii) (2009). 

6 While recognizing that a regulation, rather than the INA itself, confers 
on the Board discretion to grant or deny a motion to reopen, the Court of 
Appeals said that the regulation, § 1003.2(a), “draw[s] . . . force from provi­
sions in the Act allowing immigration officials to govern their own pro­
ceedings.” 533 F. 3d, at 536. The “force,” according to the Seventh Cir­
cuit, comes from 8 U. S. C. § 1229a(c)(7), which it described as providing 
“authority for reopening by [the] Board.” 533 F. 3d, at 536. Section 
1229a(c)(7), however, is not directed to the agency’s discretion to grant or 
deny motions to reopen. In the main, “it simply lays out the require­
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enth Circuit created a split between itself and other Courts 
of Appeals, all of them holding that denials of reopening mo­
tions are reviewable in court.7 

Judge Ripple concurred dubitante. He acknowledged 
that the court was following an earlier decision, Ali v. Gon­
zales, 502 F. 3d 659 (CA7 2007),8 but “suggest[ed] that, had 
Congress intended to deprive th[e] court of jurisdiction . . . , 
it would have done so explicitly, as it did in 8 U. S. C. 
§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(i).” 533 F. 3d, at 540. The court, he con­
cluded, should revisit both Ali and Kucana and “chart a 
course . . . more closely adher[ing] to the statutory language 
chosen and enacted by Congress.” 533 F. 3d, at 540. 

Judge Cudahy dissented. Given the absence of “specific 
[statutory] language entrusting the decision on a motion to 
reopen to the discretion of the Attorney General,” ibid. (in­
ternal quotation marks omitted), he saw no impediment to 
the exercise of jurisdiction over Kucana’s petition. In sup­
port of his position, Judge Cudahy invoked the “strong pre­
sumption that Congress intends judicial review of adminis­
trative action.” Id., at 541 (quoting Traynor v. Turnage, 
485 U. S. 535, 542 (1988)). With four judges dissenting, the 
Seventh Circuit denied Kucana’s petition for rehearing en 
banc. See 533 F. 3d, at 541–542 (dissenting statement of 
Ripple, J., joined by Rovner, Wood, and Williams, JJ.). 

We granted certiorari, 556 U. S. 1207 (2009), to resolve the 
Circuit conflict. As it did before the Seventh Circuit, the 

ments an alien must fulfill when filing a motion to reopen.” Id., at 541 
(Cudahy, J., dissenting) (emphasis added). See also infra, at 243, n. 9. 

7 See Singh v. Mukasey, 536 F. 3d 149, 153–154 (CA2 2008); Jahjaga v. 
Attorney Gen. of United States, 512 F. 3d 80, 82 (CA3 2008); Zhao v. Gon­
zales, 404 F. 3d 295, 303 (CA5 2005); Miah v. Mukasey, 519 F. 3d 784, 789, 
n. 1 (CA8 2008); Medina-Morales v. Ashcroft, 371 F. 3d 520, 528–529 (CA9 
2004); Infanzon v. Ashcroft, 386 F. 3d 1359, 1361–1362 (CA10 2004). 

8 Ali involved a decision, made discretionary by regulation, denying an 
alien’s request for a continuance. 
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Government agrees with Kucana that § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) does 
not remove federal-court jurisdiction to review the denial 
of a reopening motion. We appointed Amanda C. Leiter 
to brief and argue the case, as amicus curiae, in support 
of the Seventh Circuit’s judgment. 557 U. S. 951 (2009). 
Ms. Leiter has ably discharged her assigned responsibilities. 

II 

The motion to reopen is an “important safeguard” in­
tended “to ensure a proper and lawful disposition” of im­
migration proceedings. Dada v. Mukasey, 554 U. S. 1, 18 
(2008); cf. Stone v. INS, 514 U. S. 386, 401 (1995) (analogizing 
motions to reconsider immigration decisions to motions for 
relief from a judgment under Federal Rule of Civil Proce­
dure 60(b)). Federal-court review of administrative deci­
sions denying motions to reopen removal proceedings dates 
back to at least 1916. See Dada, 554 U. S., at 12–13 (citing 
cases). This Court has ultimately reviewed reopening deci­
sions on numerous occasions. See, e. g., INS v. Doherty, 502 
U. S. 314, 322–324 (1992); INS v. Abudu, 485 U. S. 94, 104–111 
(1988); INS v. Rios-Pineda, 471 U. S. 444, 449–452 (1985); 
INS v. Jong Ha Wang, 450 U. S. 139, 141–146 (1981) (per cu­
riam). Mindful of the Board’s “broad discretion” in such 
matters, however, courts have employed a deferential, 
abuse-of-discretion standard of review. See Doherty, 502 
U. S., at 323 (internal quotation marks omitted). 

The Seventh Circuit held that Congress removed the au­
thority long exercised by federal courts to review denials of 
an alien’s reopening request. Congress did so, the Court of 
Appeals said, in § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii), which removes jurisdic­
tion to review a decision of the Attorney General “the au­
thority for which is specified under this subchapter to be in 
the discretion of the Attorney General.” All agree that the 
Attorney General’s regulation, 8 CFR § 1003.2(a), places 
“[t]he decision to grant or deny a motion to reopen . . . within 
the discretion of the Board.” But the statute does not cod­
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ify that prescription,9 and does not otherwise “specif[y]” that 
reopening decisions are “in the discretion of the Attorney 
General.” 10 

III
 
A
 

1
 
The Board’s discretionary authority to act on a motion to 

reopen, we have thus far explained, is “specified” not in a 
statute, but only in the Attorney General’s regulation, which 

9 As earlier noted, see supra, at 240–241, n. 6, the Seventh Circuit stated 
that the regulation specifying the Board’s discretion over motions to re­
open, 8 CFR § 1003.2(a), “draw[s] [its] force from provisions in the Act.” 
533 F. 3d, at 536 (citing 8 U. S. C. § 1229a(c)(7)). It is hard to see how the 
regulation could draw force from § 1229a(c)(7), for the regulation was al­
ready in force when that statutory provision was enacted. The regula­
tion, 8 CFR § 1003.2(a), was published April 29, 1996, 61 Fed. Reg. 18900, 
18904; 8 U. S. C. § 1229a(c)(7) was enacted September 30, 1996, § 304, 110 
Stat. 3009–593. 

10 The only statutory reference to discretion respecting motions to re­
open appears in § 1229a(c)(7)(C)(iv)(III), which gives the Attorney General 
“discretion” to waive one of the statute’s time limitations in extraordi­
nary circumstances. 

Amicus urges that “the statutory language governing motions to re­
open anticipates an exercise of Attorney General discretion when it states, 
‘[t]he motion to reopen shall state the new facts that will be proven at a 
hearing to be held if the motion is granted.’ ” Brief for Court-Appointed 
Amicus Curiae in Support of Judgment Below 19, n. 8 (quoting 
§ 1229a(c)(7)(B)). One can demur to the argument that Congress antici­
pated that decisions on reopening motions would be discretionary. Even 
so, the statutory proscription Congress enacted, § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii), speaks 
of authority “specified”—not merely assumed or contemplated—to be in 
the Attorney General’s discretion. “Specified” is not synonymous with 
“implied” or “anticipated.” See Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary 
1116 (1974) (“specify” means “to name or state explicitly or in detail”). 
See also Soltane v. U. S. Dept. of Justice, 381 F. 3d 143, 147 (CA3 2004) 
(Alito, J.) (“[W]e do not think . . . that the use of marginally ambiguous 
statutory language, without more, is adequate to ‘specif[y]’ that a particu­
lar action is within the Attorney General’s discretion for the purposes 
of § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii).”). 
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instructs: “The decision to grant or deny a motion to reopen 
. . . is within the  discretion of the Board, subject to the 
restrictions of this section. The Board has discretion to 
deny a motion to reopen even if the party moving has made 
out a prima facie case for relief.” 8 CFR § 1003.2(a). Nev­
ertheless, in defense of the Seventh Circuit’s judgment, ami­
cus urges that regulations suffice to trigger 8 U. S. C. 
§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii)’s proscription of judicial review. 

The jurisdiction-stripping provision, amicus reminds, re­
fers to “authority . . . specified under this subchapter.” As 
she reads that formulation, the word “under” is key. She 
comprehends “under” to mean “pursuant to,” “subordinate 
to,” “below or lower than,” “inferior . . . in  rank or impor­
tance,” “by reason of the authority of.” Brief for Court-
Appointed Amicus Curiae in Support of Judgment Below 
15, 17 (citing, inter alia, Florida Dept. of Revenue v. Picca­
dilly Cafeterias, Inc., 554 U. S. 33, 39 (2008); Ardestani v. 
INS, 502 U. S. 129, 135 (1991)). Administrative regulations 
count for § 1252(a)(2)(B) purposes, she urges, because they 
are issued “pursuant to,” and are measures “subordinate to,” 
the legislation they serve to implement. The parties, on the 
other hand, read “specified under this subchapter” to mean 
“specified in,” or “specified by,” the subchapter.11 

On the reading amicus advances, § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) would 
bar judicial review of any decision that an executive regula­
tion places within the BIA’s discretion, including the decision 
to deny a motion to reopen. On the parties’ reading, how­
ever, § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) precludes judicial review only when 
the statute itself specifies the discretionary character of the 
Attorney General’s authority. 

11 Defining “under,” as used in § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii), to mean “pursuant to,” 
or “subordinate to,” and not “in” or “by,” the Attorney General observes, 
would give rise to “a fatal anomaly”: “Section 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) would apply 
only to regulations promulgated ‘under the authority of ’ the relevant sub-
chapter, and not to specifications of discretion in the subchapter itself.” 
Reply Brief for Respondent 6. 
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2 

As the parties and amicus recognize, their diverse render­
ings of “under,” standing alone, do not equip us to resolve 
this case. The word “under” is chameleon; it “has many dic­
tionary definitions and must draw its meaning from its con­
text.” Ardestani, 502 U. S., at 135.12 Examining, in statu­
tory context, the provision in which the word “under” is 
embedded, we conclude that the parties’ position stands on 
firmer ground. 

Section 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii), the provision at issue here, is far 
from the only jurisdictional limitation in IIRIRA. See 
Dada, 554 U. S., at 16 (“In reading a statute we must not 
look merely to a particular clause, but consider in connection 
with it the whole statute.” (internal quotation marks omit­
ted)); Davis v. Michigan Dept. of Treasury, 489 U. S. 803, 
809 (1989) (“[T]he words of a statute must be read in their 
context and with a view to their place in the overall 
statutory scheme.”). Section 1252(a)(2), titled “Matters 
not subject to judicial review,” lists a variety of agency de­
terminations the federal courts lack jurisdiction to review. 
Those determinations divide into three categories. The 
first, § 1252(a)(2)(A), concerns immigration officers’ deter­
minations whether aliens applying for admission are admissi­
ble. Next in statutory order is the provision before us, 
§ 1252(a)(2)(B), which involves denials of discretionary relief. 

12 In an appendix to her brief, amicus lists hundreds of statutory provi­
sions in which regulations are described as being issued “under” a statute. 
See App. A to Brief for Court-Appointed Amicus Curiae in Support of 
Judgment Below. In every one of those examples, Congress expressly 
used the word “regulations.” 

At oral argument, amicus called our attention to three instances in 
which Congress used the words “specified under” in Title 8, without any 
reference to “regulations,” to encompass agency matters. Tr. of Oral Arg. 
47–48, 54–55 (citing §§ 1227(a)(1)(H), 1375a(a)(6), and 1537(b)(1)). These 
three provisions point to other parts of the Act, which in turn rely on 
administrative determinations. Amicus’ research underscores the point 
that context defines “under.” 
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The last category, § 1252(a)(2)(C), concerns final orders of re­
moval entered against criminal aliens. 

Both § 1252(a)(2)(A) and § 1252(a)(2)(C) depend on statu­
tory provisions, not on any regulation, to define their scope. 
The latter provision, the criminal alien bar, precludes judicial 
review of “any final order of removal against an alien who is 
removable by reason of having committed a criminal offense 
covered in” § 1182(a)(2), § 1227(a)(2)(A)(iii), (B), (C), or (D), or 
certain offenses covered in § 1227(a)(2)(A)(ii). All the defin­
ing references are statutory; none invokes a regulation. 
The same holds for the admissibility bar in § 1252(a)(2)(A). 
Given § 1252(a)(2)(B)’s statutory placement, sandwiched be­
tween subsections (a)(2)(A) and (a)(2)(C), one would expect 
that it, too, would cover statutory provisions alone. 

3 

Focusing on § 1252(a)(2)(B), we note the lead line serving 
to introduce both of the subparagraph’s two clauses: “[N]o 
court shall have jurisdiction to review . . . .” Clause (i) then 
places within the no-judicial-review category “any judgment 
regarding the granting of relief under section 1182(h), 
1182(i), 1229b, 1229c, or 1255.” Each of the statutory provi­
sions referenced in clause (i) addresses a different form of 
discretionary relief from removal, see supra, at 239, n. 2, 
and each contains language indicating that the decision is 
entrusted to the Attorney General’s discretion. See, e. g., 
§ 1182(h) (“The Attorney General may, in his discretion, 
waive [inadmissibility based on certain criminal offenses].”). 
Clause (i) does not refer to any regulatory provision. 

To the clause (i) enumeration of administrative judgments 
that are insulated from judicial review, Congress added in 
clause (ii) a catchall provision covering “any other decision 
. . . the authority for which is specified under this subchap­
ter.” The proximity of clauses (i) and (ii), and the words 
linking them—“any other decision”—suggests that Congress 
had in mind decisions of the same genre, i. e., those made 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 233 (2010) 247 

Opinion of the Court 

discretionary by legislation.13 The clause (i) enumeration, 
we find, is instructive in determining the meaning of the 
clause (ii) catchall. Read harmoniously, both clauses convey 
that Congress barred court review of discretionary decisions 
only when Congress itself set out the Attorney General’s dis­
cretionary authority in the statute. See Hall Street Associ­
ates, L.  L. C.  v. Mattel, Inc., 552 U. S. 576, 586 (2008) 
(“[W]hen a statute sets out a series of specific items ending 
with a general term, that general term is confined to cover­
ing subjects comparable to the specifics it follows.”).14 

4 

We also find significant the character of the decisions Con­
gress enumerated in § 1252(a)(2)(B)(i), thereby insulating 
them from judicial review. As the Government explained at 
oral argument, the determinations there listed are “substan­
tive decisions . . . made by the Executive in the immigration 
context as a matter of grace, things that involve whether 
aliens can stay in the country or not.” Tr. of Oral Arg. 14.15 

13 Congress excepted from § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) “the granting of relief under 
[§] 1158(a).” Section 1158 concerns applications for asylum. Absent the 
exception, asylum applicants might fall within § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii)’s jurisdic­
tional bar because a statutory provision, § 1158(b)(1)(A), specifies that 
“the Attorney General may grant asylum.” (Emphasis added.) See 
Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U. S. 678, 697 (2001) (“ ‘may’ suggests discretion”). 

14 Amicus suggests that the word “any” in § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) should be 
read expansively to draw in decisions made discretionary by regulation. 
Brief for Court-Appointed Amicus Curiae in Support of Judgment Below 
21–23. But § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) does not say “any decision”; it says “any 
other decision.” And as we have just explained, other decisions falling 
within § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii)’s compass are most sensibly understood to include 
only decisions made discretionary by Congress. See Brief for Respondent 
19–20, and n. 11 (noting that “over thirty provisions in the relevant sub-
chapter of the INA . . . explicitly grant the Attorney General . . . ‘discre­
tion’ to make a certain decision”). 

15 Counsel offered this explanation in response to the question: “Why 
would Congress want to exclude review for discretionary judgments by 
the Attorney General that are recited explicitly to be discretionary in the 
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They include waivers of inadmissibility based on certain 
criminal offenses, § 1182(h), or based on fraud or misrepre­
sentation, § 1182(i); cancellation of removal, § 1229b; permis­
sion for voluntary departure, § 1229c; and adjustment of sta­
tus, § 1255. 

Other decisions specified by statute “to be in the discretion 
of the Attorney General,” and therefore shielded from court 
oversight by § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii), are of a like kind. See, e. g., 
§ 1157(c)(1) (discretion to admit refugees “determined to be 
of special humanitarian concern to the United States”); 
§ 1181(b) (discretion to waive requirement of documentation 
for readmission); § 1182(a)(3)(D)(iii) (discretion to waive, in 
certain cases, inadmissibility of aliens who have affiliated 
with a totalitarian party). Decisions on reopening motions 
made discretionary by regulation, in contrast, are adjunct 
rulings: The motion to reopen is a procedural device serving 
to ensure “that aliens [a]re getting a fair chance to have their 
claims heard.” Tr. of Oral Arg. 17. A court decision re­
versing the denial of a motion to reopen does not direct the 
Executive to afford the alien substantive relief; ordinarily, it 
touches and concerns only the question whether the alien’s 
claims have been accorded a reasonable hearing. 

If Congress wanted the jurisdictional bar to encompass de­
cisions specified as discretionary by regulation along with 
those made discretionary by statute, moreover, Congress 
could easily have said so. In other provisions enacted simul­
taneously with § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii), Congress expressed pre­
cisely that meaning. See IIRIRA § 213, 110 Stat. 3009–572 
(“immigration benefits pursuant to this Act, or the regula­
tions promulgated thereunder”), codified at 8 U. S. C. 
§ 1324c(e)(2); IIRIRA § 372, 110 Stat. 3009–646 (“any of the 
powers, privileges, or duties conferred or imposed by this 
Act or regulations issued thereunder”), codified at 8 U. S. C. 

statute, but provide judicial review for judgments that are just as lawfully 
discretionary because the Attorney General is given the authority to make 
them discretionary and has done so?” Tr. of Oral Arg. 9; see id., at 13–14. 
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§ 1103(a)(10). “[W]here Congress includes particular lan­
guage in one section of a statute but omits it in another sec­
tion of the same Act, it is generally presumed that Congress 
acts intentionally and purposely in the disparate inclusion 
or exclusion.” Nken v. Holder, 556 U. S. 418, 430 (2009) 
(internal quotation marks omitted). 

B 

The history of the relevant statutory provisions corrobo­
rates our determination that § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) does not pro­
scribe judicial review of denials of motions to reopen. At­
torney General regulations have long addressed reopening 
requests. See 6 Fed. Reg. 71–72 (1941). The current regu­
lations, adopted in 1996, 61 Fed. Reg. 18904–18906, derive 
from rules published in 1958, see 23 Fed. Reg. 9118–9119; 
Dada, 554 U. S., at 13. 

Enacting IIRIRA in 1996, Congress “transform[ed] the 
motion to reopen from a regulatory procedure to a statutory 
form of relief available to the alien.” Id., at 14. IIRIRA 
largely codified the Attorney General’s directions on filing 
reopening motions. See § 1229a(c)(7) (guaranteeing right to 
file one motion, prescribing contents, and setting deadlines). 

In the same legislation, Congress amended the INA ag­
gressively to expedite removal of aliens lacking a legal basis 
to remain in the United States. See Reno v. American-
Arab Anti-Discrimination Comm., 525 U. S. 471, 475 (1999). 
Among IIRIRA’s several proscriptions of judicial review is 
the one here at issue, § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii), barring review of 
administrative decisions Congress placed within the Attor­
ney General’s discretion. 

Congress thus simultaneously codified the process for fil­
ing motions to reopen and acted to bar judicial review of a 
number of executive decisions regarding removal. But Con­
gress did not codify the regulation delegating to the BIA 
discretion to grant or deny motions to reopen. See 8 CFR 
§ 1003.2(a) (reopening may be entertained not only on appli­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



250 KUCANA v. HOLDER 

Opinion of the Court 

cation; Board “may at any time reopen . . . on its own motion 
any case in which it has rendered a decision”). Had Con­
gress elected to insulate denials of motions to reopen from 
judicial review, it could have so specified together with its 
codification of directions on filing reopening motions. 

From the Legislature’s silence on the discretion of the At­
torney General (or his delegate, the Board) over reopening 
motions, see supra, at 243, n. 10, we take it that Congress 
left the matter where it was pre-IIRIRA: The BIA has broad 
discretion, conferred by the Attorney General, “to grant or 
deny a motion to reopen,” 8 CFR § 1003.2(a), but courts re­
tain jurisdiction to review, with due respect, the Board’s de­
cision.16 It is unsurprising that Congress would leave in 
place judicial oversight of this “important [procedural] safe­
guard” designed “to ensure a proper and lawful disposition” 
of immigration proceedings, Dada, 554 U. S., at 18, where, as 
here, the alien’s underlying claim (for asylum) would itself 
be reviewable.17 

In the REAL ID Act, Congress further amended the INA. 
By 2005, two Courts of Appeals had already ruled that 8 

16 A statement in the House Conference Report on IIRIRA, amicus sug­
gests, supports her argument that Congress intended broadly to foreclose 
judicial review of reopening denials. Brief for Court-Appointed Amicus 
Curiae in Support of Judgment Below 32–34. The Report states that 
§ 1252(a)(2)(B) “bars judicial review . . .  of any  decision or action of the 
Attorney General which is specified to be in the discretion of the Attorney 
General.” H. R. Conf. Rep. No. 104–828, p. 219 (1996). That statement, 
as we read it, simply summarizes the statutory text at a general level. It 
does not home in on the question whether decisions made discretionary 
only by regulation are judicially reviewable. 

17 We do not reach the question whether review of a reopening denial 
would be precluded if the court would lack jurisdiction over the alien’s 
underlying claim for relief. Some courts confronting that question have 
refused to consider petitions for review of a reopening denial that seeks 
to revisit the denial of the underlying claim; they have reasoned that hear­
ing the petition would end-run the bar to review of the petitioner’s core 
claim. See, e. g., Assaad v. Ashcroft, 378 F. 3d 471, 473–475 (CA5 2004) 
(per curiam). 
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U. S. C. § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) did not preclude them from review­
ing denials of motions to reopen, see Infanzon v. Ashcroft, 
386 F. 3d 1359, 1361–1362 (CA10 2004); Medina-Morales v. 
Ashcroft, 371 F. 3d 520, 528–529 (CA9 2004), and no court 
had reached a contrary result. Although adding or reformu­
lating provisions on asylum, § 101(a), (b), 119 Stat. 302–303, 
protection from removal, § 101(c), (d), id., at 303–305, even 
judicial review, § 106, id., at 310–311, the REAL ID Act did 
not disturb the unbroken line of decisions upholding court 
review of administrative denials of motions to reopen. See 
supra, at 242; supra, at 238–239, n. 1.18 

IV 

Any lingering doubt about the proper interpretation of 8 
U. S. C. § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) would be dispelled by a familiar 
principle of statutory construction: the presumption favoring 
judicial review of administrative action. When a statute 
is “reasonably susceptible to divergent interpretation, we 
adopt the reading that accords with traditional understand­
ings and basic principles: that executive determinations gen­
erally are subject to judicial review.” Gutierrez de Mar­
tinez v. Lamagno, 515 U. S. 417, 434 (1995). We have 
consistently applied that interpretive guide to legislation re­
garding immigration, and particularly to questions concern­
ing the preservation of federal-court jurisdiction. See, e. g., 
INS v. St. Cyr, 533 U. S. 289, 298 (2001); Catholic Social 
Services, Inc., 509 U. S., at 63–64; McNary, 498 U. S., at 496. 
Because the “presumption favoring interpretations of stat­
utes [to] allow judicial review of administrative action” is 

18 We express no opinion on whether federal courts may review the 
Board’s decision not to reopen removal proceedings sua sponte. Courts 
of Appeals have held that such decisions are unreviewable because 
sua sponte reopening is committed to agency discretion by law, see 5 
U. S. C. § 701(a)(2). See, e. g., Tamenut v. Mukasey, 521 F. 3d 1000, 1003– 
1004 (CA8 2008) (en banc) (per curiam) (agreeing with ten other Courts 
of Appeals). 
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“well-settled,” Catholic Social Services, Inc., 509 U. S., at 
63–64 (quoting McNary, 498 U. S., at 496), the Court assumes 
that “Congress legislates with knowledge of” the presump­
tion, id., at 496. It therefore takes “clear and convincing 
evidence” to dislodge the presumption. Catholic Social 
Services, Inc., 509 U. S., at 64 (internal quotation marks 
omitted). There is no such evidence here. 

Finally, we stress a paramount factor in the decision we 
render today. By defining the various jurisdictional bars by 
reference to other provisions in the INA itself, Congress en­
sured that it, and only it, would limit the federal courts’ ju­
risdiction. To read § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) to apply to matters 
where discretion is conferred on the Board by regulation, 
rather than on the Attorney General by statute, would ig­
nore that congressional design. If the Seventh Circuit’s con­
struction of § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) were to prevail, the Executive 
would have a free hand to shelter its own decisions from 
abuse-of-discretion appellate court review simply by issuing 
a regulation declaring those decisions “discretionary.” Such 
an extraordinary delegation of authority cannot be extracted 
from the statute Congress enacted. 

V 

A statute affecting federal jurisdiction “must be construed 
both with precision and with fidelity to the terms by which 
Congress has expressed its wishes.” Cheng Fan Kwok v. 
INS, 392 U. S. 206, 212 (1968). As we have noted, see supra, 
at 249, and as amicus emphasizes, “many provisions of 
IIRIRA [we]re aimed at protecting [from court review ex­
ercises of] the Executive’s discretion.” American-Arab 
Anti-Discrimination Comm., 525 U. S., at 486 (emphasis de­
leted). But “no law pursues its purpose at all costs, and . . .  
the textual limitations upon a law’s scope are no less a part 
of its ‘purpose’ than its substantive authorizations.” Ra­
panos v. United States, 547 U. S. 715, 752 (2006) (plurality 
opinion). While Congress pared back judicial review in 
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IIRIRA, it did not delegate to the Executive authority to do 
so. Action on motions to reopen, made discretionary by the 
Attorney General only, therefore remain subject to judicial 
review. 

* * * 

For the reasons stated, the judgment of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit is reversed, and 
the case is remanded for further proceedings consistent with 
this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Alito, concurring in the judgment. 

I agree that the Court of Appeals had jurisdiction to re­
view the denial of petitioner’s motion to reopen his removal 
proceeding, but I would decide this case on narrower 
grounds. The controlling statutory provision, 8 U. S. C. 
§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii), states that “no court shall have jurisdic­
tion to  review . . .  any . .  .  decision . . . of the Attorney 
General . . . the authority for which is specified under this 
subchapter to be in the discretion of the Attorney General.” 
(Emphasis added.) The phrase “under this subchapter” re­
fers to Subchapter II of Chapter 12 of Title 8, 8 U. S. C. 
§§ 1151–1381, see ante, at 239, n. 3, and, as the Court notes, 
no provision of Subchapter II confers discretionary authority 
on the Attorney General to decide motions to reopen, see 
ante, at 242–243, 249–250. The Court of Appeals, however, 
held that the Attorney General’s decision in this case was 
unreviewable because a regulation, 8 CFR § 1003.2(a) (2009), 
made that decision discretionary. 

If this regulation had been promulgated pursuant to au­
thority conferred by a provision of Subchapter II, we would 
have to confront the question that the opinion of the Court 
addresses. But it seems clear that § 1003.2, at least insofar 
as it gave the Attorney General the discretionary authority 
that he exercised in this case, is grounded on authority con­
ferred under Subchapter I of Chapter 12 of Title 8, 8 U. S. C. 
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§§ 1101–1107. See 8 U. S. C. § 1103(a) (1994 ed.) (giving the 
Attorney General the authority to “establish such regula­
tions . . . as he  deems necessary for carrying out his authority 
under [Chapter 12 of Title 8 of the U. S. Code]”). 

The amicus curiae whom we appointed to defend the deci­
sion of the Court of Appeals has attempted to link 8 CFR 
§ 1003.2 to Subchapter II. She notes that the Attorney Gen­
eral, in promulgating that regulation, cited not only 8 U. S. C. 
§ 1103(a), but also a provision of Subchapter II, 8 U. S. C. 
§ 1252b (1994 ed.). See 61 Fed. Reg. 18900, 18904 (1996).1 

This latter statutory provision2 conferred the authority to 
reopen a narrow set of deportation orders, i. e., those issued 
after the alien failed to appear at the deportation hearing. 
Although this statutory provision does not apply to petition­
er’s motion to reopen, amicus argues that “the section’s 

1 Two other provisions in Subchapter II refer to motions to reopen, but 
both were enacted after the implementation of 8 CFR § 1003.2 (2009), and 
therefore that regulation cannot be said to implement these provisions. 
See ante, at 243, n. 9. Title 8 U. S. C. § 1229a(c)(7), which addresses the 
procedural requirements for filing such a motion, and § 1252(b)(6), which 
requires consolidation of a motion to reopen with the underlying removal 
order, were enacted as part of the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immi­
grant Responsibility Act of 1996 (IIRIRA) in September 1996 and made 
effective in April 1997. See 110 Stat. 3009–593, 3009–609. Prior to that 
time, the consolidation provision was found in Subchapter I. See 8 
U. S. C. § 1105a(a)(6) (1994 ed.). 

2 This provision conferred the authority to rescind a deportation order 
“upon a motion to reopen filed within 180 days after the date of the order 
of deportation if the alien demonstrates that the failure to appear was 
because of exceptional circumstances . . . or .  . .  upon a motion to reopen 
filed at any time if the alien demonstrates that the alien did not receive 
notice . . . or the alien  demonstrates that the alien was in Federal or State 
custody and did not appear through no fault of the alien.” § 1252b(c)(3) 
(1994 ed.). 

A similar provision, enacted as part of IIRIRA, is now contained in 
§ 1229a(b)(5)(C) (2006 ed.). As the Government notes, this provision does 
not apply in this case because petitioner challenges the denial of his second 
motion to reopen, which the parties agree is governed by § 1229a(c)(7). 
Brief for Respondent 21, n. 13; id., at 6, n. 4. 
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brief allusion to motions to reopen clearly presupposed that 
the Attorney General had in place a more general procedure 
for reviewing all motions to reopen removal proceedings.” 
Brief for Court-Appointed Amicus Curiae in Support of 
Judgment Below 41–42. 

Amicus’ argument is ingenious but ultimately unpersua­
sive. At most, 8 U. S. C. § 1252b (1994 ed.) may be read as 
implicitly authorizing the promulgation of a regulation giv­
ing the Attorney General the discretion to reopen certain 
deportation orders that were issued in absentia. Petition­
er’s second motion to reopen, however, seeks reopening on 
grounds outside of § 1252b, and therefore 8 CFR § 1003.2, in­
sofar as it applies to petitioner’s case, was not issued pursu­
ant to Subchapter II and does not implement any provision 
of that Subchapter. 

For these reasons, this case can and should be decided on 
the narrow ground that, even if some regulations can render 
a decision of the Attorney General unreviewable, the regula­
tion at issue in this case does not have that effect. 
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SOUTH CAROLINA v. NORTH CAROLINA 

on exceptions to report of special master 

No. 138, Orig. Argued October 13, 2009—Decided January 20, 2010 

South Carolina brought this original action seeking an equitable appor­
tionment with North Carolina of the Catawba River’s waters. The 
Court referred the matter to a Special Master, together with the mo­
tions of three nonstate entities—the Catawba River Water Supply Proj­
ect (CRWSP), Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC (Duke Energy), and the 
city of Charlotte, N. C.—seeking leave to intervene as parties. South 
Carolina opposed the motions. After a hearing, the Special Master 
granted all three motions and, on South Carolina’s request, memori­
alized her reasoning in a First Interim Report. Among other things, 
she recognized that New Jersey v. New York, 345 U. S. 369, 373, sets 
forth the “appropriate” standard for a nonstate entity’s intervention 
in an original action; looked beyond intervention to original ac­
tions in which the Court allowed complaining States to name nonstate 
entities as defendants in order to give that standard context; “dis­
tilled” from the cases a broad rule governing intervention; and applied 
that rule to each of the proposed intervenors. South Carolina pre­
sented exceptions. 

Held: The CRWSP and Duke Energy have satisfied the appropriate inter­
vention standard, but Charlotte has not. Pp. 264–276. 

(a) Under New Jersey v. New York, “[a]n intervenor whose state is 
already a party should have the burden of showing some compelling 
interest in his own right, apart from his interest in a class with all 
other citizens and creatures of the state, which interest is not properly 
represented by the state.” 345 U. S., at 373. That standard applies 
equally well in this case. Although high, the standard is not insur­
mountable. See, e. g., Oklahoma v. Texas, 258 U. S. 574, 581. The 
Court declines to adopt the Special Master’s proposed intervention rule, 
under which nonstate entities may become parties to original disputes 
in appropriate and compelling circumstances, such as where, e. g., the 
nonstate entity is the instrumentality authorized to carry out the 
wrongful conduct or injury for which the complaining State seeks relief. 
A compelling reason for allowing citizens to participate in one original 
action is not necessarily a compelling reason for allowing them to inter­
vene in all original actions. Pp. 264–268. 

(b) This Court applies the New Jersey v. New York standard to the 
proposed intervenors. Pp. 268–276. 
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(1) The CRWSP should be allowed to intervene. It is an unusual 
bistate entity that is jointly owned and regulated by, and supplies water 
from the river to, North Carolina’s Union County and South Carolina’s 
Lancaster County. It has shown a compelling interest in protecting the 
viability of its operations, which are premised on a fine balance between 
the joint venture’s two participating counties. The stresses this litiga­
tion would place on the CRWSP threaten to upset that balance. More­
over, neither State has sufficient interest in maintaining that balance 
to represent the full scope of the CRWSP’s interests. The complaint 
attributes a portion of the total water transfers alleged to have harmed 
South Carolina to the CRWSP, but North Carolina cannot represent the 
joint venture’s interests, since it will likely respond to the complaint’s 
demand for a greater share of the river’s water by taking the position 
that downstream users—such as Lancaster County—should receive less 
water. See, e. g., Colorado v. New Mexico, 459 U. S. 176, 186–187. Any 
disruption to the CRWSP’s operations would increase—not lessen—the 
difficulty of achieving a “just and equitable” allocation in this dispute. 
See Nebraska v. Wyoming, 325 U. S. 589, 618. Pp. 268–271. 

(2) Duke Energy should also be permitted to intervene. It has 
carried its burden of showing unique and compelling interests: It oper­
ates 11 dams and reservoirs in both States that generate electricity for 
the region and control the river’s flow; holds a 50-year federal license 
governing its hydroelectric power operations; and is the entity that or­
chestrated a multistakeholder negotiation process culminating in a Com­
prehensive Relicensing Agreement (CRA), signed by 70 entities from 
both States, which sets the terms under which Duke Energy has applied 
to renew its license. These interests will be relevant to the Court’s 
ultimate decision, since it is likely that any equitable apportionment of 
the river will need to take into account the amount of water that Duke 
Energy needs to sustain its operations. And, there is no other similarly 
situated entity on the river, setting Duke Energy’s interests apart from 
the class of all other citizens of the States. Just as important, Duke 
Energy has a unique and compelling interest in protecting the terms of 
its license and as the entity that orchestrated the CRA, which repre­
sents a consensus regarding the appropriate minimum continuous flow 
of river water into South Carolina under a variety of natural conditions 
and the conservation measures to be taken during droughts. Moreover, 
neither State is situated to properly represent Duke Energy’s compel­
ling interests. Neither has signed the CRA or expressed an intention 
to defend its terms, and, in fact, North Carolina intends to seek its 
modification. Pp. 271–273. 

(3) However, because Charlotte’s interest is not sufficiently unique 
and will be properly represented by North Carolina, the city’s interven­
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tion is not required. Charlotte is a North Carolina municipality, and 
for purposes of this litigation, its water transfers from the river basin 
constitute part of that State’s equitable share. While the complaint 
names Charlotte as an entity authorized by North Carolina to carry out 
a large water transfer from the river basin, the complaint does not seek 
relief against Charlotte directly, but, rather, seeks relief against all 
North Carolina-authorized water transfers in excess of that State’s equi­
table share. Charlotte, therefore, occupies a class of affected North 
Carolina water users, and the magnitude of its authorized transfer does 
not distinguish it in kind from other class members. Nor does Char­
lotte represent interstate interests that fall on both sides of this dispute, 
as does the CRWSP. Pp. 274–276. 

Exceptions to Special Master’s First Interim Report overruled in part and 
sustained in part. 

Alito, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Stevens, Scalia, 
Kennedy, and Breyer, JJ., joined. Roberts, C. J., filed an opinion con­
curring in the judgment in part and dissenting in part, in which Thomas, 
Ginsburg, and Sotomayor, JJ., joined, post, p. 276. 

David C. Frederick argued the cause for plaintiff. With 
him on the briefs were Henry Dargan McMaster, Attorney 
General of South Carolina, John W. McIntosh, Chief Deputy 
Attorney General, Robert D. Cook, Assistant Deputy Attor­
ney General, T. Parkin Hunter and Leigh Childs Cantey, 
Assistant Attorneys General, Scott H. Angstreich, Scott K. 
Attaway, and Michael K. Gottlieb. 

Eric D. Miller argued the cause for the United States as 
amicus curiae. On the brief were then-Acting Solicitor 
General Kneedler, Acting Assistant Attorney General Cru­
den, William M. Jay, and K. Jack Haugrud. 

H. Christopher Bartolomucci argued the cause for the in­
tervention movants. With him on the brief for the City of 
Charlotte were James T. Banks, Adam J. Siegel, Parker D. 
Thomson, DeWitt F. McCarley, and H. Michael Boyd. 
Thomas C. Goldstein, Troy D. Cahill, James W. Sheedy, and 
Susan E. Driscoll filed a brief for the Catawba River Water 
Supply Project. Carter G. Phillips, Virginia A. Seitz, and 
Garry S. Rice filed a brief for Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC. 
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Christopher G. Browning, Jr., argued the cause for defend­
ant. With him on the brief were Roy Cooper, Attorney Gen­
eral of North Carolina, James C. Gulick, J. Allen Jernigan, 
Marc D. Bernstein, and Jennie W. Hauser. 

Justice Alito delivered the opinion of the Court. 

The State of South Carolina brought this original action 
against the State of North Carolina, seeking an equitable 
apportionment of the Catawba River. We appointed a Spe­
cial Master and referred the matter to her, together with the 
motions of three nonstate entities seeking to intervene in 
the dispute as parties. South Carolina opposed the motions. 
After holding a hearing, the Special Master granted the mo­
tions and, upon South Carolina’s request, memorialized the 
reasons for her decision in a First Interim Report. South 
Carolina then presented exceptions, and we set the matter 
for argument. 

Two of the three proposed intervenors have satisfied the 
standard for intervention in original actions that we articu­
lated nearly 60 years ago in New Jersey v. New York, 345 
U. S. 369 (1953) (per curiam). Accordingly, we overrule 
South Carolina’s exceptions with respect to the Catawba 
River Water Supply Project (hereinafter CRWSP) and Duke 
Energy Carolinas, LLC (hereinafter Duke Energy), but we 
sustain South Carolina’s exception with respect to the city 
of Charlotte, North Carolina (hereinafter Charlotte). 

I
 
A
 

We granted leave for South Carolina to file its complaint 
in this matter two years ago. South Carolina v. North Car­
olina, 552 U. S. 804 (2007). The gravamen of the complaint 
is that North Carolina has authorized upstream transfers of 
water from the Catawba River basin that exceed North Car­
olina’s equitable share of the river. It has done so, according 
to the complaint, pursuant to a North Carolina statute that 
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requires any person seeking to transfer more than 2 million 
gallons of water per day (mgd) from the Catawba River basin 
to obtain a permit from the North Carolina Environmental 
Management Commission. See N. C. Gen. Stat. Ann. § 143– 
215.22L(a)(1) (Lexis 2007); § 143–215.22G(1)(h). Through 
that agency, the complaint alleges, North Carolina has issued 
at least two such permits, one to Charlotte for the transfer 
of up to 33 mgd, and one to the North Carolina cities of Con­
cord and Kannapolis for the transfer of 10 mgd. In addition, 
the complaint alleges, North Carolina’s permitting statute 
“grandfathers” a 5 mgd transfer by the CRWSP, and “im­
plicitly authorize[s]” an unknown number of transfers of 
less than 2 mgd. Complaint ¶¶ 18, 21, 22. South Carolina 
claims that the net effect of these upstream transfers is to 
deprive South Carolina of its equitable share of the Catawba 
River’s water, particularly during periods of drought or low 
river flow. 

South Carolina seeks relief in the form of a decree that 
equitably apportions the Catawba River between the two 
States, enjoins North Carolina from authorizing transfers of 
water from the Catawba River exceeding that State’s equita­
ble share, and declares North Carolina’s permitting statute 
invalid to the extent it is used to authorize transfers of water 
from the Catawba River that exceed North Carolina’s equi­
table share. See generally Complaint, Prayer for Relief 
¶¶ 1–3. The complaint does not specify a minimum flow of 
water that would satisfy South Carolina’s equitable needs, 
but it does offer a point of reference. In a recent “multi­
stakeholder negotiation process” involving the Federal En­
ergy Regulatory Commission (hereinafter FERC), Duke En­
ergy, and various groups from both States, it was agreed, 
according to the complaint, that South Carolina should re­
ceive from the Catawba River a continuous flow of water of 
no less than 1,100 cubic feet per second, or about 711 mgd. 
Complaint ¶ 14. 
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This negotiated figure may prove unattainable. Accord­
ing to the complaint, natural conditions and periodic fluctua­
tions have caused the Catawba River’s flow to fall below 
1,100 cubic feet per second. Duke Energy, which generates 
hydroelectric power from a series of reservoirs on the Ca­
tawba River, developed a model to estimate the river’s 
flow if the river were not impounded. Id., ¶¶ 8, 16. The 
complaint notes that according to Duke Energy’s model, the 
Catawba River—even in its natural state—often would not 
deliver into South Carolina a minimum average daily flow 
of 1,100 cubic feet per second. Id., ¶ 16; App. to Motion of 
State of South Carolina for Leave To File Complaint, Com­
plaint, and Brief in Support of its Motion for Leave To File 
Complaint 18. South Carolina contends that North Caroli­
na’s authorization of large transfers of water from the Ca­
tawba River basin has exacerbated these conditions. 

Shortly after we granted leave to file the complaint, two of 
the entities named in the complaint—the CRWSP and Duke 
Energy—filed motions for leave to intervene as parties. 
The CRWSP sought leave to intervene as a party-defendant, 
asserting its interest as a “riparian user of the Catawba 
River” and claiming that this interest was not adequately 
represented because of the CRWSP’s “interstate nature.” 
Motion of CRWSP for Leave To Intervene and Brief in Sup­
port of Motion 8, 9. Specifically, the CRWSP noted that it 
is a bistate entity that is jointly owned and regulated by, and 
supplies water to, North Carolina’s Union County and South 
Carolina’s Lancaster County. Id., at 9. Duke Energy 
sought leave to intervene and file an answer, asserting an 
interest as the operator of 11 dams and reservoirs on the 
Catawba River that control the river’s flow, as the holder of 
a 50-year license 1 governing Duke Energy’s hydroelectric 

1 The license was issued in 1958 to Duke Energy’s predecessor by the 
Federal Power Commission, a predecessor of the FERC. For conven­
ience, we will refer to Duke Energy’s “FERC license” herein. 
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power operations, and as the entity that orchestrated the 
multistakeholder negotiation process culminating in a Com­
prehensive Relicensing Agreement (CRA) signed by 70 enti­
ties from both States in 2006. Duke Energy’s Motion and 
Brief in Support of Motion To Intervene and File Answer, 
and Answer 2, 5. This CRA set forth the terms under 
which Duke Energy has applied to renew its FERC license, 
id., at 5, and Duke Energy asserted that neither State would 
represent its “particular amalgam of federal, state and pri­
vate interests,” id., at 14. South Carolina opposed both mo­
tions, and we referred them to the Special Master. 552 U. S. 
1160 (2008). 

One month later, a third entity named in the complaint, 
the city of Charlotte, also sought leave to intervene as a 
party-defendant. In its brief, Charlotte asserted an inter­
est, both as the holder of a permit authorizing the transfer 
of 33 mgd from the Catawba River basin—the largest single 
transfer identified in the complaint—and as the potential 
source of the 10 mgd transfer approved for the cities of Con­
cord and Kannapolis. Motion for Leave To Intervene of 
City of Charlotte, North Carolina, and Brief in Support of 
Motion 5, 7.2 Charlotte argued that North Carolina could 
not represent the city’s interests effectively because the 
State was dutybound to represent the interests of all North 
Carolina users of the Catawba River’s water, including users 
whose interests were not aligned with Charlotte’s. Id., 
at 17. South Carolina also opposed Charlotte’s motion, and 
we referred it to the Special Master. 552 U. S. 1254 (2008). 

2 Charlotte also asserted an interest in protecting the terms of the CRA, 
to which Charlotte was a signatory but to which North Carolina, which 
has conflicting duties under § 401 of the Clean Water Act, 86 Stat. 877, as 
added, 33 U. S. C. § 1341, was not. North Carolina opposed this argument, 
and the Special Master did not rely on it in recommending that Charlotte’s 
motion to intervene should be granted. As Charlotte does not reassert 
this argument here, we do not consider it. 
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B 

The Special Master held a hearing and issued an order 
granting all three motions for leave to intervene. At South 
Carolina’s request, the Special Master set forth her findings 
and decision as a First Interim Report, and it is this Report 
to which South Carolina now presents exceptions. 

The Special Master recognized that this Court has exer­
cised jurisdiction over nonstate parties in original actions 
between two or more States. She also recognized that in 
New Jersey v. New York, 345 U. S. 369, the Court considered 
the “appropriate standard” for a nonstate entity’s motion to 
intervene in an original action. First Interim Report of 
Special Master, O. T. 2008, No. 138, Orig., p. 12 (First Interim 
Rept.). But in attempting to give context to our standard, 
she looked beyond intervention and considered original ac­
tions in which the Court has allowed nonstate entities to be 
named as defendants by the complaining State. From those 
examples, the Special Master “distilled the following rule” 
governing motions to intervene in original actions by non-
state entities: 

“Although the Court’s original jurisdiction presump­
tively is reserved for disputes between sovereign states 
over sovereign matters, non-state entities may become 
parties to such original disputes in appropriate and com­
pelling circumstances, such as where the non-state en­
tity is the instrumentality authorized to carry out the 
wrongful conduct or injury for which the complaining 
state seeks relief, where the non-state entity has an in­
dependent property interest that is directly implicated 
by the original dispute or is a substantial factor in the 
dispute, where the non-state entity otherwise has a ‘di­
rect stake’ in the outcome of the action within the mean­
ing of the Court’s cases discussed above, or where, to­
gether with one or more of the above circumstances, the 
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presence of the non-state entity would advance the ‘full 
exposition’ of the issues.” Id., at 20–21. 

Applying this broad rule, the Special Master found that 
each proposed intervenor had a sufficiently compelling inter­
est to justify intervention. The Special Master rejected 
South Carolina’s proposal to limit intervention to the remedy 
phase of this litigation and recommended that this Court 
grant the motions to intervene. 

II 
A 

Participation by nonstate parties in actions arising under 
our original jurisdiction is not a new development. Article 
III, § 2, of the Constitution expressly contemplates suits “be­
tween a State and Citizens of another State” as falling within 
our original jurisdiction, see, e. g., Georgia v. Brailsford, 2 
Dall. 402 (1792), and for more than two centuries the Court 
has exercised that jurisdiction over nonstate parties in suits 
between two or more States, see New York v. Connecticut, 
4 Dall. 1 (1799); Missouri v. Illinois, 180 U. S. 208, 224–225 
(1901). Nonstate entities have even participated as parties 
in disputes between States, such as the one before us now, 
where the States were seeking equitable apportionment of 
water resources. See, e. g., Arizona v. California, 460 U. S. 
605, 608, n. 1 (1983); Texas v. New Mexico, 343 U. S. 932 
(1952); New Jersey v. City of New York, 279 U. S. 823 (1929) 
(per curiam). It is, thus, not a novel proposition to accord 
party status to a citizen in an original action between States. 

This Court likewise has granted leave, under appropriate 
circumstances, for nonstate entities to intervene as parties 
in original actions between States for nearly 90 years. See 
Maryland v. Louisiana, 451 U. S. 725, 745, n. 21 (1981). In 
Oklahoma v. Texas, 258 U. S. 574, 581, 598 (1922), a boundary 
dispute that threatened to erupt in armed hostilities, the 
Court allowed individual and corporate citizens to intervene 
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to protect their rights in contested land. See, e. g., Okla­
homa v. Texas, 254 U. S. 609 (1920).3 More recently, the 
Court has allowed a municipality to intervene in a sovereign 
boundary dispute, see Texas v. Louisiana, 426 U. S. 465, 466 
(1976) (per curiam), and has permitted private corporations 
to intervene in an original action challenging a State’s im­
position of a tax that burdened interstate commerce and 
contravened the Supremacy Clause, see Maryland v. Lou­
isiana, supra, at 745, n. 21. 

In this case, the Special Master crafted a rule of interven­
tion that accounts for the full compass of our precedents. 
But a compelling reason for allowing citizens to participate 
in one original action is not necessarily a compelling reason 
for allowing citizens to intervene in all original actions. We 
therefore decline to adopt the Special Master’s proposed 
rule. As the Special Master acknowledged, the Court in 
New Jersey v. New York, supra, set down the “appropriate 
standard” for intervention in original actions by nonstate 
entities. First Interim Rept. 12. We believe the standard 
that we applied in that case applies equally well here.4 

In 1929, the State of New Jersey sued the State of New 
York and city of New York for their diversion of the Dela­

3 
The Chief Justice argues against drawing conclusions from the in­

tervention that we allowed in Oklahoma v. Texas, 254 U. S. 609 (1920). 
See post, at 283 (opinion concurring in judgment in part and dissenting in 
part). But the circumstances surrounding that dispute fit the “ ‘model 
case’ ” for invoking this Court’s original jurisdiction, post, at 277, and coun­
sel against inferring from our precedents, as The Chief Justice does 
with respect to equitable apportionment actions, a rule against nonstate 
intervention in such “weighty controversies,” ibid. 

4 Accordingly, we need not decide South Carolina’s first exception to the 
Special Master’s conclusion that intervention is proper “whenever the 
movant is the ‘instrumentality’ authorized to engage in conduct alleged to 
harm the plaintiff State, has an ‘independent property interest’ at issue in 
the action, or otherwise has a ‘direct stake’ in the outcome of the action.” 
Exceptions of State of South Carolina to First Interim Report of Special 
Master and Brief in Support of Exceptions i. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



266 SOUTH CAROLINA v. NORTH CAROLINA 

Opinion of the Court 

ware River’s headwaters. 345 U. S., at 370. The Court 
granted the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania leave to inter­
vene and, in 1931, entered a decree enjoining certain diver­
sions of water by the State of New York and the city of New 
York. Id., at 371. In 1952, the city of New York moved to 
modify the decree, and New Jersey and Pennsylvania filed 
oppositions. After the Court referred the matter to a Spe­
cial Master, the city of Philadelphia sought leave to intervene 
on the basis of its use of the Delaware River’s water. Id., 
at 371–372. 

This Court denied Philadelphia leave to intervene. Penn­
sylvania had intervened pro interesse suo “to protect the 
rights and interests of Philadelphia and Eastern Pennsylva­
nia in the Delaware River.” Id., at 374; see also New Jersey 
v. New York, 283 U. S. 336, 342 (1931). In view of Pennsyl­
vania’s participation, the Court wrote that when a State is 
“a party to a suit involving a matter of sovereign interest,” 
it is parens patriae and “ ‘must be deemed to represent all 
[of] its citizens.’ ” 345 U. S., at 372–373 (quoting Kentucky 
v. Indiana, 281 U. S. 163, 173–174 (1930)). This principle 
serves the twin purposes of ensuring that due respect is 
given to “sovereign dignity” and providing “a working rule 
for good judicial administration.” 345 U. S., at 373. The 
Court, thus, set forth the following standard governing in­
tervention in an original action by a nonstate entity: 

“An intervenor whose state is already a party should 
have the burden of showing some compelling interest in 
his own right, apart from his interest in a class with all 
other citizens and creatures of the state, which interest 
is not properly represented by the state.” Ibid. 

On several subsequent occasions the Court has reaffirmed 
this “general rule.” See Nebraska v. Wyoming, 515 U. S. 1, 
21–22 (1995); United States v. Nevada, 412 U. S. 534, 538 
(1973) (per curiam); Illinois v. Milwaukee, 406 U. S. 91, 97 
(1972). 
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We acknowledge that the standard for intervention in orig­
inal actions by nonstate entities is high—and appropriately 
so. Such actions tax the limited resources of this Court by 
requiring us “awkwardly to play the role of factfinder” and 
diverting our attention from our “primary responsibility as 
an appellate tribunal.” Ohio v. Wyandotte Chemicals Corp., 
401 U. S. 493, 498 (1971); Maryland v. Louisiana, 451 U. S. 
725, 762 (1981) (Rehnquist, J., dissenting). In order to en­
sure that original actions do not assume the “dimensions of 
ordinary class actions,” New Jersey v. New York, 345 U. S., 
at 373, we exercise our original jurisdiction “sparingly” and 
retain “substantial discretion” to decide whether a particular 
claim requires “an original forum in this Court,” Mississippi 
v. Louisiana, 506 U. S. 73, 76 (1992) (internal quotation 
marks omitted). 

Respect for state sovereignty also calls for a high thresh­
old to intervention by nonstate parties in a sovereign dispute 
committed to this Court’s original jurisdiction. Under 28 
U. S. C. § 1251, this Court exercises “original and exclusive” 
jurisdiction to resolve controversies between States that, if 
arising among independent nations, “would be settled by 
treaty or by force.” Kansas v. Colorado, 206 U. S. 46, 98 
(1907). This Court has described its original jurisdiction as 
“delicate and grave,” Louisiana v. Texas, 176 U. S. 1, 15 
(1900), and has guarded against its use as a forum in which 
“a state might be judicially impeached on matters of policy 
by its own subjects,” New Jersey v. New York, supra, at 373. 
In its sovereign capacity, a State represents the interests of 
its citizens in an original action, the disposition of which 
binds the citizens. Nebraska v. Wyoming, supra, at 22; New 
Jersey v. New York, 345 U. S., at 372–373. A respect for 
sovereign dignity, therefore, counsels in favor of restraint in 
allowing nonstate entities to intervene in such disputes. 
See ibid.; accord, United States v. Texas, 143 U. S. 621, 643 
(1892) (“[E]xclusive jurisdiction was given to this court, be­
cause it best comported with the dignity of a State, that a 
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case in which it was a party should be determined in the 
highest, rather than in a subordinate judicial tribunal of the 
nation”).5 

That the standard for intervention in original actions by 
nonstate entities is high, however, does not mean that it is 
insurmountable. Indeed, as the Special Master correctly 
recognized, our practice long has been to allow such in­
tervention in compelling circumstances. See Oklahoma v. 
Texas, 258 U. S., at 581. Over the “strong objections” of 
three States, for example, the Court allowed Indian tribes 
to intervene in a sovereign dispute concerning the equitable 
apportionment of the Colorado River. Arizona v. Califor­
nia, 460 U. S., at 613. The Court did so notwithstanding the 
Tribes’ simultaneous representation by the United States. 
Id., at 608–609, 612. And in a boundary dispute among 
Texas, Louisiana, and the United States, the Court allowed 
the city of Port Arthur, Texas, to intervene for the purpose 
of protecting its interests in islands in which the United 
States claimed title. Texas v. Louisiana, 426 U. S., at 466; 
Texas v. Louisiana, 416 U. S. 965 (1974). In both of these 
examples, the Court found compelling interests that war­
ranted allowing nonstate entities to intervene in original ac­
tions in which the intervenors were nominally represented 
by sovereign parties. 

B 
1 

Applying the standard of New Jersey v. New York, supra, 
here, we conclude that the CRWSP has demonstrated a suf­

5 South Carolina has not invoked the Eleventh Amendment as a basis 
for opposing intervention. It has noted, however, that the proposed inter­
venors’ claims are, in effect, against South Carolina, and thus has reserved 
the right to argue that the Eleventh Amendment bars particular forms of 
relief sought by the proposed intervenors. As in New Jersey v. New York, 
345 U. S. 369, 372 (1953) (per curiam), we express no view whether the 
Eleventh Amendment is implicated where a nonstate entity seeks to inter­
vene as a defendant in an original action over a State’s objection. 
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ficiently compelling interest that is unlike the interests of 
other citizens of the States. The CRWSP is an unusual mu­
nicipal entity, established as a joint venture with the encour­
agement of regulatory authorities in both States and de­
signed to serve the increasing water needs of Union County, 
North Carolina, and Lancaster County, South Carolina. It 
has an advisory board consisting of representatives from 
both counties, draws its revenues from its bistate sales, and 
operates infrastructure and assets that are owned by both 
counties as tenants-in-common. We are told that approxi­
mately 100,000 individuals in each State receive their water 
from the CRWSP and that “roughly half” of the CRWSP’s 
total withdrawals of water from the Catawba River go to 
South Carolina consumers. Reply of CRWSP to Exceptions 
of South Carolina to First Interim Report of Special Master 
22 (hereinafter CRWSP Reply). It is difficult to conceive of 
a more purely bistate entity. 

In addition, the CRWSP relies upon authority granted by 
both States to draw water from the Catawba River and 
transfer that water from the Catawba River basin. The 
CRWSP draws all of its water from an intake located below 
the Lake Wylie dam in South Carolina. South Carolina li­
censed the CRWSP to withdraw a total of 100 mgd from the 
Catawba River and issued a certificate to the CRWSP in 
1989 authorizing up to 20 mgd to be transferred out of the 
Catawba River basin. Id., at 6–7; Answer to Bill of Com­
plaint ¶ 21. Lancaster County currently uses approximately 
2 mgd of this amount, Union County uses approximately 5 
mgd, and the remaining 13 mgd are not used at this time. 
CRWSP Reply 7. The CRWSP pumps Union County’s allo­
cation across the state border pursuant to a parallel certifi­
cate issued by North Carolina authorizing a 5 mgd transfer, 
ibid., and the complaint specifically identifies this transfer 
as contributing to South Carolina’s harm, Complaint ¶ 21. 
Thus, the CRWSP’s activities depend upon authority con­
ferred by both States. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



270 SOUTH CAROLINA v. NORTH CAROLINA 

Opinion of the Court 

On these facts, we think it is clear that the CRWSP has 
carried its burden of showing a compelling interest in the 
outcome of this litigation that distinguishes the CRWSP 
from all other citizens of the party States. See New Jersey 
v. New York, 345 U. S., at 373. Apart from its interest as a 
user of the Catawba River’s water, the CRWSP has made a 
$30 million investment in its plant and infrastructure, with 
each participating county incurring approximately half of 
this cost as debt. Each county is responsible for one-half of 
the CRWSP’s cost of operations, and the venture is designed 
to break even from year to year. Any disruption to the 
CRWSP’s operations would increase—not lessen—the diffi­
culty of our task in achieving a “just and equitable” alloca­
tion in this dispute. See Nebraska v. Wyoming, 325 U. S. 
589, 618 (1945). We believe that the CRWSP has shown a 
compelling interest in protecting the viability of its opera­
tions, which are premised on a fine balance between the joint 
venture’s two participating counties. 

We are further persuaded that neither State can properly 
represent the interests of the CRWSP in this litigation. See 
New Jersey v. New York, supra, at 373. The complaint at­
tributes a portion of the total water transfers that have 
harmed South Carolina to the CRWSP, yet North Carolina 
expressly states that it “cannot represent the interests of the 
joint venture.” Tr. of Oral Arg. 54. A moment’s reflection 
reveals why this is so. In this dispute, as in all disputes 
over limited resources, each State maximizes its equitable 
share of the Catawba River’s water only by arguing that the 
other State’s equitable share must be reduced. See, e. g., 
Colorado v. New Mexico, 459 U. S. 176, 186–187 (1982). It 
is thus likely that North Carolina, in response to South Caro­
lina’s demand for a greater share of the Catawba River’s 
water, will take the position that downstream users—such 
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as Lancaster County 6—should receive less water. See Tr. 
of Oral Arg. 52 (“From North Carolina’s perspective, 
South Carolina is receiving much more water under this ne­
gotiated agreement than they could ever hope to achieve in 
an equitable apportionment action”). The stresses that this 
litigation would place upon the CRWSP threaten to upset 
the fine balance on which the joint venture is premised, and 
neither State has sufficient interest in maintaining that bal­
ance to represent the full scope of the CRWSP’s interests. 

Accordingly, we believe that the CRWSP should be al­
lowed to intervene to represent its own compelling inter­
ests in this litigation. We thus overrule South Carolina’s 
exception. 

2 

We conclude, as well, that Duke Energy has demonstrated 
powerful interests that likely will shape the outcome of this 
litigation. To place these interests in context, it is instruc­
tive to consider the “flexible” process by which we arrive at a 
“ ‘just and equitable’ apportionment” of an interstate stream. 
Colorado v. New Mexico, supra, at 183. We do not approach 
the task in formulaic fashion, New Jersey v. New York, 283 
U. S., at 343, but we consider “all relevant factors,” including, 
but not limited to: 

“ ‘physical and climatic conditions, the consumptive use 
of water in the several sections of the river, the charac­
ter and rate of return flows, the extent of established 

6 As a further complication, we are told, Lancaster County has an obliga­
tion to provide water service to certain customers in Mecklenburg County, 
North Carolina. CRWSP Reply 6. Thus, South Carolina may not be in­
terested in protecting all uses of Lancaster County’s share of the 
CRWSP’s water. This additional intermingling of state interests further 
supports our conclusion that neither State adequately represents the 
CRWSP’s inherently bistate interests. 
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uses, the availability of storage water, the practical ef­
fect of wasteful uses on downstream areas, [and] the 
damage to upstream areas as compared to the benefits 
to downstream areas if a limitation is imposed on the 
former.’ ” Colorado v. New Mexico, supra, at 183 (quot­
ing Nebraska v. Wyoming, supra, at 618). 

In performing this task, there is no substitute for “ ‘the exer­
cise of an informed judgment,’ ” Colorado v. New Mexico, 
supra, at 183, and we will not hesitate to seek out the most 
relevant information from the source best situated to provide 
it. See Maryland v. Louisiana, 451 U. S., at 745, n. 21 
(allowing intervention of private pipeline companies “in the 
interest of a full exposition of the issues”). 

With these considerations in mind, we turn to Duke Ener­
gy’s asserted interests. Duke Energy operates 11 dams and 
reservoirs in both States that generate electricity for the 
region and control the flow of the river. The complaint itself 
acknowledges the relationship between river flow and Duke 
Energy’s operations, noting that a severe drought that ended 
in 2002 forced Duke Energy to “reduce dramatically” its 
hydroelectric power generation from the Catawba River. 
Complaint ¶ 17(c). It is likely that any equitable apportion­
ment of the river will need to take into account the amount 
of water that Duke Energy needs to sustain its operations 
and provide electricity to the region, thus giving Duke En­
ergy a strong interest in the outcome of this litigation. See 
Colorado v. New Mexico, supra, at 188 (noting the appropri­
ateness of considering “the balance of harm and benefit that 
might result” from a State’s proposed diversion of a river). 
There is, moreover, no other similarly situated entity on the 
Catawba River, setting Duke Energy’s interests apart from 
the class of all other citizens of the States. See New Jersey 
v. New York, 345 U. S., at 373. 

Just as important, Duke Energy has a unique and compel­
ling interest in protecting the terms of its existing FERC 
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license and the CRA that forms the basis of Duke Energy’s 
pending renewal application.7 Through its dams, Duke En­
ergy controls the flow of the Catawba River under the terms 
of its 50-year FERC license, which regulates the very sub­
ject matter in dispute: the river’s minimum flow into South 
Carolina. See Order Issuing License (Major), Duke Power 
Co., Project No. 2232, 20 F. P. C. 360, 371–372 (1958) (Arts. 
31 and 32). The CRA, likewise, represents the full consen­
sus of 70 parties from both States regarding the appropriate 
minimum continuous flow of Catawba River water into South 
Carolina under a variety of natural conditions and, in times 
of drought, the conservation measures to be taken by entities 
that withdraw water from the Catawba River. These fac­
tors undeniably are relevant to any “just and equitable ap­
portionment” of the Catawba River, see Colorado v. New 
Mexico, 459 U. S., at 183, and we are likely to consider them 
in reaching our ultimate disposition of this case. Thus, we 
find that Duke Energy has carried its burden of showing 
unique and compelling interests. 

We also have little difficulty in concluding that neither 
State sufficiently represents these compelling interests. 
Neither State has signed the CRA or expressed an intention 
to defend its terms. To the contrary, North Carolina has 
expressed an intention to seek its modification. Tr. of Oral 
Arg. 51–52. Given the importance of Duke Energy’s inter­
ests and their relevance to our ultimate decision, we believe 
these interests should be represented by a party in this ac­
tion, and we find that neither State is situated to do so prop­
erly. We believe that Duke Energy should be permitted to 
represent its own interests. 

For these reasons, we agree with the Special Master that 
Duke Energy should be permitted to intervene, and we over­
rule South Carolina’s exception in that regard. 

7 Duke Energy is operating under a temporary extension of its 50-year 
FERC license, which expired in 2008, and the CRA represents Duke Ener­
gy’s investment in a new 50-year license. 
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3 

We conclude, however, that Charlotte has not carried its 
burden of showing a sufficient interest for intervention in 
this action. Charlotte is a municipality of North Carolina, 
and for purposes of this litigation, its transfers of water from 
the Catawba River basin constitute part of North Carolina’s 
equitable share. While it is true that the complaint names 
Charlotte as an entity authorized by North Carolina to carry 
out a large transfer of water from the Catawba River basin, 
the complaint does not seek relief against Charlotte directly. 
Rather, the complaint seeks relief against all North 
Carolina-authorized transfers of water from the Catawba 
River basin, “past or future,” in excess of North Carolina’s 
equitable share. Complaint, Prayer for Relief ¶ 2. Char­
lotte, therefore, occupies a class of affected North Carolina 
users of water, and the magnitude of Charlotte’s authorized 
transfer does not distinguish it in kind from other members 
of the class. See New Jersey v. New York, supra, at 373, 
and n. (noting that Philadelphia represented half of Penn­
sylvania’s citizens in the watershed). Nor does Charlotte 
represent interstate interests that fall on both sides of this 
dispute, as the CRWSP does, such that the viability of 
Charlotte’s operations in the face of this litigation is called 
into question. Its interest is solely as a user of North Caro­
lina’s share of the Catawba River’s water. 

Charlotte’s interest falls squarely within the category of 
interests with respect to which a State must be deemed to 
represent all of its citizens. As we recognized in New Jersey 
v. New York, a State’s sovereign interest in ensuring an equi­
table share of an interstate river’s water is precisely the type 
of interest that the State, as parens patriae, represents on 
behalf of its citizens. See also United States v. Nevada, 412 
U. S., at 539; Nebraska v. Wyoming, 325 U. S., at 616. That 
is why, in New Jersey v. New York, supra, we required that 
a proposed intervenor show a compelling interest “in his own 
right,” distinct from the collective interest of “all other citi­
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zens and creatures of the state,” whose interest the State 
presumptively represents in matters of sovereign policy. 
Id., at 373. We conclude that Charlotte has not carried that 
burden. Thus, respect for “sovereign dignity” requires us 
to recognize that North Carolina properly represents Char­
lotte in this dispute over a matter of uniquely sovereign 
interest. See ibid. 

North Carolina’s own statements only reinforce this con­
clusion. North Carolina has said that it will defend Char­
lotte’s authorized 33 mgd transfer. Tr. of Oral Arg. 52–53. 
The State expressly disagrees with Charlotte’s assertion 
that the city’s interest is not adequately represented by the 
State. Brief for State of North Carolina in Opposition to 
Plaintiff ’s Exceptions 22. Indeed, in response to Charlotte’s 
motion to intervene, North Carolina wrote the following: 

“[T]he State must represent the interests of every per­
son that uses water from the North Carolina portion of 
the Catawba River basin. In fact, the State has a par­
ticular concern for its political subdivisions, such as 
Charlotte, which actually operate the infrastructure to 
provide water to the State’s citizens. . . .  The State has  
every reason to defend the [transfers] that it has author­
ized for the benefit of its citizens. The State cannot 
agree with any implication that because it represents all 
of the users of water in North Carolina it cannot, or will 
not[,] represent the interests of Charlotte in this litiga­
tion initiated by South Carolina.” Brief for State of 
North Carolina in Response to City of Charlotte’s Mo­
tion for Leave To Intervene and File Answer 1–2, ¶ 1. 

These statements are consistent with North Carolina’s role 
as parens patriae, and we see no reason that North Carolina 
cannot represent Charlotte’s interest in this sovereign dis­
pute. See New Jersey v. New York, 345 U. S., at 374 (noting 
that Philadelphia’s interest “is invariably served by the Com­
monwealth’s position”). 
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Because we are not persuaded that Charlotte’s interest is 
sufficiently unique and not properly represented by North 
Carolina to require the city’s intervention as a party in this 
litigation, we sustain South Carolina’s exception.8 

III 

We thus overrule South Carolina’s exceptions to the Spe­
cial Master’s First Interim Report with respect to the 
CRWSP and Duke Energy, but we sustain South Carolina’s 
exception with respect to Charlotte. 

It is so ordered. 

Chief Justice Roberts, with whom Justice Thomas, 
Justice Ginsburg, and Justice Sotomayor join, concur­
ring in the judgment in part and dissenting in part. 

The Court correctly rejects the Special Master’s formula­
tion of a new test for intervention in original actions, and 
correctly denies the city of Charlotte leave to intervene. 
The majority goes on, however, to misapply our established 
test in granting intervention to Duke Energy Carolinas, 
LLC (Duke Energy), and the Catawba River Water Supply 
Project (CRWSP). 

8 Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24 does not require a contrary result. 
This Court’s Rule 17.2 allows the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to 
be taken as “guides” to procedure in original actions. See Arizona v. 
California, 460 U. S. 605, 614 (1983). Even if we were to look to the 
standard for intervention of right in civil matters, Charlotte would not 
be entitled to intervene in this dispute because an existing party—North 
Carolina—adequately represents Charlotte’s interest. See Fed. Rule Civ. 
Proc. 24(a)(2). To the extent that the standard for permissive interven­
tion may be an appropriate guide when a movant presents a sufficiently 
“important but ancillary concern,” see Arizona, supra, at 614–616, we 
find no such concern here. North Carolina’s adequate representation of 
Charlotte and the heightened standard for intervention in original actions, 
see New Jersey v. New York, 345 U. S., at 373, persuade us not to apply 
the standard for permissive intervention set forth in Federal Rule of Civil 
Procedure 24(b)(1)(B). 
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The result is literally unprecedented: Even though equita­
ble apportionment actions are a significant part of our origi­
nal docket, this Court has never before granted intervention 
in such a case to an entity other than a State, the United 
States, or an Indian tribe. Never. That is because the ap­
portionment of an interstate waterway is a sovereign dis­
pute, and the key to intervention in such an action is just 
that—sovereignty. The Court’s decision to permit nonsov­
ereigns to intervene in this case has the potential to alter in 
a fundamental way the nature of our original jurisdiction, 
transforming it from a means of resolving high disputes be­
tween sovereigns into a forum for airing private interests. 
Given the importance of maintaining the proper limits on 
that jurisdiction, I respectfully dissent. 

I 

Two basic principles have guided the exercise of our con­
stitutionally conferred original jurisdiction. The first is 
an appreciation that our original jurisdiction, “delicate and 
grave,” Louisiana v. Texas, 176 U. S. 1, 15 (1900), was 
granted to provide a forum for the peaceful resolution of 
weighty controversies involving the States. “The model 
case for invocation of this Court’s original jurisdiction is a 
dispute between States of such seriousness that it would 
amount to casus belli if the States were fully sovereign.” 
Texas v. New Mexico, 462 U. S. 554, 571, n. 18 (1983). In 
determining whether to exercise original jurisdiction, we ac­
cordingly focus on “the nature of the interest of the com­
plaining State,” and in particular the “seriousness and dig­
nity” of the claim asserted. Mississippi v. Louisiana, 506 
U. S. 73, 77 (1992) (internal quotation marks omitted). 

Original jurisdiction is for the resolution of state claims, 
not private claims. To invoke that jurisdiction, a State 
“must, of course, represent an interest of her own and not 
merely that of her citizens or corporations.” Arkansas v. 
Texas, 346 U. S. 368, 370 (1953); see Kansas v. Colorado, 533 
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U. S. 1, 8–9 (2001); Pennsylvania v. New Jersey, 426 U. S. 
660, 665 (1976) (per curiam) (It is “settled doctrine that a 
State has standing to sue only when its sovereign or quasi-
sovereign interests are implicated and it is not merely liti­
gating as a volunteer the personal claims of its citizens”). 
And in deciding whether a State meets that requirement, 
this Court considers whether the State is “in full control of 
[the] litigation.” Kansas v. Colorado, supra, at 8. 

The second guiding principle is a practical one: We are not 
well suited to assume the role of a trial judge. See Ohio v. 
Wyandotte Chemicals Corp., 401 U. S. 493, 498 (1971). We 
have attempted to address that reality by relying on the 
services of able special masters, who have become vitally 
important in allowing us to manage our original docket. 
But the responsibility for the exercise of this Court’s original 
jurisdiction remains ours alone under the Constitution. 

These two considerations—that our original jurisdiction is 
limited to high claims affecting state sovereignty, and that 
practical realities limit our ability to act as a trial court— 
converge in our standard for intervention in original actions. 
We articulated that standard in New Jersey v. New York, 345 
U. S. 369, 373 (1953) (per curiam). There, we denied the 
city of Philadelphia’s motion for leave to intervene in an ac­
tion, to which the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania was al­
ready a party, involving the apportionment of the Delaware 
River. Id., at 373–374. We set out the following test for 
intervention in an original action: “An intervenor whose 
state is already a party should have the burden of showing 
some compelling interest in his own right, apart from his 
interest in a class with all other citizens and creatures of the 
state, which interest is not properly represented by the 
state.” Id., at 373. 

This exacting standard is grounded on a “necessary recog­
nition of sovereign dignity,” ibid., under which “the state, 
when a party to a suit involving a matter of sovereign inter­
est, ‘must be deemed to represent all its citizens,’ ” id., at 
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372–373 (quoting Kentucky v. Indiana, 281 U. S. 163, 173– 
174 (1930)). In applying that doctrine to motions to inter­
vene, the New Jersey v. New York test precludes a State 
from being “judicially impeached on matters of policy by its 
own subjects,” and prevents the use of the Court’s original 
jurisdiction to air “intramural dispute[s]” that should be set­
tled in a different forum—namely, within the States. 345 
U. S., at 373. 

The New Jersey v. New York test is also “a working rule 
for good judicial administration.” Ibid. Without it, “there 
would be no practical limitation on the number of citizens, 
as such, who would be entitled to be made parties.” Ibid. 
Indeed, the Court observed that allowing Philadelphia to in­
tervene would have made it difficult to refuse attempts to 
intervene by other users of water from the Delaware River, 
including other cities, and even “[l]arge industrial plants.” 
Ibid. The New Jersey v. New York test, properly applied, 
provides a much-needed limiting principle that prevents the 
expansion of our original proceedings “to the dimensions of 
ordinary class actions,” ibid., or “town-meeting lawsuits,” 
id., at 376 (Jackson, J., dissenting). See also Ohio v. Wyan­
dotte Chemicals Corp., supra, at 504; Utah v. United States, 
394 U. S. 89, 95–96 (1969) (per curiam). 

II 

Applying these principles, this Court has never granted 
a nonsovereign entity’s motion to intervene in an equitable 
apportionment action. The reason is straightforward: An 
interest in water is an interest shared with other citizens, 
and is properly pressed or defended by the State. And a 
private entity’s interest in its particular share of the State’s 
water, once the water is allocated between the States, is an 
“intramural dispute” to be decided by each State on its own. 
New Jersey v. New York, supra, at 373. 

The interests of a State’s citizens in the use of water de­
rive entirely from the State’s sovereign interest in the wa­
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terway. If the State has no claim to the waters of an in­
terstate river, then its citizens have none either. See 
Hinderlider v. La Plata River & Cherry Creek Ditch Co., 
304 U. S. 92, 102 (1938). We have long recognized, therefore, 
that the State must be deemed to represent its citizens’ in­
terests in an equitable apportionment action. See United 
States v. Nevada, 412 U. S. 534, 539 (1973) (per curiam) (“For 
the purposes of dividing the waters of an interstate stream 
with another State, [a State] has the right, parens patriae, 
to represent all the nonfederal users in its own State insofar 
as the share allocated to the other State is concerned”). 
Precisely because the State represents all its citizens in an 
equitable apportionment action, these citizens have no claim 
themselves against the other State. They are instead 
“bound by the result reached through representation by 
their respective States,” regardless of whether those citizens 
are parties to the suit. Nebraska v. Wyoming, 515 U. S. 1, 
22 (1995). 

This basic principle applies without regard to whether the 
State agrees with and will advance the particular interest 
asserted by a specific private entity. The State “ ‘must be 
deemed to represent all its citizens,’ ” New Jersey v. New 
York, supra, at 372–373 (quoting Kentucky v. Indiana, 
supra, at 173–174; emphasis added), not just those who sub­
scribe to the State’s position before this Court. The direc­
tive that a State cannot be “judicially impeached on matters 
of policy by its own subjects,” New Jersey v. New York, 
supra, at 373, obviously applies to the case in which a subject 
disagrees with the position of the State. 

A State’s citizens also need not be made parties to an equi­
table apportionment action because the Court’s judgment in 
such an action does not determine the water rights of any 
individual citizen. We made that clear long ago in two deci­
sions arising from the same dispute, Wyoming v. Colorado, 
298 U. S. 573 (1936), and Wyoming v. Colorado, 309 U. S. 572 
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(1940). In those cases, Wyoming sought to enforce this 
Court’s earlier decree apportioning the Laramie River. See 
Wyoming v. Colorado, 260 U. S. 1 (1922). We held that the 
decree controlled the allocation of water between Wyoming 
and Colorado, not within them. As we recognized, our deci­
sion apportioning the river did not “withdraw water claims 
dealt with therein from the operation of local laws relating 
to their transfer or . . . restrict their utilization in ways not 
affecting the rights of one State and her claimants as against 
the other State and her claimants.” 298 U. S., at 584. 
Thus, although the decree referred to particular uses of 
water in Colorado, we held that those individual uses could 
vary from the terms set out in the decree, so long as the 
total diversion of water in Colorado was no greater than the 
decree allowed. See id., at 584–585; 309 U. S., at 579–581. 
We reiterated the point in Nebraska v. Wyoming, 325 U. S. 
589, 627 (1945), observing that the apportionment of a water­
way between the States has only an “indirect effect” on the 
rights of individuals within the States. 

All this explains our long history of rejecting attempts by 
nonsovereign entities to intervene in equitable apportion­
ment actions. New Jersey v. New York was itself an equita­
ble apportionment suit, and we denied intervention in that 
case. We have also summarily denied motions to intervene 
in other water disputes between the States. See Arizona 
v. California, 514 U. S. 1081 (1995); Arizona v. California, 
345 U. S. 914 (1953); Nebraska v. Wyoming, 296 U. S. 548 
(1935); Wisconsin v. Illinois, 279 U. S. 821 (1929). And we 
have strongly intimated in other decisions (albeit in dictum) 
that private entities can rarely, if ever, intervene in original 
actions involving the apportionment of interstate water­
ways. See United States v. Nevada, supra, at 538 (“[I]ndi­
vidual users of water . . . ordinarily would have no right 
to intervene in an original action in this Court”); Nebraska 
v. Wyoming, 515 U. S., at 22 (“We have said on many occa­
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sions that water disputes among States may be resolved by 
compact or decree without the participation of individual 
claimants”).1 

The majority contends that the result in this case is not a 
“new development,” and that its holding is supported by 
“nearly 90 years” of precedent. Ante, at 264. But in sup­
port of those statements, the majority cites only four deci­
sions in which the Court has granted a motion to intervene 
in an original suit—and of course none in which this Court 
granted the motion of a nonsovereign entity to intervene in 
an equitable apportionment action. The cases the majority 
cites demonstrate what constitutes a “compelling interest in 
[the intervenor’s] own right, apart from his interest in a class 
with all other citizens and creatures of the state.” New Jer­
sey v. New York, 345 U. S., at 373. But the intervenor inter­
ests in those cases were quite different from the general 
shared interest in water at issue here. 

Take Arizona v. California, 460 U. S. 605 (1983). There 
we allowed several Indian Tribes to intervene in a water 
dispute. Id., at 615. As the Court in that case made clear, 
however, the Indian Tribes were allowed to intervene be­
cause they were sovereign entities. Ibid. The Court dis­
tinguished New Jersey v. New York on that very ground. 
See 460 U. S., at 615, n. 5. 

1 The majority contends that this dissent reads our precedents to estab­
lish “a rule against nonstate intervention” in equitable apportionment ac­
tions. Ante, at 265, n. 3. The number of nonsovereigns that the Court 
should permit to intervene in water disputes is small—indeed, it was zero 
until today. But that does not mean that a private entity could not satisfy 
the New Jersey v. New York test by, for example, asserting water-use 
rights that are not dependent upon the rights of state parties. A private 
party (or perhaps a Compact Clause entity) with a federal statutory right 
to a certain quantity of water might have a compelling interest in an equi­
table apportionment action that is not fairly represented by the States. 
The putative intervenors in this case, however, do not hold rights of this 
sort. 
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The other cases relied upon by the majority are even far­
ther afield. See Maryland v. Louisiana, 451 U. S. 725 
(1981); Texas v. Louisiana, 426 U. S. 465 (1976) (per curiam); 
Oklahoma v. Texas, 258 U. S. 574 (1922). None was an equi­
table apportionment action. Two involved boundary dis­
putes in which the Court allowed nonsovereign intervenors 
to claim title to certain parcels of property. See Texas v. 
Louisiana, supra, at 466 (permitting intervention by the city 
of Port Arthur, Texas); Oklahoma v. Texas, supra, at 580– 
581 (same for private parties). A claim to title in a particu­
lar piece of property is quite different from a general interest 
shared by all citizens in the State’s waters. And it would 
be particularly inapt to draw general conclusions about in­
tervention from Oklahoma v. Texas, in which the Court took 
the southern half of the Red River into receivership. See 
258 U. S., at 580. In subsequently allowing persons to inter­
vene to assert claims to the subject property, the Court re­
lied explicitly on the fact that the receiver had possession 
and control of the claimed parcels, and “no other court law­
fully [could] interfere with or disturb that possession or con­
trol.” Id., at 581. 

The majority’s reliance on Maryland v. Louisiana is 
equally unavailing. There, several States challenged the 
constitutionality of Louisiana’s application of a tax on natural 
gas that was brought into that State. 451 U. S., at 728. In 
two sentences within a long footnote, the Court mentioned 
that it was permitting a group of pipeline companies to inter­
vene and challenge the tax. Id., at 745, n. 21. The Court 
made clear that the pipeline companies were able to inter­
vene in light of the particular circumstances in that case— 
namely, Louisiana’s tax was “directly imposed on the owner 
of imported gas,” and “the pipelines most often own[ed] the 
gas.” Ibid. Again, an interest in a tax imposed only on 
discrete parties is obviously different from a general interest 
shared by all citizens of the State. 
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III 

Charlotte, Duke Energy, and CRWSP claim a variety of 
specific needs for water to justify their intervention. But all 
those particular needs derive from an interest in the water of 
the Catawba River. That interest is not exclusive, but is 
instead shared “with all other citizens and creatures of the 
state.” New Jersey v. New York, 345 U. S., at 373. The 
State’s “citizens and creatures” certainly put the Catawba’s 
water and flow to different uses—many for drinking water, 
some for farming or recreation, others for generating power. 
That does not, however, make their interest in the water 
itself unique. And it is the respective interests of the States 
in the water itself that are being litigated in this original 
action—not the claims of particular citizens that they be al­
lowed to put the water to specified uses. The latter subject 
is “an intramural dispute over the distribution of water 
within the [State],” ibid., and is not the subject of this origi­
nal proceeding. 

The majority recognizes as much with respect to Char­
lotte, ante, at 274–276, but departs from these principles in 
granting intervention to Duke Energy and CRWSP. The 
majority’s reasons for doing so do not withstand scrutiny. 

The majority initially contends that Duke Energy should 
be allowed to intervene because it possesses “relevant infor­
mation” that we are “likely to consider.” Ante, at 272, 273. 
Nonparties often do, but that is not a “compelling interest” 
justifying intervention. I have little doubt that Philadel­
phia possessed pertinent information in New Jersey v. New 
York, but we did not permit Philadelphia to intervene on that 
ground. Parties to litigation have ready means of access to 
relevant information held by nonparties, and those nonpar­
ties can certainly furnish such information on their own if 
they consider it in their best interests (through, for example, 
participation as amici curiae). 

The majority also states that Duke Energy has compelling 
interests in its hydroelectric operations along the river, and 
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in “the amount of water that Duke Energy needs to sustain 
its operations and provide electricity to the region.” Ante, 
at 272. These are simply interests in a particular use of 
water or its flow. Even if Duke Energy uses water for par­
ticularly important purposes, its interests are no different in 
kind from the interests of any other entity that relies on 
water for its commercial operations. 

Finally, the majority asserts that Duke Energy “has a 
unique and compelling interest in protecting the terms of its 
existing [Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)] 
license and the [Comprehensive Relicensing Agreement 
(CRA)] that forms the basis of Duke Energy’s pending re­
newal application.” Ante, at 272–273. And the majority 
contends that neither State represents these interests be­
cause “[n]either State has signed the CRA or expressed an 
intention to defend its terms,” and because North Carolina 
has even expressed its intent to challenge the terms of the 
CRA in this action. Ante, at 273. 

Again, all this amounts to is an articulation of the reason 
Duke Energy asserts a particular interest in the waters of 
the Catawba. Other citizens of North Carolina doubtless 
have reasons of their own, ones they find as important as 
Duke Energy believes its to be. Weighing those interests 
is an “intramural” matter for the State. New Jersey v. New 
York, supra, at 373. In addition, the Federal Government 
is doubtless familiar with the pending FERC proceedings, 
and it sees no corresponding need for us to grant Duke Ener­
gy’s motion to intervene. See Brief for United States as 
Amicus Curiae 20, n. 3. 

As for CRWSP, the Special Master concluded that it 
should be allowed to intervene, but only because its position 
was “similar analytically to Charlotte’s.” First Interim Re­
port of Special Master, O. T. 2008, No. 138, Orig., p. 25. The 
Court rejects Charlotte’s motion, but nonetheless allows 
CRWSP to intervene on a ground not relied upon by the 
Special Master. According to the majority, CRWSP should 
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be allowed to intervene because, as a bistate entity, its full 
range of interests cannot be represented entirely by either 
North or South Carolina. See ante, at 268–271. 

CRWSP’s motion arguably presents a different case from 
that of Duke Energy, one not definitively resolved by this 
Court in New Jersey v. New York. At the end of the day, 
however, I agree with the Special Master ’s premise— 
CRWSP’s position is really no different from Charlotte’s. 
I disagree with her conclusion, of course, because I agree 
with the Court that Charlotte should not be allowed to 
intervene. 

A bistate entity cannot be allowed to intervene merely be­
cause it embodies an “intermingling of state interests.” 
Ante, at 271, n. 6. The same would be true of any bistate 
entity, or indeed any corporation or individual conducting 
business in both States. An exception for such cases would 
certainly swallow the New Jersey v. New York rule. Enti­
ties with interests in both States must seek to vindicate 
those interests within each State. Bistate entities are not 
States entitled to invoke our original jurisdiction, and should 
not be effectively accorded an automatic right to intervene 
as parties in cases within that jurisdiction. 

With respect to both Duke Energy and CRWSP, the ma­
jority further relies on its conclusion that the States will not 
“properly represent” the interests of those entities. Ante, 
at 270; see ante, at 273. If by that the Court means that 
the States may adopt positions adverse to Duke Energy and 
CRWSP, that surely cannot be enough. The guiding princi­
ple articulated in New Jersey v. New York is “that the state, 
when a party to a suit involving a matter of sovereign inter­
est, ‘must be deemed to represent all its citizens,’ ” and may 
not be “judicially impeached on matters of policy by its own 
subjects.” 345 U. S., at 372–373 (quoting Kentucky v. Indi­
ana, 281 U. S., at 173–174). This case involves a “matter of 
sovereign interest”—the equitable apportionment of water— 
and the States therefore “properly represen[t]” the shared 
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interests in water of “all” their citizens, including Duke En­
ergy and CRWSP. 345 U. S., at 372–373. An interest is 
“not properly represented” by a State, id., at 373, when it is 
not a sovereign interest but instead a parochial one, such as 
the interests held to justify intervention in the cases on 
which the majority relies. See supra, at 283. 

The majority also pays little heed to the practical con­
straints on this Court’s original jurisdiction. It is hard to 
see how the arguments the Court accepts today could not 
also be pressed by countless other water users in either 
North or South Carolina. Under the Court’s analysis, I see 
“no practical limitation on the number of citizens, as such, 
who would be entitled to be made parties.” New Jersey v. 
New York, supra, at 373. To the extent intervention is al­
lowed for some private entities with interests in the water, 
others who also have an interest will feel compelled to inter­
vene as well—and we will be hard put to refuse them. See 
Utah v. United States, 394 U. S., at 95–96 (denying interven­
tion to a corporation that sought to quiet its title to land 
because, “[i]f [it were] admitted, fairness would require the 
admission of any of the other 120 private landowners who 
wish to quiet their title . . . , greatly increasing the complex­
ity of this litigation”). An equitable apportionment action 
will take on the characteristics of an interpleader case, with 
all those asserting interests in the limited supply of water 
jostling for their share like animals at a waterhole. And we 
will find ourselves in a “quandary whereby we must opt 
either to pick and choose arbitrarily among similarly situated 
litigants or to devote truly enormous portions of our ener­
gies to [original] matters.” Ohio v. Wyandotte Chemicals 
Corp., 401 U. S., at 504. 

Allowing nonsovereign entities to intervene as parties will 
inevitably prolong the resolution of this and other equita­
ble apportionment actions, which already take considerable 
time. Intervenors do not come alone—they bring along 
more issues to decide, more discovery requests, more excep­
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tions to the recommendations of the Special Master. In par­
ticular, intervention makes settling a case more difficult, as 
a private intervenor has the right to object to a settlement 
agreement between the States, if not the power to block a 
settlement altogether. Cf. Firefighters v. Cleveland, 478 
U. S. 501, 529 (1986). 

And all this for what? The Special Master, and through 
her the Court, can have the benefit of the views of those 
seeking to intervene by according them the status of amici 
curiae. “Where he presents no new questions, a third party 
can contribute usually most effectively and always most ex­
peditiously by a brief amicus curiae and not by intervention.” 
Bush v. Viterna, 740 F. 2d 350, 359 (CA5 1984) (per curiam) 
(internal quotation marks omitted). Courts often treat 
amicus participation as an alternative to intervention. See 
7C C. Wright, A. Miller, & M. Kane, Federal Practice and 
Procedure § 1913, p. 495, and n. 26 (2007) (citing examples). 
And this Court often denies motions to intervene while 
granting leave to participate as an amicus in original actions 
generally, see, e. g., Kentucky v. Indiana, 445 U. S. 941 
(1980); United States v. California, 377 U. S. 926 (1964); 
cf. New Hampshire v. Maine, 426 U. S. 363, 365, n. 2 (1976), 
and in equitable apportionment actions specifically, see, e. g., 
Arizona v. California, 530 U. S. 392, 419, n. 6 (2000); Ne­
braska v. Wyoming, 507 U. S. 584, 589–590 (1993). 

Nebraska v. Wyoming is particularly instructive on this 
point. The Court there adopted the recommendation of the 
Special Master to deny intervention to certain entities. See 
id., at 589–590; Second Interim Report of Special Master, 
O. T. 1991, No. 108, Orig., pp. 108–109. The interests of 
those entities in the water dispute were quite similar to the 
interests of the entities seeking to intervene here: One oper­
ated a powerplant and a reservoir on the Laramie River, and 
another was a power district seeking to protect its FERC 
license. See First Interim Report of Special Master, O. T. 
1988, No. 108, Orig., pp. 11–14, 9a. While it adopted the Spe­
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cial Master’s recommendation to deny intervention, the 
Court nonetheless permitted those entities to participate as 
amici. See 507 U. S., at 589–590; Nebraska v. Wyoming, 502 
U. S. 1055 (1992).2 The majority does not explain why that 
familiar and customary approach might be inadequate in 
this case. 

* * * 

Our original jurisdiction over actions between States is 
concerned with disputes so serious that they would be 
grounds for war if the States were truly sovereign. Texas 
v. New Mexico, 462 U. S., at 571, n. 18. A dispute between 
States over rights to water fits that bill; a squabble among 
private entities within a State over how to divvy up that 
State’s share does not. A judgment in an equitable appor­
tionment action binds the States; it is not binding with re­
spect to particular uses asserted by private entities. Allow­
ing intervention by such entities would vastly complicate and 
delay already complicated and lengthy actions. And the 
benefits private entities might bring can be readily secured, 
as has typically been done, by their participation as amici 
curiae. 

In light of all this, it is difficult to understand why the 
Court grants nonsovereign entities leave to intervene in this 
equitable apportionment action, and easy to understand why 
the Court has never before done so in such a case. 

I would grant South Carolina’s exceptions, and deny the 
motions to intervene. 

2 No party filed exceptions to the Special Master’s recommendation to 
deny intervention in Nebraska v. Wyoming. The Special Master later al­
lowed one of the entities, Basin Electric Power Cooperative, to intervene 
as a party based on changed circumstances. See Addendum to Reply 
Brief for Duke Energy 2–5. That decision was never reviewed by the 
Court. 
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WOOD v. ALLEN, COMMISSIONER, ALABAMA
 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS, et al.
 

certiorari to the united states court of appeals for 
the eleventh circuit 

No. 08–9156. Argued November 4, 2009—Decided January 20, 2010 

Under 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(2), a federal court may grant a state prisoner 
habeas relief if his claim was adjudicated on the merits in state court 
and “resulted in a decision . . .  based on an unreasonable determination 
of the facts in light of the evidence presented in the State court proceed­
ing.” Under § 2254(e)(1), “a determination of a factual issue made by a 
State court [is] presumed to be correct,” and the petitioner has “the 
burden of rebutting the presumption of correctness by clear and con­
vincing evidence.” 

Petitioner Wood was convicted of capital murder and sentenced to 
death in Alabama state court. Two of his court-appointed attorneys, 
Dozier and Ralph, had significant trial experience, but the third, Trotter, 
had only recently been admitted to the bar. After exhausting his ap­
peals, Wood sought postconviction relief under Alabama Rule of Crimi­
nal Procedure 32, arguing, among other things, that he was mentally 
retarded and not eligible for the death penalty, and that his trial counsel 
were ineffective because they failed to investigate and present evidence 
of his mental deficiencies during the trial’s penalty phase. The Rule 32 
court conducted evidentiary hearings and denied the claims initially and 
on remand. As to the mental retardation claim, it found that Wood had 
not shown deficits in his adaptive functioning. As to the ineffective-
assistance-of-counsel claim, it concluded that he had not established that 
his counsel’s performance was deficient or that any deficiency prejudiced 
his defense. In so doing, it made a factual finding that counsel had 
made a strategic decision not to pursue evidence of Wood’s alleged retar­
dation. Observing that counsel had asked Dr. Kirkland to conduct a 
mental evaluation, had thoroughly reviewed his report, and had deter­
mined that no further investigation was warranted, the court addition­
ally held that counsel appeared to have made a strategic decision not to 
present their limited mental-deficiency evidence to the jury because 
having Dr. Kirkland testify was not in Wood’s best interest. It also 
found no reasonable probability of a different outcome had the evidence 
developed in the Rule 32 proceedings been presented at trial. Wood 
subsequently sought federal habeas relief under § 2254. The District 
Court rejected all but his ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claim. The 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 290 (2010) 291 

Syllabus 

District Court concluded that the state court’s finding that counsel made 
a strategic decision was an unreasonable determination of the facts. 
The court further held that counsel’s performance was deficient and had 
prejudiced Wood, and that the state court’s contrary holdings were an 
unreasonable application of federal law under Strickland v. Washington, 
466 U. S. 668. Reversing, the Eleventh Circuit held that the state 
court’s rejection of Wood’s ineffective-assistance claim was neither an 
unreasonable application of clearly established law nor based on an un­
reasonable determination of the facts. With respect to the facts, it con­
cluded that the evidence in the Rule 32 hearings supported the state 
court’s strategic-decision finding, and it agreed with the state court’s 
legal conclusion that counsel’s strategic decision was reasonable and that 
Wood had failed to show prejudice. Wood’s certiorari petition raises 
the questions (1) whether, in order to obtain relief under § 2254(d)(2), a 
petitioner must establish only that the state-court factual determination 
on which the decision was based was “unreasonable,” or whether 
§ 2254(e)(1) additionally requires a petitioner to rebut a presumption 
that the determination was correct with clear and convincing evidence; 
and (2) whether the state court’s strategic-decision determination was 
reasonable. 

Held: 
1. Even under Wood’s reading of § 2254(d)(2), the state court’s con­

clusion that his counsel made a strategic decision not to pursue or 
present evidence of his mental deficiencies was not an unreasonable de­
termination of the facts in light of the evidence presented in the state-
court proceedings. This Court need not reach the question whether 
§ 2254(e)(1) applies in every case presenting a challenge under 
§ 2254(d)(2), see Rice v. Collins, 546 U. S. 333, 339, because its view of 
the state court’s factual determination here does not depend on an inter­
pretative difference regarding the relationship between those provi­
sions. While “[t]he term ‘unreasonable’ is . . . difficult to define,” Wil­
liams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 362, 410, it suffices to say that a state-court 
factual determination is not unreasonable merely because the federal 
habeas court would have reached a different conclusion in the first in­
stance. See Rice, 546 U. S., at 341–342. Here, the state-court record 
shows that all of Wood’s counsel read the Kirkland report. Trotter tes­
tified that Dozier told him that nothing in the report merited further 
investigation, a recollection supported by the attorneys’ contemporane­
ous letters; and Trotter told the sentencing judge that counsel did not 
intend to introduce the report to the jury. This evidence can fairly be 
read to support the Rule 32 court’s factual determination that counsel’s 
failure to pursue or present evidence of Wood’s mental deficiencies was 
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not mere oversight or neglect but the result of a deliberate decision to 
focus on other defenses. Most of the contrary evidence Wood high­
lights—e. g., that Dozier and Ralph put the inexperienced Trotter in 
charge of the penalty phase proceedings—speaks not to whether counsel 
made a strategic decision, but to whether counsel’s judgment was rea­
sonable, a question not before this Court. Any evidence plausibly in­
consistent with the strategic-decision finding does not suffice to show 
that the finding was unreasonable. Pp. 300–303. 

2. Because Wood’s argument that the state court unreasonably ap­
plied Strickland in rejecting his ineffective-assistance claim on the mer­
its is not “fairly included” in the questions presented under this Court’s 
Rule 14.1(a), it will not be addressed here. Pp. 303–304. 

542 F. 3d 1281, affirmed. 

Sotomayor, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, 
C. J., and Scalia, Thomas, Ginsburg, Breyer, and Alito, JJ., joined. 
Stevens, J., filed a dissenting opinion, in which Kennedy, J., joined, 
post, p. 305. 

Kerry Alan Scanlon argued the cause for petitioner. 
With him on the briefs were David O. Bickart, Robert M. 
Grass, Karen R. Robinson, Dionne A. Fraser, and Brady 
W. Mills. 

Corey L. Maze, Solicitor General of Alabama, argued the 
cause for respondents. With him on the brief were Troy 
King, Attorney General, and Henry M. Johnson, Assistant 
Attorney General.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for the American 
Civil Liberties Union et al. by Larry W. Yackle, Steven R. Shapiro, John 
Holdridge, and Brian W. Stull; and for the National Association of Crimi­
nal Defense Lawyers by Jonathan L. Marcus and Barbara E. Bergman. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for the State of 
Indiana et al. by Gregory F. Zoeller, Attorney General of Indiana, Thomas 
M. Fisher, Solicitor General, and Stephen R. Creason, Section Chief, by 
Richard S. Gebelein, Chief Deputy Attorney General of Delaware, and by 
the Attorneys General for their respective States as follows: John W. Suth­
ers of Colorado, Bill McCollum of Florida, Thurbert E. Baker of Georgia, 
Tom Miller of Iowa, Steve Six of Kansas, James D. “Buddy” Caldwell of 
Louisiana, Martha Coakley of Massachusetts, Jim Hood of Mississippi, 
Steve Bullock of Montana, Gary K. King of New Mexico, Richard Cordray 
of Ohio, Henry D. McMaster of South Carolina, Robert E. Cooper, Jr., of 
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Justice Sotomayor delivered the opinion of the Court. 
The Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 

1996 contains two provisions governing federal-court re­
view of state-court factual findings. Under 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2254(d)(2), a federal court may not grant a state prisoner’s 
application for a writ of habeas corpus based on a claim al­
ready adjudicated on the merits in state court unless that 
adjudication “resulted in a decision that was based on an 
unreasonable determination of the facts in light of the evi­
dence presented in the State court proceeding.” Under 
§ 2254(e)(1), “a determination of a factual issue made by a 
State court shall be presumed to be correct,” and the peti­
tioner “shall have the burden of rebutting the presumption 
of correctness by clear and convincing evidence.” In this 
case, petitioner, a capital defendant, challenges the key fac­
tual finding made by the Alabama state court that denied his 
application for postconviction relief: that his attorneys’ fail­
ure to pursue and present mitigating evidence of his border­
line mental retardation was a strategic decision rather than a 
negligent omission. Petitioner argues that the state court’s 
finding was unreasonable under § 2254(d)(2) and that, in de­
nying his federal habeas petition, the Court of Appeals for 
the Eleventh Circuit erroneously conflated this standard 
with that of § 2254(e)(1), which petitioner contends is not ap­
plicable in cases, such as this one, not involving a separate 
federal habeas evidentiary hearing. 

We granted certiorari to address the relationship between 
§§ 2254(d)(2) and (e)(1). We conclude, however, that the 
state court’s factual determination was reasonable even 
under petitioner’s reading of § 2254(d)(2), and therefore we 
need not address that provision’s relationship to § 2254(e)(1). 
Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the Court of Appeals 
on that basis. 

Tennessee, Greg Abbott of Texas, Mark L. Shurtleff of Utah, William C. 
Mims of Virginia, and Bruce A. Salzburg of Wyoming; and for the Crimi­
nal Justice Legal Foundation by Kent S. Scheidegger. 
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I 

In 1993, petitioner Holly Wood broke into the home of his 
ex-girlfriend and shot her in the head and face as she lay in 
her bed. The victim was pronounced dead on arrival at the 
hospital. Charged with capital murder during a first-degree 
burglary, Wood was represented at trial in Alabama state 
court by three court-appointed attorneys: Cary Dozier and 
Frank Ralph, both of whom had significant trial experience, 
and Kenneth Trotter, who had been admitted to the bar for 
five months at the time he was appointed. The jury con­
victed Wood at the guilt phase of trial and recommended a 
death sentence at the penalty phase by a vote of 10 to 2. 
After a separate sentencing hearing, the trial judge imposed 
the death penalty. The Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals 
affirmed Wood’s conviction and sentence, Ex parte Wood, 715 
So. 2d 812 (1996), as did the Alabama Supreme Court, Wood 
v. State, 715 So. 2d 819 (1998). This Court denied certiorari. 
Wood v. Alabama, 525 U. S. 1042 (1998). 

Wood petitioned for state postconviction relief under Ala­
bama Rule of Criminal Procedure 32, arguing, among other 
things, that he was mentally retarded and not eligible for 
the death penalty, and that his trial counsel were ineffective 
under Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668 (1984), be­
cause they failed to investigate and present evidence of 
his mental deficiencies during the penalty phase of trial. 
App. to Pet. for Cert. 198a–202a, 207a–210a, 213a–216a, 
220a–221a, 225a. The Rule 32 court held two evidentiary 
hearings and denied Wood’s claims. On appeal, the Alabama 
Court of Criminal Appeals remanded for further consider­
ation in light of Atkins v. Virginia, 536 U. S. 304 (2002), 
which held that the Eighth Amendment prohibits the execu­
tion of the mentally retarded. Wood v. State, 891 So. 2d 
398 (2003). 

On remand, the Rule 32 court conducted a third eviden­
tiary hearing and once again denied relief. As to Wood’s 
claim of mental retardation, the court found that, while the 
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evidence suggested that he “probably does exhibit signifi­
cantly subaverage general intellectual functioning,” he had 
failed to show “that he has significant or substantial defi­
cits in his adaptive functioning.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 
236a–237a. 

The court also rejected Wood’s factually related claim of 
ineffective assistance of counsel, concluding that Wood had 
failed to establish that his counsel’s performance was defi­
cient or that any deficiency prejudiced his defense. Id., at 
257a–275a. The court first made a factual finding that 
Wood’s counsel had made a strategic decision not to pursue 
evidence of his alleged mental retardation. The court ob­
served that counsel had requested that a Dr. Karl Kirkland 
conduct a mental evaluation, had “thoroughly reviewed 
Dr. Kirkland’s report,” and had “determined that nothing in 
that report merited further investigation.” Id., at 264a, 
271a. The court additionally found that counsel appeared to 
have made a strategic decision not to present to the jury 
the limited evidence of Wood’s mental deficiencies in their 
possession, because “calling Dr. Kirkland to testify was not 
in Wood’s best interest.” Id., at 271a–272a. The court con­
cluded that these strategic decisions were reasonable and 
thus that counsel had not performed deficiently. Ibid. The 
court further concluded that there was “no reasonable proba­
bility” of a different outcome had the evidence developed in 
the Rule 32 hearings been presented to the jury or to the 
sentencing court. Id., at 273a. The Alabama Court of 
Criminal Appeals affirmed, Wood v. State, 891 So. 2d 398, 411 
(2004), and the Alabama Supreme Court denied certiorari, 
App. 4. 

Wood then filed a petition for federal habeas relief under 
§ 2254. The District Court rejected all of Wood’s claims 
save one: that counsel’s failure to investigate and present 
mitigation evidence of his mental deficiencies during the 
penalty phase constituted ineffective assistance of counsel. 
465 F. Supp. 2d 1211, 1239–1245 (MD Ala. 2006). According 
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to the court, there was “nothing in the record to even re­
motely support a finding that counsel made a strategic deci­
sion not to let the jury at the penalty stage know about 
Wood’s mental condition.” Id., at 1242. Ralph and Dozier, 
the court noted, had placed the inexperienced Trotter in 
charge of the penalty phase. At the Rule 32 hearing, Trot­
ter testified that he had seen the references to Wood’s intel­
lectual functioning in the Kirkland report but did not recall 
considering whether to pursue that issue. Trotter further 
testified that he had unsuccessfully attempted to subpoena 
Wood’s school records and that he did not recall speaking 
to any of Wood’s teachers. Trotter had also written to an 
attorney at the Southern Poverty Law Center explaining 
that he was “ ‘stressed out over this case and [didn’t] have 
anyone with whom to discuss the case, including the other 
two attorneys.’ ” Id., at 1241. Shortly before the penalty 
phase began, Trotter told the judge that he would request 
further psychological evaluation before the judge’s sentenc­
ing hearing, even though the evaluation would come too late 
to be considered by the jury. Id., at 1241–1242. Based on 
this evidence, the District Court concluded that the state 
court’s finding “that a strategic decision was made not to 
investigate or introduce to the sentencing jury evidence of 
mental retardation [was] an unreasonable determination of 
the facts in light of the clear and convincing evidence pre­
sented in the record.” Ibid. 

Having rejected the state court’s factual determinations, 
the District Court held that counsel’s performance was defi­
cient and that counsel’s deficient performance prejudiced 
Wood, concluding that the state court’s holdings to the con­
trary constituted “an unreasonable application of federal law 
under Strickland.” Id., at 1245. The court granted the 
petition on this claim and ordered the State either to re-
sentence Wood to life without parole or to conduct a new 
sentencing hearing. 
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In a divided opinion, the Eleventh Circuit reversed the 
grant of habeas relief. 542 F. 3d 1281 (2008). The majority 
began by explaining the standard of review: “Section 2254(d) 
permits federal habeas relief only where the state courts’ 
decisions were (1) ‘contrary to, or involved an unreasonable 
application of, clearly established Federal law, as determined 
by the Supreme Court of the United States,’ or (2) ‘based on 
an unreasonable determination of the facts in light of the 
evidence presented in the State court proceeding.’ ” Id., at 
1285 (quoting §§ 2254(d)(1)–(2)). A “ ‘determination of a fac­
tual issue made by a State court shall be presumed to be 
correct,’ ” the majority explained, and the petitioner “ ‘shall 
have the burden of rebutting the presumption of correct­
ness by clear and convincing evidence.’ ” Ibid. (quoting 
§ 2254(e)(1)). “Thus,” the majority stated, the federal ha­
beas court’s “ ‘review of findings of fact by the state court is 
even more deferential than under a clearly erroneous stand­
ard of review.’ ” Ibid. 

The majority then held that the Alabama court’s rejection 
of Wood’s ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claim was neither 
an unreasonable application of clearly established law nor 
based on an unreasonable determination of the facts. With 
respect to the facts, the court concluded that the evidence 
presented in the Rule 32 hearings supported the state court’s 
findings that counsel made a strategic decision not to present 
mental health evidence during the penalty phase. “At a 
minimum,” the court noted, “Wood has not presented evi­
dence, much less clear and convincing evidence, that counsel 
did not make such decisions.” Id., at 1304, n. 23. The court 
also agreed with the state court’s legal conclusion that coun­
sel’s strategic decision was reasonable. According to the 
court, the silent record created a presumption that coun­
sel exercised sound professional judgment, supported by 
ample reasons, not to present the information they had ob­
tained. These reasons included unfavorable information in 
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Dr. Kirkland’s report, such as details about Wood’s 19 earlier 
arrests and his previous attempt to murder another ex-
girlfriend, as well as Dr. Kirkland’s conclusion that, notwith­
standing Wood’s mental deficiencies, Wood had a high level 
of adaptive functioning. Id., at 1304–1306. The court 
added that the investigation preceding counsel’s decision was 
sufficient to permit them to make a reasoned decision, credit­
ing the Rule 32 court’s findings that, inter alia, counsel not 
only employed an investigator who sought mitigation evi­
dence from family members but also themselves met with 
family members and sought guidance from capital defense 
organizations. Id., at 1307–1308. The court also accepted 
as not “objectively unreasonable” the state court’s determi­
nation that Wood had failed to show prejudice from counsel’s 
failure to present evidence of his mental deficiencies. Id., at 
1309, 1314. 

The dissent, implicitly considering the factual question 
whether counsel made a strategic decision as part and parcel 
of the legal question whether any strategic decision was rea­
sonable, concluded that “[n]o such strategic decisions could 
possibly have been made in this case because counsel had 
failed to adequately investigate the available mitigating evi­
dence.” Id., at 1316 (opinion of Barkett, J.). According to 
the dissent, “the weight of the evidence in the record demon­
strates that Trotter, an inexperienced and overwhelmed at­
torney,” unassisted by senior counsel, “realized too late”— 
only in time to present it to the sentencing judge, not to 
the penalty jury—“what any reasonably prepared attorney 
would have known: that evidence of Wood’s mental impair­
ments could have served as mitigating evidence and de­
served investigation so that it could properly be presented 
before sentencing.” Id., at 1320. The dissent also con­
cluded that there was a reasonable probability of a different 
outcome at the penalty phase had the evidence been pre­
sented, because the jury could have concluded that Wood was 
less culpable as a result of his diminished abilities. Id., at 
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1322–1325. The dissent therefore concluded that the state 
court’s application of Strickland to the facts of this case was 
unreasonable. 542 F. 3d, at 1326. 

We granted certiorari to resolve two related questions 
raised by Wood’s petition. First, we granted review of a 
question that has divided the Courts of Appeals: whether, in 
order to satisfy § 2254(d)(2), a petitioner must establish only 
that the state-court factual determination on which the deci­
sion was based was “unreasonable,” or whether § 2254(e)(1) 
additionally requires a petitioner to rebut a presumption 
that the determination was correct with clear and convincing 
evidence.1 We also granted review of the question whether 
the state court reasonably determined that Wood’s counsel 
made a “strategic decision” not to pursue or present evidence 
of his mental deficiencies. 556 U. S. 1234 (2009). Wood’s pe­

1 See, e. g., 542 F. 3d 1281, 1285, 1304, n. 23 (CA11 2008) (case below); 
Taylor v. Maddox, 366 F. 3d 992, 999–1000 (CA9) (where a habeas peti­
tioner challenges state-court factual findings “based entirely on the state 
record,” the federal court reviews those findings for reasonableness only 
under § 2254(d)(2), but where a petitioner challenges such findings based 
in part on evidence that is extrinsic to the state-court record, § 2254(e)(1) 
applies), cert. denied, 543 U. S. 1038 (2004); Lambert v. Blackwell, 387 
F. 3d 210, 235 (CA3 2004) (“[Section] 2254(d)(2)’s reasonableness determi­
nation turns on a consideration of the totality of the ‘evidence presented 
in the state-court proceeding,’ while § 2254(e)(1) contemplates a challenge 
to the state court’s individual factual determinations, including a challenge 
based wholly or in part on evidence outside the state trial record”); Trus­
sell v. Bowersox, 447 F. 3d 588, 591 (CA8) (federal habeas relief is available 
only “if the state court made ‘an unreasonable determination of the facts in 
light of the evidence presented in the State court proceeding,’ 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2254(d)(2), which requires clear and convincing evidence that the state 
court’s presumptively correct factual finding lacks evidentiary support”), 
cert. denied, 549 U. S. 1034 (2006); Ben-Yisrayl v. Buss, 540 F. 3d 542, 549 
(CA7 2008) (§ 2254(d)(2) can be satisfied by showing, under § 2254(e)(1), 
that a state-court decision “rests upon a determination of fact that lies 
against the clear weight of the evidence” because such a decision “is, 
by definition, a decision so inadequately supported by the record as to 
be arbitrary and therefore objectively unreasonable” (internal quotation 
marks omitted)). 
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tition raised two additional questions on which we declined 
to grant certiorari. Ibid. Neither of these asked us to 
review whether the state court’s resolution of Wood’s 
ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claim was “contrary to, or 
involved an unreasonable application of, clearly established 
Federal law” under § 2254(d)(1) and Strickland. 

II
 
A
 

Notwithstanding statements we have made about the rela­
tionship between §§ 2254(d)(2) and (e)(1) in cases that did not 
squarely present the issue, see Brief for Petitioner 37–38; 
Brief for Respondents 28–29, we have explicitly left open the 
question whether § 2254(e)(1) applies in every case present­
ing a challenge under § 2254(d)(2), see Rice v. Collins, 546 
U. S. 333, 339 (2006). The parties and their amici have of­
fered a variety of ways to read the relationship between 
these two provisions.2 Although we granted certiorari to 
resolve the question of how §§ 2254(d)(2) and (e)(1) fit to­
gether, we find once more that we need not reach this ques­
tion, because our view of the reasonableness of the state 
court’s factual determination in this case does not turn on 
any interpretive difference regarding the relationship be­
tween these provisions. For present purposes, we assume 

2 In Wood’s view, when a petitioner seeks relief based entirely on the 
state-court record, a federal court reviews the state court’s findings for 
reasonableness under § 2254(d)(2). Section 2254(e)(1) comes into play, ac­
cording to Wood, only when a petitioner challenges individual state-court 
factual findings based in part on evidence that is extrinsic to the state-
court record. Brief for Petitioner 38–39. According to respondents, 
§ 2254(e)(1) applies to any challenge to a state court’s factual findings 
under § 2254(d)(2), including a challenge based solely on the state-court 
record. Brief for Respondents 35–37. Respondents’ amici offer still fur­
ther variations, although they all agree with respondents that § 2254(e)(1) 
applies in some fashion in every habeas case reviewing state-court factual 
findings. Brief for Criminal Justice Legal Foundation 5, 10–14; Brief for 
State of Indiana et al. 2, 12–18. 
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for the sake of argument that the factual determination at 
issue should be reviewed, as Wood urges, only under 
§ 2254(d)(2) and not under § 2254(e)(1). We conclude that, 
under § 2254(d)(2), the state court’s finding that Wood’s coun­
sel made a strategic decision not to pursue or present evi­
dence of Wood’s mental deficiencies was not an unreasonable 
determination of the facts in light of the evidence presented 
in the state-court proceedings. We therefore do not need 
to decide whether that determination should be reviewed 
under the arguably more deferential standard set out in 
§ 2254(e)(1). 

As we have observed in related contexts, “[t]he term ‘un­
reasonable’ is no doubt difficult to define.” Williams v. Tay­
lor, 529 U. S. 362, 410 (2000). It suffices to say, however, 
that a state-court factual determination is not unreasonable 
merely because the federal habeas court would have reached 
a different conclusion in the first instance. Cf. id., at 411. 
In Rice, for example, in which we assumed, arguendo, that 
only § 2254(d)(2) and not § 2254(e)(1) applied, 546 U. S., at 339, 
we rejected the Ninth Circuit’s conclusion that a state-court 
factual determination was unreasonable. We noted that 
even if “[r]easonable minds reviewing the record might dis­
agree” about the finding in question, “on habeas review that 
does not suffice to supersede the trial court’s . . . determina­
tion.” Id., at 341–342. 

In this case, the evidence in the state-court record demon­
strated that all of Wood’s counsel read the Kirkland report. 
App. 12, 174, 210, 283. Trotter testified that Dozier told him 
that nothing in the report merited further investigation, a 
recollection that is supported by contemporaneous letters 
Trotter wrote to Dozier and Ralph noting that no independ­
ent psychological evaluations had been conducted because 
Dozier had said they would not be needed. Id., at 283, 343, 
345. Trotter also told the sentencing judge that counsel did 
not intend to introduce the Kirkland report to the jury. Id., 
at 12. This evidence in the state-court record can fairly be 
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read to support the Rule 32 court’s factual determination 
that counsel’s failure to pursue or present evidence of Wood’s 
mental deficiencies was not mere oversight or neglect but 
was instead the result of a deliberate decision to focus on 
other defenses. 

Arguing that the state court’s factual determination to 
this effect was unreasonable, Wood calls our attention to 
Dozier’s testimony during the Rule 32 proceedings that evi­
dence of Wood’s mental health problems would have been 
presented during the penalty phase if counsel had been 
aware of it, id., at 169; that Dozier did not recall whether he 
had decided not to present evidence based on the Kirkland 
report, id., at 168, 171; and that Dozier and Ralph had desig­
nated the inexperienced Trotter to be in charge of the pen­
alty phase proceedings, id., at 270–271. Trotter, in turn, 
testified that he did not recall considering Wood’s mental de­
ficiencies. Id., at 288. Wood also observes that the Kirk­
land report was prepared for the guilt phase, not the penalty 
phase, and a strategic decision not to use the Kirkland report 
in the former does not necessarily carry over into the latter. 
Id., at 324. Wood notes that his counsel sought to obtain 
additional evidence about his mental health to use in mitiga­
tion after reviewing the Kirkland report, but they failed to 
pursue it, in part out of a belief that the sentencing judge 
would not grant a continuance to permit them to investigate. 
Id., at 285, 343–346. Finally, Wood emphasizes that his 
counsel must have thought that evidence of his mental defi­
ciencies was important because they presented it to the 
judge at the final sentencing hearing. Id., at 88. 

Most of the evidence Wood highlights, however, speaks not 
to whether counsel made a strategic decision, but rather to 
whether counsel’s judgment was reasonable—a question 
we do not reach. See Part II–B, infra. As for any evi­
dence that may plausibly be read as inconsistent with the 
finding that counsel made a strategic decision, we conclude 
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that it does not suffice to demonstrate that the finding was 
unreasonable.3 

Reviewing all of the evidence, we agree with the State 
that even if it is debatable, it is not unreasonable to conclude 
that, after reviewing the Kirkland report, counsel made a 
strategic decision not to inquire further into the informa­
tion contained in the report about Wood’s mental deficien­
cies and not to present to the jury such information as coun­
sel already possessed about these deficiencies. Cf. Rice, 
546 U. S., at 341–342. For that reason, we agree with the 
Court of Appeals that the District Court erred in holding 
to the contrary. 

B 

Wood also argues that the state-court decision involved 
an unreasonable application of Strickland under § 2254(d)(1) 

3 The dissent suggests that counsel could not have made a strategic deci­
sion not to pursue evidence of Wood’s mental deficiencies because there 
could be no reasonable justification for doing so. Post, at 307–309 (opinion 
of Stevens, J., joined by Kennedy, J.). This interpretation conflates the 
question whether a decision was strategic with the question whether a 
strategic decision was reasonable. Cf. post, at 306, n. 1. Without express­
ing a view on the ultimate reasonableness of the decision not to pursue 
this evidence further, we note that the Eleventh Circuit majority observed 
that the state court could reasonably have determined that counsel had 
strategic grounds for their decision. In particular, evidence about Wood’s 
mental deficiencies may have led to rebuttal testimony about the capabili­
ties he demonstrated through his extensive criminal history, an extraordi­
narily limited amount of which was actually admitted at the penalty phase 
of the trial. Counsel’s decision successfully thwarted the prosecutor’s 
efforts to admit evidence that Wood murdered his ex-girlfriend while on 
parole for an attempted murder of a different ex-girlfriend that was 
strikingly similar in execution to the subsequent successful murder. App. 
23–24. Moreover, as the Eleventh Circuit majority noted, evidence of 
Wood’s mental deficiencies also could have undercut the defense’s argu­
ment that he left school to support his family, suggesting instead that he 
left school because of educational difficulties. 542 F. 3d, at 1305–1306. 
Counsel’s decision about which avenues to investigate can therefore plausi­
bly be described as strategic rather than necessarily being the product of 
“happenstance, inattention, or neglect,” post, at 307. 
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because counsel failed to make a reasonable investigation of 
Wood’s mental deficiencies before deciding not to pursue or 
present such evidence. Without a reasonable investigation, 
Wood contends, these decisions were an unreasonable ex­
ercise of professional judgment and constituted deficient 
performance under Strickland. We agree with the State, 
however, that this argument is not “fairly included” in 
the questions presented under this Court’s Rule 14.1(a). 
Whether the state court reasonably determined that there 
was a strategic decision under § 2254(d)(2) is a different ques­
tion from whether the strategic decision itself was a reason­
able exercise of professional judgment under Strickland or 
whether the application of Strickland was reasonable under 
§ 2254(d)(1). Cf. Rice, 546 U. S., at 342 (“The question 
whether a state court errs in determining the facts is a dif­
ferent question from whether it errs in applying the law”). 
These latter two questions may be “related to the one peti­
tione[r] presented, and perhaps complementary to the one 
petitione[r] presented,” but they are “not fairly included 
therein.” Yee v. Escondido, 503 U. S. 519, 537 (1992) (inter­
nal quotation marks omitted). 

It is true that Wood’s petition discussed the Eleventh Cir­
cuit’s misapplication of § 2254(d)(1) and Strickland. Pet. for 
Cert. 22–27. But “the fact that [petitioner] discussed this 
issue in the text of [his] petition for certiorari does not bring 
it before us. Rule 14.1(a) requires that a subsidiary ques­
tion be fairly included in the question presented for our re­
view.” Izumi Seimitsu Kogyo Kabushiki Kaisha v. U. S. 
Philips Corp., 510 U. S. 27, 31, n. 5 (1993) (per curiam). We 
therefore do not address Wood’s argument that the state 
court unreasonably applied Strickland in rejecting his 
ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claim on the merits. 

* * * 

Because the resolution of this case does not turn on them, 
we leave for another day the questions of how and when 
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§ 2254(e)(1) applies in challenges to a state court’s factual de­
terminations under § 2254(d)(2). We hold simply that, even 
under petitioner’s reading of § 2254(d)(2), the state court’s 
conclusion that Wood’s counsel made a strategic decision not 
to pursue or present evidence of his mental deficiencies was 
not an unreasonable determination of the facts. Accord­
ingly, we affirm the judgment of the Court of Appeals for 
the Eleventh Circuit. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Stevens, with whom Justice Kennedy joins, 
dissenting. 

There is a world of difference between a decision not to 
introduce evidence at the guilt phase of a trial and a failure 
to investigate mitigating evidence that might be admissible 
at the penalty phase. Wood’s experienced counsel made a 
perfectly sensible decision not to introduce Dr. Kirkland’s re­
port into evidence or to call him as a witness. That was a 
strategic decision based on their judgment that the evidence 
would do more harm than good. But it does not follow from 
this single strategic decision that counsel also made a strate­
gic decision to forgo investigating powerful mitigating evi­
dence of Wood’s mental deficits for the penalty phase. On 
the contrary, the only reasonable factual conclusion I can 
draw from this record is that counsel’s decision to do so was 
the result of inattention and neglect. Because such a deci­
sion is the antithesis of a “strategic” choice, I would reverse 
the decision of the Court of Appeals. 

Assuming that the Court is correct to decline to consider 
whether the state court’s application of Strickland v. Wash­
ington, 466 U. S. 668 (1984), was reasonable, see ante, at 303– 
304, the question whether the decision itself was the product 
of a strategy is still before us. The Court may well be cor­
rect that the state court reasonably concluded that counsel 
made a decision not to pursue Dr. Kirkland’s report for either 
guilt or penalty phase purposes, ante, at 301–303, but to reject 
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Wood’s claim the state court also had to reasonably conclude 
that such a decision was borne of strategy. And whether 
counsel’s decision was the product of strategy is a question 
of fact for purposes of 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(2).1 Cf. Wiggins 
v. Smith, 539 U. S. 510, 526–527 (2003) (observing that “the 
‘strategic decision’ the state courts and respondents all in­
voke to justify counsel’s limited pursuit of mitigating evi­
dence resembles more a post hoc rationalization of counsel’s 
conduct than an accurate description of their deliberations 
prior to sentencing”); Carr v. Schofield, 364 F. 3d 1246, 1264 
(CA11 2004) (identifying “whether counsel’s decisions were 
tactical or strategic” as a question of fact (citing Horton v. 
Zant, 941 F. 2d 1449, 1462 (CA11 1991))); 2 Berryman v. Mor­
ton, 100 F. 3d 1089, 1095 (CA3 1996) (same). In other words, 
the Court correctly concludes that the record reasonably 
supports a finding that counsel decided not to investigate 
Wood’s mental retardation further, but the Court fails to en­
gage with the requisite second question: Does the record rea­
sonably support finding that counsel’s decision was a strate­
gic one? The answer to this question is unequivocally no. 

Before petitioner’s trial, his counsel learned that Wood had 
an “IQ in the borderline range of intellectual functioning,” 

1 The Court explains: “Whether the state court reasonably determined 
that there was a strategic decision under § 2254(d)(2) is a different question 
from whether the strategic decision itself was a reasonable exercise of 
professional judgment under Strickland or whether the application of 
Strickland was reasonable under § 2254(d)(1).” Ante, at 304. I agree 
with the majority that whether a particular strategic decision is reason­
able or not is the Strickland question we would address were we review­
ing Wood’s claim for habeas relief under § 2254(d)(1). 

2 Indeed, the law in the Eleventh Circuit on this point is well settled: 
“ ‘The question of whether an attorney’s actions were actually the product 
of a tactical or strategic decision is an issue of fact . . . .’ ”  Fotopoulos v. 
Secretary, Dept. of Corrections, 516 F. 3d 1229, 1233 (CA11 2008) (quoting 
Provenzano v. Singletary, 148 F. 3d 1327, 1330 (CA11 1998)); see also La­
marca v. Secretary, Dept. of Corrections, 568 F. 3d 929, 938 (CA11 2009) 
(same). Thus, it is quite understandable that Wood framed the questions 
presented in his petition for certiorari as arising under § 2254(d)(2). 
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App. 327, and was “functioning, at most,” in this borderline 
range, id., at 328. Wood was “reading on less than a 3rd 
grade level.” Id., at 327. His former special education 
teacher testified during postconviction review that Wood was 
classified as “educable mentally retarded” by the local school 
system. Id., at 403. In short, Wood has the type of signifi­
cant mental deficits that we recognize as “inherently mitigat­
ing,” Tennard v. Dretke, 542 U. S. 274, 287 (2004).3 

Despite the powerful mitigating value of this evidence, 
“[n]o evidence of Wood’s mental retardation was ever pre­
sented to the jury.” 542 F. 3d 1281, 1314 (CA11 2008) (Bar­
kett, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). Counsel 
was clearly aware that this evidence existed, id., at 1318, but 
chose not to investigate it beyond the conclusions outlined in 
Dr. Kirkland’s report, App. 283. In the Court’s view, the 
record reasonably supports the state court’s conclusion that 
“counsel made a strategic decision not to inquire further 
into” Wood’s mental deficiencies, ante, at 303. Although I 
agree with the majority that the failure was the result of a 
“decision,” albeit a hasty one, the Court regrettably fails to 
consider whether the decision was also “strategic” as a mat­
ter of fact. 

A decision cannot be fairly characterized as “strategic” un­
less it is a conscious choice between two legitimate and ra­
tional alternatives. It must be borne of deliberation and not 
happenstance, inattention, or neglect. See Wiggins, 539 
U. S., at 526 (concluding that counsel’s “failure to investigate 
thoroughly resulted from inattention, not reasoned strategic 
judgment”); Strickland, 466 U. S., at 690–691. Moreover, 
“a cursory investigation” does not “automatically justif[y] a 

3 Although Wood does not fall within the class of individuals we identi­
fied in Atkins v. Virginia, 536 U. S. 304 (2002), against whom the death 
penalty may not be constitutionally imposed, “the reality that [the defend­
ant] was ‘borderline mentally retarded,’ might well . . . influenc[e] the 
jury’s appraisal of his moral culpability.” Williams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 
362, 398 (2000). 
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tactical decision with respect to sentencing strategy.” Wig­
gins, 539 U. S., at 527. Although we afford deference to 
counsel’s strategic decisions, Strickland, 466 U. S., at 690– 
691, for this deference to apply there must be some evidence 
that the decision was just that: strategic. 

The lawyers’ duty to conduct a thorough investigation of 
possible mitigating evidence is well established by our cases, 
Porter v. McCollum, ante, at  39–40  (per curiam); Rompilla 
v. Beard, 545 U. S. 374, 387 (2005); Wiggins, 539 U. S., at 522– 
523; Williams v. Taylor, 529 U. S. 362, 396 (2000); Strick­
land, 466 U. S., at 688. These cases also make clear that 
counsel’s unconsidered decision to fail to discharge that duty 
cannot be strategic. The only conceivable strategy that 
might support forgoing counsel’s ethical obligations under 
these circumstances would be a reasoned conclusion that fur­
ther investigation is futile and thus a waste of valuable time. 
Cf. id., at 691 (recognizing that counsel’s decision to abandon 
an investigation is entitled to deference “when a defendant 
has given counsel reason to believe that pursuing certain in­
vestigations would be fruitless or even harmful”). There is 
no evidence in the record to suggest that Wood’s counsel 
reached such a conclusion.4 See 542 F. 3d, at 1321–1322 
(Barkett, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). On 
the contrary, the Court recognizes that Wood has pointed 
to substantial evidence that Trotter, the attorney who had 

4 The Court conflates the strategic decision to present mitigating evi­
dence to the jury with the strategic decision to investigate avenues of 
mitigating evidence fully, see ante, at 303, n. 3. My concern is that 
there is no evidence to support a conclusion that there was a strategic 
decision on the latter, which is a necessary prerequisite for counsel to 
make reasoned choices with respect to what evidence should go before the 
jury during the penalty phase of a capital trial. See, e. g., Wiggins, 539 
U. S., at 522 (explaining that “counsel’s failure to uncover and present volu­
minous mitigating evidence at sentencing could not be justified as a tacti­
cal decision to focus on [defendant’s] voluntary confessions, because coun­
sel had not ‘fulfill[ed] their obligation to conduct a thorough investigation 
of the defendant’s background’ ” (quoting Williams, 529 U. S., at 396)). 
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primary responsibility for Wood’s penalty phase, believed 
that further investigation had value, ante, at 302. Despite 
the fact that Trotter had a meager five months of experience 
as a lawyer when he was appointed to represent Wood, App. 
261, even he knew that further investigation into any mental 
or psychological deficits was in order.5 

In my view, any decision to abandon an investigation into 
the mitigating evidence signaled by Dr. Kirkland’s report 
was so obviously unreasonable that the decision itself is 
highly persuasive evidence that counsel did not have any 
strategy in mind when they did so. I share the view of my 
dissenting colleague below that the District Court correctly 
concluded that the failure to investigate was the product of 
inattention and neglect by attorneys preoccupied with other 
concerns and not the product of a deliberate choice between 
two permissible alternatives. For the state court to con­
clude otherwise was thus “an unreasonable determination of 
the facts in light of the evidence presented in the State court 
proceeding” within the meaning of 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(2).6 

I therefore respectfully dissent. 

5 Shortly before the penalty phase commenced, Trotter sent letters to 
his two more experienced co-counsel imploring that “we should request 
an independent psychological evaluation—even if that means asking for a 
postponement of the sentencing hearing.” App. 343 (letter from Trotter 
to Dozier); id., at 345 (letter from Trotter to Ralph). Trotter attempted 
to procure Wood’s school records and speak to his former special education 
teachers in order to obtain “anything that would be able to be used as a 
mitigating factor,” id., at 267 (testimony of Trotter), but he failed to follow 
up on a subpoena issued for the records and never spoke at length with 
any of Wood’s teachers, id., at 267–268. Notably, at least two of these 
former teachers were willing to testify on Wood’s behalf at the state post-
conviction hearing, see id., at 401–421 (testimony of Maddox and Penn). 

6 I would also reach the same conclusion were I to agree with respond­
ents and their amici that a habeas petitioner must pierce § 2254(e)(1)’s 
presumption of correctness with respect to state-court findings of fact be­
fore he can proceed to show he is entitled to relief under § 2254(d)(2). See 
ante, at 300, n. 2. 
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CITIZENS UNITED v. FEDERAL ELECTION
 
COMMISSION
 

appeal from the united states district court for the 
district of columbia 

No. 08–205. Argued March 24, 2009—Reargued September 9, 2009–– 
Decided January 21, 2010 

As amended by § 203 of the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 
(BCRA), federal law prohibits corporations and unions from using their 
general treasury funds to make independent expenditures for speech 
that is an “electioneering communication” or for speech that expressly 
advocates the election or defeat of a candidate. 2 U. S. C. § 441b. An 
electioneering communication is “any broadcast, cable, or satellite com­
munication” that “refers to a clearly identified candidate for Federal 
office” and is made within 30 days of a primary election, § 434(f)(3)(A), 
and that is “publicly distributed,” 11 CFR § 100.29(a)(2), which in “the 
case of a candidate for nomination for President . . . means” that 
the communication “[c]an be received by 50,000 or more persons in a 
State where a primary election . . . is being held within 30 days,” 
§ 100.29(b)(3)(ii). Corporations and unions may establish a political ac­
tion committee (PAC) for express advocacy or electioneering communi­
cations purposes. 2 U. S. C. § 441b(b)(2). In McConnell v. Federal 
Election Comm’n, 540 U. S. 93, 203–209, this Court upheld limits on 
electioneering communications in a facial challenge, relying on the 
holding in Austin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce, 494 U. S. 652, 
that political speech may be banned based on the speaker’s corporate 
identity. 

In January 2008, appellant Citizens United, a nonprofit corporation, 
released a documentary (hereinafter Hillary) critical of then-Senator 
Hillary Clinton, a candidate for her party’s Presidential nomination. 
Anticipating that it would make Hillary available on cable television 
through video-on-demand within 30 days of primary elections, Citizens 
United produced television ads to run on broadcast and cable television. 
Concerned about possible civil and criminal penalties for violating 
§ 441b, it sought declaratory and injunctive relief, arguing that (1) § 441b 
is unconstitutional as applied to Hillary; and (2) BCRA’s disclaimer, 
disclosure, and reporting requirements, BCRA §§ 201 and 311, were un­
constitutional as applied to Hillary and the ads. The District Court 
denied Citizens United a preliminary injunction and granted appellee 
Federal Election Commission (FEC) summary judgment. 
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Held: 
1. Because the question whether § 441b applies to Hillary cannot be 

resolved on other, narrower grounds without chilling political speech, 
this Court must consider the continuing effect of the speech suppression 
upheld in Austin. Pp. 322–336. 

(a) Citizens United’s narrower arguments—that Hillary is not an 
“electioneering communication” covered by § 441b because it is not “pub­
licly distributed” under 11 CFR § 100.29(a)(2); that § 441b may not be 
applied to Hillary under Federal Election Comm’n v. Wisconsin Right 
to Life, Inc., 551 U. S. 449 (WRTL), which found § 441b unconstitutional 
as applied to speech that was not “express advocacy or its functional 
equivalent,” id., at 481 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.), determining that a 
communication “is the functional equivalent of express advocacy only if 
[it] is susceptible of no reasonable interpretation other than as an appeal 
to vote for or against a specific candidate,” id., at 469–470; that § 441b 
should be invalidated as applied to movies shown through video-on­
demand because this delivery system has a lower risk of distorting the 
political process than do television ads; and that there should be an 
exception to § 441b’s ban for nonprofit corporate political speech funded 
overwhelmingly by individuals—are not sustainable under a fair reading 
of the statute. Pp. 322–329. 

(b) Thus, this case cannot be resolved on a narrower ground with­
out chilling political speech, speech that is central to the First Amend­
ment’s meaning and purpose. Citizens United did not waive this chal­
lenge to Austin when it stipulated to dismissing the facial challenge 
below, since (1) even if such a challenge could be waived, this Court may 
reconsider Austin and § 441b’s facial validity here because the District 
Court “passed upon” the issue, Lebron v. National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation, 513 U. S. 374, 379; (2) throughout the litigation, Citizens 
United has asserted a claim that the FEC has violated its right to free 
speech; and (3) the parties cannot enter into a stipulation that prevents 
the Court from considering remedies necessary to resolve a claim that 
has been preserved. Because Citizens United’s narrower arguments 
are not sustainable, this Court must, in an exercise of its judicial respon­
sibility, consider § 441b’s facial validity. Any other course would pro­
long the substantial, nationwide chilling effect caused by § 441b’s corpo­
rate expenditure ban. This conclusion is further supported by the 
following: (1) the uncertainty caused by the Government’s litigating po­
sition; (2) substantial time would be required to clarify § 441b’s applica­
tion on the points raised by the Government’s position in order to avoid 
any chilling effect caused by an improper interpretation; and (3) because 
speech itself is of primary importance to the integrity of the election 
process, any speech arguably within the reach of rules created for regu­
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lating political speech is chilled. The regulatory scheme at issue may 
not be a prior restraint in the strict sense. However, given its complex­
ity and the deference courts show to administrative determinations, 
a speaker wishing to avoid criminal liability threats and the heavy 
costs of defending against FEC enforcement must ask a governmental 
agency for prior permission to speak. The restrictions thus function as 
the equivalent of a prior restraint, giving the FEC power analogous 
to the type of government practices that the First Amendment was 
drawn to prohibit. The ongoing chill on speech makes it necessary to 
invoke the earlier precedents that a statute that chills speech can and 
must be invalidated where its facial invalidity has been demonstrated. 
Pp. 329–336. 

2. Austin is overruled, and thus provides no basis for allowing the 
Government to limit corporate independent expenditures. Hence, 
§ 441b’s restrictions on such expenditures are invalid and cannot be ap­
plied to Hillary. Given this conclusion, the part of McConnell that 
upheld BCRA § 203’s extension of § 441b’s restrictions on independent 
corporate expenditures is also overruled. Pp. 336–366. 

(a) Although the First Amendment provides that “Congress shall 
make no law . . . abridging  the  freedom of speech,” § 441b’s prohibition 
on corporate independent expenditures is an outright ban on speech, 
backed by criminal sanctions. It is a ban notwithstanding the fact that 
a PAC created by a corporation can still speak, for a PAC is a separate 
association from the corporation. Because speech is an essential mech­
anism of democracy—it is the means to hold officials accountable to the 
people—political speech must prevail against laws that would suppress 
it by design or inadvertence. Laws burdening such speech are subject 
to strict scrutiny, which requires the Government to prove that the re­
striction “furthers a compelling interest and is narrowly tailored to 
achieve that interest.” WRTL, supra, at 464. This language provides 
a sufficient framework for protecting the interests in this case. Pre­
mised on mistrust of governmental power, the First Amendment stands 
against attempts to disfavor certain subjects or viewpoints or to distin­
guish among different speakers, which may be a means to control con­
tent. The Government may also commit a constitutional wrong when 
by law it identifies certain preferred speakers. There is no basis for 
the proposition that, in the political speech context, the Government 
may impose restrictions on certain disfavored speakers. Both history 
and logic lead to this conclusion. Pp. 336–341. 

(b) The Court has recognized that the First Amendment applies to 
corporations, e. g., First Nat. Bank of Boston v. Bellotti, 435 U. S. 765, 
778, n. 14, and extended this protection to the context of political speech, 
see, e. g., NAACP v. Button, 371 U. S. 415, 428–429. Addressing chal­
lenges to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, the Court in Buck­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 310 (2010) 313 

Syllabus 

ley v. Valeo, 424 U. S. 1 (per curiam), upheld limits on direct contribu­
tions to candidates, 18 U. S. C. § 608(b), recognizing a governmental in­
terest in preventing quid pro quo corruption. 424 U. S., at 25–26. 
However, the Court invalidated § 608(e)’s expenditure ban, which applied 
to individuals, corporations, and unions, because it “fail[ed] to serve any 
substantial governmental interest in stemming the reality or appear­
ance of corruption in the electoral process,” id., at 47–48. While Buck­
ley did not consider a separate ban on corporate and union independent 
expenditures found in § 610, had that provision been challenged in Buck­
ley’s wake, it could not have been squared with the precedent’s reason­
ing and analysis. The Buckley Court did not invoke the overbreadth 
doctrine to suggest that § 608(e)’s expenditure ban would have been con­
stitutional had it applied to corporations and unions but not individuals. 
Notwithstanding this precedent, Congress soon recodified § 610’s corpo­
rate and union expenditure ban at 2 U. S. C. § 441b, the provision at 
issue. Less than two years after Buckley, Bellotti reaffirmed the First 
Amendment principle that the Government lacks the power to restrict 
political speech based on the speaker’s corporate identity. 435 U. S., at 
784–785. Thus the law stood until Austin upheld a corporate independ­
ent expenditure restriction, bypassing Buckley and Bellotti by recog­
nizing a new governmental interest in preventing “the corrosive and 
distorting effects of immense aggregations of [corporate] wealth . . . that 
have little or no correlation to the public’s support for the corporation’s 
political ideas.” 494 U. S., at 660. Pp. 342–348. 

(c) This Court is confronted with conflicting lines of precedent: a 
pre-Austin line forbidding speech restrictions based on the speaker’s 
corporate identity and a post-Austin line permitting them. Neither 
Austin’s antidistortion rationale nor the Government’s other justifica­
tions support § 441b’s restrictions. Pp. 348–362. 

(1) The First Amendment prohibits Congress from fining or jail­
ing citizens, or associations of citizens, for engaging in political speech, 
but Austin’s antidistortion rationale would permit the Government to 
ban political speech because the speaker is an association with a corpo­
rate form. Political speech is “indispensable to decisionmaking in a de­
mocracy, and this is no less true because the speech comes from a corpo­
ration.” Bellotti, supra, at 777 (footnote omitted). This protection is 
inconsistent with Austin’s rationale, which is meant to prevent corpora­
tions from obtaining “ ‘an unfair advantage in the political marketplace’ ” 
by using “ ‘resources amassed in the economic marketplace.’ ” 494 U. S., 
at 659. First Amendment protections do not depend on the speaker’s 
“financial ability to engage in public discussion.” Buckley, supra, at 49. 
These conclusions were reaffirmed when the Court invalidated a BCRA 
provision that increased the cap on contributions to one candidate if 
the opponent made certain expenditures from personal funds. Davis v. 
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Federal Election Comm’n, 554 U. S. 724, 742. Distinguishing wealthy 
individuals from corporations based on the latter’s special advantages 
of, e. g., limited liability, does not suffice to allow laws prohibiting speech. 
It is irrelevant for First Amendment purposes that corporate funds may 
“have little or no correlation to the public’s support for the corporation’s 
political ideas.” Austin, supra, at 660. All speakers, including indi­
viduals and the media, use money amassed from the economic market­
place to fund their speech, and the First Amendment protects the result­
ing speech. Under the antidistortion rationale, Congress could also ban 
political speech of media corporations. Although currently exempt 
from § 441b, they accumulate wealth with the help of their corporate 
form, may have aggregations of wealth, and may express views “hav­
[ing] little or no correlation to the public’s support” for those views. 
Differential treatment of media corporations and other corporations can­
not be squared with the First Amendment, and there is no support for 
the view that the Amendment’s original meaning would permit sup­
pressing media corporations’ political speech. Austin interferes with 
the “open marketplace” of ideas protected by the First Amendment. 
New York State Bd. of Elections v. Lopez Torres, 552 U. S. 196, 208. 
Its censorship is vast in its reach, suppressing the speech of both for-
profit and nonprofit, both small and large, corporations. Pp. 349–356. 

(2) This reasoning also shows the invalidity of the Government’s 
other arguments. It reasons that corporate political speech can be 
banned to prevent corruption or its appearance. The Buckley Court 
found this rationale “sufficiently important” to allow contribution limits 
but refused to extend that reasoning to expenditure limits, 424 U. S., at 
25, and the Court does not do so here. While a single Bellotti footnote 
purported to leave the question open, 435 U. S., at 788, n. 26, this Court 
now concludes that independent expenditures, including those made by 
corporations, do not give rise to corruption or the appearance of corrup­
tion. That speakers may have influence over or access to elected offi­
cials does not mean that those officials are corrupt. And the appear­
ance of influence or access will not cause the electorate to lose faith 
in this democracy. Caperton v. A. T. Massey Coal Co., 556 U. S. 868, 
distinguished. Pp. 356–361. 

(3) The Government’s asserted interest in protecting sharehold­
ers from being compelled to fund corporate speech, like the antidistor­
tion rationale, would allow the Government to ban political speech even 
of media corporations. The statute is underinclusive; it only protects a 
dissenting shareholder’s interests in certain media for 30 or 60 days 
before an election when such interests would be implicated in any media 
at any time. It is also overinclusive because it covers all corporations, 
including those with one shareholder. Pp. 361–362. 
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(4) Because § 441b is not limited to corporations or associations 
created in foreign countries or funded predominantly by foreign share­
holders, it would be overbroad even if the Court were to recognize a 
compelling governmental interest in limiting foreign influence over the 
Nation’s political process. P. 362. 

(d) The relevant factors in deciding whether to adhere to stare deci­
sis, beyond workability—the precedent’s antiquity, the reliance interests 
at stake, and whether the decision was well reasoned—counsel in favor 
of abandoning Austin, which itself contravened the precedents of Buck­
ley and Bellotti. As already explained, Austin was not well reasoned. 
It is also undermined by experience since its announcement. Political 
speech is so ingrained in this country’s culture that speakers find ways 
around campaign finance laws. Rapid changes in technology—and the 
creative dynamic inherent in the concept of free expression—counsel 
against upholding a law that restricts political speech in certain media 
or by certain speakers. In addition, no serious reliance issues are at 
stake. Thus, due consideration leads to the conclusion that Austin 
should be overruled. The Court returns to the principle established in 
Buckley and Bellotti that the Government may not suppress political 
speech based on the speaker’s corporate identity. No sufficient govern­
mental interest justifies limits on the political speech of nonprofit or 
for-profit corporations. Pp. 362–366. 

3. BCRA §§ 201 and 311 are valid as applied to the ads for Hillary 
and to the movie itself. Pp. 366–372. 

(a) Disclaimer and disclosure requirements may burden the ability 
to speak, but they “impose no ceiling on campaign-related activities,” 
Buckley, supra, at 64, or “ ‘ “prevent anyone from speaking,” ’ ” McCon­
nell, 540 U. S., at 201. The Buckley Court explained that disclosure can 
be justified by a governmental interest in providing “the electorate with 
information” about election-related spending sources. 424 U. S., at 66. 
The McConnell Court applied this interest in rejecting facial challenges 
to §§ 201 and 311. 540 U. S., at 196. However, the Court acknowledged 
that as-applied challenges would be available if a group could show a 
“ ‘reasonable probability’ ” that disclosing its contributors’ names would 
“ ‘subject them to threats, harassment, or reprisals from either Govern­
ment officials or private parties.’ ” Id., at 198. Pp. 366–367. 

(b) The disclaimer and disclosure requirements are valid as applied 
to Citizens United’s ads. They fall within BCRA’s “electioneering com­
munication” definition: They referred to then-Senator Clinton by name 
shortly before a primary and contained pejorative references to her 
candidacy. Section 311 disclaimers provide information to the elector­
ate, McConnell, supra, at 196, and “insure that the voters are fully 
informed” about who is speaking, Buckley, supra, at 76. At the very 
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least, they avoid confusion by making clear that the ads are not funded 
by a candidate or political party. Citizens United’s arguments that 
§ 311 is underinclusive because it requires disclaimers for broadcast ad­
vertisements but not for print or Internet advertising and that § 311 
decreases the quantity and effectiveness of the group’s speech were re­
jected in McConnell. This Court also rejects their contention that 
§ 201’s disclosure requirements must be confined to speech that is the 
functional equivalent of express advocacy under WRTL’s test for restric­
tions on independent expenditures, 551 U. S., at 469–476 (opinion of 
Roberts, C. J.). Disclosure is the less restrictive alternative to more 
comprehensive speech regulations. Such requirements have been up­
held in Buckley and McConnell. Citizens United’s argument that no 
informational interest justifies applying § 201 to its ads is similar to 
the argument this Court rejected with regard to disclaimers. Citizens 
United finally claims that disclosure requirements can chill donations by 
exposing donors to retaliation, but offers no evidence that its members 
face the type of threats, harassment, or reprisals that might make § 201 
unconstitutional as applied. Pp. 367–371. 

(c) For these same reasons, this Court affirms the application of 
the §§ 201 and 311 disclaimer and disclosure requirements to Hillary. 
Pp. 371–372. 

Reversed in part, affirmed in part, and remanded. 

Kennedy, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Roberts, 
C. J., and Scalia and Alito, JJ., joined, in which Thomas, J., joined as to 
all but Part IV, and in which Stevens, Ginsburg, Breyer, and Soto-

mayor, JJ., joined as to Part IV. Roberts, C. J., filed a concurring opin­
ion, in which Alito, J., joined, post, p. 372. Scalia, J., filed a concurring 
opinion, in which Alito, J., joined, and in which Thomas, J., joined in part, 
post, p. 385. Stevens, J., filed an opinion concurring in part and dissent­
ing in part, in which Ginsburg, Breyer, and Sotomayor, JJ., joined, 
post, p. 393. Thomas, J., filed an opinion concurring in part and dissenting 
in part, post, p. 480. 

Theodore B. Olson argued and reargued the cause for ap­
pellant. With him on the briefs were Matthew D. McGill, 
Amir C. Tayrani, and Michael Boos. 

Floyd Abrams argued the cause for Senator Mitch McCon­
nell as amicus curiae. With him on the brief was Susan 
Buckley. 

Solicitor General Kagan reargued the cause for appellee. 
Deputy Solicitor General Stewart argued the cause for ap­
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pellee on the original argument. With them on the briefs 
were then-Acting Solicitor General Kneedler, William M. 
Jay, Thomasenia P. Duncan, David Kolker, Kevin Deeley, 
and Adav Noti. 

Seth P. Waxman argued the cause for Senator John Mc­
Cain et al. as amici curiae urging affirmance. With him on 
the briefs were Randolph D. Moss, Roger M. Witten, Scott 
L. Nelson, Alan B. Morrison, Brian Wolfman, Trevor 
Potter, J. Gerald Hebert, Paul S. Ryan, Tara Malloy, Fred 
Wertheimer, and Donald J. Simon.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for the Alliance De­
fense Fund by Benjamin W. Bull, Erik W. Stanley, and Robert J. McCully; 
for the American Civil Rights Union by Peter Ferrara; for the American 
Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations by Jona­
than P. Hiatt and Laurence E. Gold; for the Cato Institute by Benjamin 
D. Wood, Glenn M. Willard, William J. McGinley, and Ilya Shapiro; for 
the Center for Competitive Politics by Stephen M. Hoersting and Reid 
Alan Cox; for the Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America 
by Jan Witold Baran, Thomas W. Kirby, Caleb P. Burns, Robin S. Con­
rad, Amar D. Sarwal, Steven J. Law, and Judith K. Richmond; for the 
Committee for Truth in Politics, Inc., by James Bopp, Jr., and Richard E. 
Coleson; for the Foundation for Free Expression by Deborah J. Dewart 
and James L. Hirsen; for the National Rifle Association by Charles J. 
Cooper, David H. Thompson, and David Lehn; for the Reporters Commit­
tee for Freedom of the Press by Lucy A. Dalglish and Gregg P. Leslie; 
and for the Wyoming Liberty Group et al. by Benjamin Barr. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for the American 
Independent Business Alliance by Brenda Wright, Lisa J. Danetz, and 
Daniel J. H. Greenwood; for the Campaign Legal Center et al. by Messrs. 
Potter and Hebert, Ms. Malloy, and Messrs. Ryan, Simon, and Werth­
eimer; for the Center for Political Accountability et al. by Karl J. Sand­
strom; for the League of Women Voters of the United States et al. by 
Douglas T. Kendall, Elizabeth B. Wydra, David H. Gans, and Lloyd J. 
Leonard; for the Program on Corporations, Law and Democracy et al. by 
Jeffrey D. Clements; for the Sunlight Foundation et al. by Gary S. Stein; 
and for Norman Ornstein et al. by H. Christopher Bartolomucci. 

Briefs of amici curiae were filed for the State of Montana et al. by Steve 
Bullock, Attorney General of Montana, and Anthony Johnstone, Solicitor, 
by Terry Goddard, Attorney General of Arizona, Mary R. O’Grady, Solici­
tor General, and Orville B. Fitch II, Acting Attorney General of New 
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Justice Kennedy delivered the opinion of the Court. 
Federal law prohibits corporations and unions from using 

their general treasury funds to make independent expendi-

Hampshire, and by the Attorneys General for their respective States as 
follows: Richard Blumenthal of Connecticut, Bill McCollum of Florida, 
Mark J. Bennett of Hawaii, Lisa Madigan of Illinois, Tom Miller of Iowa, 
Steve Six of Kansas, Douglas F. Gansler of Maryland, Martha Coakley of 
Massachusetts, Michael A. Cox of Michigan, Lori Swanson of Minnesota, 
Jim Hood of Mississippi, Anne Milgram of New Jersey, Gary K. King of 
New Mexico, Roy Cooper of North Carolina, Wayne Stenehjem of North 
Dakota, Richard Cordray of Ohio, W. A. Drew Edmondson of Oklahoma, 
Thomas W. Corbett, Jr., of Pennsylvania, Patrick C. Lynch of Rhode Is­
land, Lawrence E. Long of South Dakota, Robert E. Cooper, Jr., of Tennes­
see, William H. Sorrell of Vermont, and Darrell V. McGraw, Jr., of West 
Virginia; for the American Civil Liberties Union by Steven R. Shapiro, 
Joel M. Gora, and Mark J. Lopez; for the American Justice Partnership 
et al. by Cleta Mitchell and Michael J. Lockerby; for the California Broad­
casters Association et al. by Lawrence H. Norton, James A. Kahl, and 
Gregg P. Skall; for the California First Amendment Coalition by Gary L. 
Bostwick and Jean-Paul Jassy; for Campaign Finance Scholars by Allison 
R. Hayward, pro se; for the Center for Constitutional Jurisprudence by 
Anthony T. Caso, Edwin Meese III, and John C. Eastman; for the Center 
for Independent Media et al. by Monica Youn; for the Center for Political 
Accountability et al. by Mr. Sandstrom; for the Committee for Economic 
Development by Paul M. Smith; for the Democratic National Committee 
by Robert F. Bauer and David J. Burman; for the Fidelis Center for Law 
and Policy et al. by Patrick T. Gillen; for Former Officials of the American 
Civil Liberties Union by Norman Dorsen and Burt Neuborne, both pro se; 
for the Free Speech Defense and Education Fund, Inc., et al. by William J. 
Olson, Herbert W. Titus, John S. Miles, and Mark B. Weinberg; for the 
Hachette Book Group, Inc., et al. by Michael J. Chepiga; for the Independ­
ent Sector by M. Devereux Chatillon; for the Institute for Justice by Wil­
liam R. Maurer, William H. Mellor, Steven M. Simpson, and Robert W. 
Gall; for Judicial Watch, Inc., by Paul J. Orfanedes and Dale L. Wilcox; 
for Justice at Stake et al. by James E. Scarboro; for the Michigan Chamber 
of Commerce by Richard D. McLellan, Gary P. Gordon, John D. Pirich, 
and Andrea L. Hansen; for the Pacific Legal Foundation by Deborah J. La 
Fetra and Damien M. Schiff; for Public Good by Seth E. Mermin; for 
Seven Former Chairmen of the Federal Election Commission et al. by 
Messrs. Bopp and Coleson; and for Representative Chris Van Hollen et al. 
by Bradley S. Phillips and Aaron S. Lowenstein. 
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tures for speech defined as an “electioneering communi­
cation” or for speech expressly advocating the election or 
defeat of a candidate. 2 U. S. C. § 441b. Limits on election­
eering communications were upheld in McConnell v. Federal 
Election Comm’n, 540 U. S. 93, 203–209 (2003). The holding 
of McConnell rested to a large extent on an earlier case, 
Austin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce, 494 U. S. 652 
(1990). Austin had held that political speech may be banned 
based on the speaker’s corporate identity. 

In this case we are asked to reconsider Austin and, in 
effect, McConnell. It has been noted that “Austin was a 
significant departure from ancient First Amendment princi­
ples,” Federal Election Comm’n v. Wisconsin Right to Life, 
Inc., 551 U. S. 449, 490 (2007) (WRTL) (Scalia, J., concurring 
in part and concurring in judgment). We agree with that 
conclusion and hold that stare decisis does not compel the 
continued acceptance of Austin. The Government may reg­
ulate corporate political speech through disclaimer and dis­
closure requirements, but it may not suppress that speech 
altogether. We turn to the case now before us. 

I 
A 

Citizens United is a nonprofit corporation. It brought this 
action in the United States District Court for the District of 
Columbia. A three-judge court later convened to hear the 
cause. The resulting judgment gives rise to this appeal. 

Citizens United has an annual budget of about $12 million. 
Most of its funds are from donations by individuals; but, in 
addition, it accepts a small portion of its funds from for-
profit corporations. 

In January 2008, Citizens United released a film entitled 
Hillary: The Movie. We refer to the film as Hillary. It is 
a 90-minute documentary about then-Senator Hillary Clin­
ton, who was a candidate in the Democratic Party’s 2008 
Presidential primary elections. Hillary mentions Senator 
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Clinton by name and depicts interviews with political com­
mentators and other persons, most of them quite critical of 
Senator Clinton. Hillary was released in theaters and on 
DVD, but Citizens United wanted to increase distribution by 
making it available through video-on-demand. 

Video-on-demand allows digital cable subscribers to select 
programming from various menus, including movies, televi­
sion shows, sports, news, and music. The viewer can watch 
the program at any time and can elect to rewind or pause 
the program. In December 2007, a cable company offered, 
for a payment of $1.2 million, to make Hillary available 
on a video-on-demand channel called “Elections ’08.” App. 
255a–257a. Some video-on-demand services require view­
ers to pay a small fee to view a selected program, but here 
the proposal was to make Hillary available to viewers free 
of charge. 

To implement the proposal, Citizens United was prepared 
to pay for the video-on-demand; and to promote the film, it 
produced two 10-second ads and one 30-second ad for Hil­
lary. Each ad includes a short (and, in our view, pejorative) 
statement about Senator Clinton, followed by the name of 
the movie and the movie’s Web site address. Id., at 26a–27a. 
Citizens United desired to promote the video-on-demand of­
fering by running advertisements on broadcast and cable 
television. 

B 

Before the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 
(BCRA), federal law prohibited—and still does prohibit— 
corporations and unions from using general treasury funds 
to make direct contributions to candidates or independent 
expenditures that expressly advocate the election or defeat 
of a candidate, through any form of media, in connection 
with certain qualified federal elections. 2 U. S. C. § 441b 
(2000 ed.); see McConnell, supra, at 204, and n. 87; Federal 
Election Comm’n v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, Inc., 
479 U. S. 238, 249 (1986) (MCFL). BCRA § 203 amended 
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§ 441b to prohibit any “electioneering communication” as 
well. 2 U. S. C. § 441b(b)(2) (2006 ed.). An electioneering 
communication is defined as “any broadcast, cable, or satel­
lite communication” that “refers to a clearly identified candi­
date for Federal office” and is made within 30 days of a pri­
mary or 60 days of a general election. § 434(f)(3)(A). The 
Federal Election Commission’s (FEC) regulations further 
define an electioneering communication as a communication 
that is “publicly distributed.” 11 CFR § 100.29(a)(2) (2009). 
“In the case of a candidate for nomination for President . . .  
publicly distributed means” that the communication “[c]an 
be received by 50,000 or more persons in a State where 
a primary election . . . is being held within 30 days.” 
§ 100.29(b)(3)(ii)(A). Corporations and unions are barred 
from using their general treasury funds for express advocacy 
or electioneering communications. They may establish, how­
ever, a “separate segregated fund” (known as a political 
action committee, or PAC) for these purposes. 2 U. S. C. 
§ 441b(b)(2). The moneys received by the segregated fund 
are limited to donations from stockholders and employees of 
the corporation or, in the case of unions, members of the 
union. Ibid. 

C 

Citizens United wanted to make Hillary available through 
video-on-demand within 30 days of the 2008 primary elec­
tions. It feared, however, that both the film and the ads 
would be covered by § 441b’s ban on corporate-funded in­
dependent expenditures, thus subjecting the corporation 
to civil and criminal penalties under § 437g. In December 
2007, Citizens United sought declaratory and injunctive re­
lief against the FEC. It argued that (1) § 441b is uncon­
stitutional as applied to Hillary; and (2) BCRA’s disclaimer 
and disclosure requirements, BCRA §§ 201 and 311, 116 Stat. 
88, 105, are unconstitutional as applied to Hillary and to the 
three ads for the movie. 
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The District Court denied Citizens United’s motion for a 
preliminary injunction, 530 F. Supp. 2d 274 (DC 2008) (per 
curiam), and then granted the FEC’s motion for summary 
judgment, App. 261a–262a. See id., at 261a (“Based on the 
reasoning of our prior opinion, we find that the [FEC] is 
entitled to judgment as a matter of law. See Citizen[s] 
United v. FEC, 530 F. Supp. 2d 274 (D. D. C. 2008) (denying 
Citizens United’s request for a preliminary injunction)”). 
The court held that § 441b was facially constitutional under 
McConnell, and that § 441b was constitutional as applied to 
Hillary because it was “susceptible of no other interpreta­
tion than to inform the electorate that Senator Clinton is 
unfit for office, that the United States would be a dangerous 
place in a President Hillary Clinton world, and that viewers 
should vote against her.” 530 F. Supp. 2d, at 279. The 
court also rejected Citizens United’s challenge to BCRA’s 
disclaimer and disclosure requirements. It noted that “the 
Supreme Court has written approvingly of disclosure provi­
sions triggered by political speech even though the speech 
itself was constitutionally protected under the First Amend­
ment.” Id., at 281. 

We noted probable jurisdiction. 555 U. S. 1028 (2008). 
The case was reargued in this Court after the Court asked 
the parties to file supplemental briefs addressing whether 
we should overrule either or both Austin and the part of 
McConnell which addresses the facial validity of 2 U. S. C. 
§ 441b. See 557 U. S. 932 (2009). 

II 

Before considering whether Austin should be overruled, 
we first address whether Citizens United’s claim that § 441b 
cannot be applied to Hillary may be resolved on other, nar­
rower grounds. 

A 

Citizens United contends that § 441b does not cover Hil­
lary, as a matter of statutory interpretation, because the film 
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does not qualify as an “electioneering communication.” 
§ 441b(b)(2). Citizens United raises this issue for the first 
time before us, but we consider the issue because “it was 
addressed by the court below.” Lebron v. National Rail­
road Passenger Corporation, 513 U. S. 374, 379 (1995); see 
530 F. Supp. 2d, at 277, n. 6. Under the definition of elec­
tioneering communication, the video-on-demand showing of 
Hillary on cable television would have been a “cable . . . 
communication” that “refer[red] to a clearly identified candi­
date for Federal office” and that was made within 30 days 
of a primary election. 2 U. S. C. § 434(f)(3)(A)(i). Citizens 
United, however, argues that Hillary was not “publicly 
distributed,” because a single video-on-demand transmission 
is sent only to a requesting cable converter box and each 
separate transmission, in most instances, will be seen by 
just one household—not 50,000 or more persons. 11 CFR 
§ 100.29(a)(2); see § 100.29(b)(3)(ii). 

This argument ignores the regulation’s instruction on how 
to determine whether a cable transmission “[c]an be received 
by 50,000 or more persons.” § 100.29(b)(3)(ii). The regu­
lation provides that the number of people who can receive 
a cable transmission is determined by the number of cable 
subscribers in the relevant area. §§ 100.29(b)(7)(i)(G), (ii). 
Here, Citizens United wanted to use a cable video-on­
demand system that had 34.5 million subscribers nationwide. 
App. 256a. Thus, Hillary could have been received by 
50,000 persons or more. 

One amici brief asks us, alternatively, to construe the con­
dition that the communication “[c]an be received by 50,000 
or more persons,” § 100.29(b)(3)(ii)(A), to require “a plausible 
likelihood that the communication will be viewed by 50,000 
or more potential voters”—as opposed to requiring only that 
the communication is “technologically capable” of being seen 
by that many people, Brief for Former Officials of the Ameri­
can Civil Liberties Union 5. Whether the population and 
demographic statistics in a proposed viewing area consisted 
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of 50,000 registered voters—but not “infants, pre-teens, or 
otherwise electorally ineligible recipients”—would be a re­
quired determination, subject to judicial challenge and re­
view, in any case where the issue was in doubt. Id., at 6. 

In our view the statute cannot be saved by limiting the 
reach of 2 U. S. C. § 441b through this suggested interpreta­
tion. In addition to the costs and burdens of litigation, this 
result would require a calculation as to the number of people 
a particular communication is likely to reach, with an inaccu­
rate estimate potentially subjecting the speaker to criminal 
sanctions. The First Amendment does not permit laws that 
force speakers to retain a campaign finance attorney, con­
duct demographic marketing research, or seek declaratory 
rulings before discussing the most salient political issues of 
our day. Prolix laws chill speech for the same reason that 
vague laws chill speech: People “of common intelligence must 
necessarily guess at [the law’s] meaning and differ as to its 
application.” Connally v. General Constr. Co., 269 U. S. 385, 
391 (1926). The Government may not render a ban on politi­
cal speech constitutional by carving out a limited exemption 
through an amorphous regulatory interpretation. We must 
reject the approach suggested by the amici. Section 441b 
covers Hillary. 

B 

Citizens United next argues that § 441b may not be applied 
to Hillary under the approach taken in WRTL. McConnell 
decided that § 441b(b)(2)’s definition of an “electioneering 
communication” was facially constitutional insofar as it re­
stricted speech that was “the functional equivalent of ex­
press advocacy” for or against a specific candidate. 540 
U. S., at 206. WRTL then found an unconstitutional applica­
tion of § 441b where the speech was not “express advocacy 
or its functional equivalent.” 551 U. S., at 481 (opinion of 
Roberts, C. J.). As explained by The Chief Justice’s 
controlling opinion in WRTL, the functional-equivalent test 
is objective: “[A] court should find that [a communication] is 
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the functional equivalent of express advocacy only if [it] is 
susceptible of no reasonable interpretation other than as an 
appeal to vote for or against a specific candidate.” Id., at 
469–470. 

Under this test, Hillary is equivalent to express advocacy. 
The movie, in essence, is a feature-length negative advertise­
ment that urges viewers to vote against Senator Clinton for 
President. In light of historical footage, interviews with 
persons critical of her, and voiceover narration, the film 
would be understood by most viewers as an extended criti­
cism of Senator Clinton’s character and her fitness for the 
office of the Presidency. The narrative may contain more 
suggestions and arguments than facts, but there is little 
doubt that the thesis of the film is that she is unfit for the 
Presidency. The movie concentrates on alleged wrongdoing 
during the Clinton administration, Senator Clinton’s qualifi­
cations and fitness for office, and policies the commentators 
predict she would pursue if elected President. It calls Sena­
tor Clinton “Machiavellian,” App. 64a, and asks whether she 
is “the most qualified to hit the ground running if elected 
President,” id., at 88a. The narrator reminds viewers that 
“Americans have never been keen on dynasties” and that 
“a vote for Hillary is a vote to continue 20 years of a Bush 
or a Clinton in the White House,” id., at 143a–144a. 

Citizens United argues that Hillary is just “a documen­
tary film that examines certain historical events.” Brief for 
Appellant 35. We disagree. The movie’s consistent empha­
sis is on the relevance of these events to Senator Clinton’s 
candidacy for President. The narrator begins by asking 
“could [Senator Clinton] become the first female President 
in the history of the United States?” App. 35a. And the 
narrator reiterates the movie’s message in his closing line: 
“Finally, before America decides on our next president, vot­
ers should need no reminders of . . . what’s at stake—the 
well being and prosperity of our nation.” Id., at 144a–145a. 
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As the District Court found, there is no reasonable inter­
pretation of Hillary other than as an appeal to vote against 
Senator Clinton. Under the standard stated in McConnell 
and further elaborated in WRTL, the film qualifies as the 
functional equivalent of express advocacy. 

C 

Citizens United further contends that § 441b should be in­
validated as applied to movies shown through video-on­
demand, arguing that this delivery system has a lower risk 
of distorting the political process than do television ads. 
Cf. McConnell, supra, at 207. On what we might call con­
ventional television, advertising spots reach viewers who 
have chosen a channel or a program for reasons unrelated 
to the advertising. With video-on-demand, by contrast, the 
viewer selects a program after taking “a series of affirmative 
steps”: subscribing to cable; navigating through various 
menus; and selecting the program. See Reno v. American 
Civil Liberties Union, 521 U. S. 844, 867 (1997). 

While some means of communication may be less effective 
than others at influencing the public in different contexts, 
any effort by the Judiciary to decide which means of com­
munications are to be preferred for the particular type of 
message and speaker would raise questions as to the courts’ 
own lawful authority. Substantial questions would arise if 
courts were to begin saying what means of speech should be 
preferred or disfavored. And in all events, those differenti­
ations might soon prove to be irrelevant or outdated by tech­
nologies that are in rapid flux. See Turner Broadcasting 
System, Inc. v. FCC, 512 U. S. 622, 639 (1994). 

Courts, too, are bound by the First Amendment. We 
must decline to draw, and then redraw, constitutional lines 
based on the particular media or technology used to dissemi­
nate political speech from a particular speaker. It must be 
noted, moreover, that this undertaking would require sub­
stantial litigation over an extended time, all to interpret a 
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law that beyond doubt discloses serious First Amendment 
flaws. The interpretive process itself would create an inevi­
table, pervasive, and serious risk of chilling protected speech 
pending the drawing of fine distinctions that, in the end, 
would themselves be questionable. First Amendment 
standards, however, “must give the benefit of any doubt to 
protecting rather than stifling speech.” WRTL, 551 U. S., at 
469 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.) (citing New York Times Co. 
v. Sullivan, 376 U. S. 254, 269–270 (1964)). 

D 

Citizens United also asks us to carve out an exception to 
§ 441b’s expenditure ban for nonprofit corporate political 
speech funded overwhelmingly by individuals. As an alter­
native to reconsidering Austin, the Government also seems 
to prefer this approach. This line of analysis, however, 
would be unavailing. 

In MCFL, the Court found unconstitutional § 441b’s re­
strictions on corporate expenditures as applied to nonprofit 
corporations that were formed for the sole purpose of pro­
moting political ideas, did not engage in business activities, 
and did not accept contributions from for-profit corporations 
or labor unions. 479 U. S., at 263–264; see also 11 CFR 
§ 114.10. BCRA’s so-called Wellstone Amendment applied 
§ 441b’s expenditure ban to all nonprofit corporations. See 
2 U. S. C. § 441b(c)(6); McConnell, 540 U. S., at 209. McCon­
nell then interpreted the Wellstone Amendment to retain 
the MCFL exemption to § 441b’s expenditure prohibition. 
540 U. S., at 211. Citizens United does not qualify for the 
MCFL exemption, however, since some funds used to make 
the movie were donations from for-profit corporations. 

The Government suggests we could find BCRA’s Wellstone 
Amendment unconstitutional, sever it from the statute, and 
hold that Citizens United’s speech is exempt from § 441b’s 
ban under BCRA’s Snowe-Jeffords Amendment, § 441b(c)(2). 
See Tr. of Oral Arg. 37–38 (Sept. 9, 2009). The Snowe-
Jeffords Amendment operates as a backup provision that 
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only takes effect if the Wellstone Amendment is invalidated. 
See McConnell, supra, at 339 (Kennedy, J., concurring 
in judgment in part and dissenting in part). The Snowe-
Jeffords Amendment would exempt from § 441b’s expendi­
ture ban the political speech of certain nonprofit corporations 
if the speech were funded “exclusively” by individual donors 
and the funds were maintained in a segregated account. 
§ 441b(c)(2). Citizens United would not qualify for the 
Snowe-Jeffords exemption, under its terms as written, be­
cause Hillary was funded in part with donations from for-
profit corporations. 

Consequently, to hold for Citizens United on this argu­
ment, the Court would be required to revise the text of 
MCFL, sever BCRA’s Wellstone Amendment, § 441b(c)(6), 
and ignore the plain text of BCRA’s Snowe-Jeffords Amend­
ment, § 441b(c)(2). If the Court decided to create a de mini-
mis exception to MCFL or the Snowe-Jeffords Amendment, 
the result would be to allow for-profit corporate general 
treasury funds to be spent for independent expenditures that 
support candidates. There is no principled basis for doing 
this without rewriting Austin’s holding that the Government 
can restrict corporate independent expenditures for politi­
cal speech. 

Though it is true that the Court should construe statutes 
as necessary to avoid constitutional questions, the series of 
steps suggested would be difficult to take in view of the lan­
guage of the statute. In addition to those difficulties the 
Government’s suggestion is troubling for still another rea­
son. The Government does not say that it agrees with the 
interpretation it wants us to consider. See Supp. Brief for 
Appellee 3, n. 1 (“Some courts” have implied a de minimis 
exception, and “appellant would appear to be covered by 
these decisions”). Presumably it would find textual diffi­
culties in this approach too. The Government, like any 
party, can make arguments in the alternative; but it ought 
to say if there is merit to an alternative proposal instead of 
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merely suggesting it. This is especially true in the context 
of the First Amendment. As the Government stated, this 
case “would require a remand” to apply a de minimis stand­
ard. Tr. of Oral Arg. 39 (Sept. 9, 2009). Applying this 
standard would thus require case-by-case determinations. 
But archetypical political speech would be chilled in the 
meantime. “ ‘First Amendment freedoms need breathing 
space to survive.’ ” WRTL, supra, at 468–469 (opinion of 
Roberts, C. J.) (quoting NAACP v. Button, 371 U. S. 415, 
433 (1963)). We decline to adopt an interpretation that 
requires intricate case-by-case determinations to verify 
whether political speech is banned, especially if we are con­
vinced that, in the end, this corporation has a constitutional 
right to speak on this subject. 

E 

As the foregoing analysis confirms, the Court cannot re­
solve this case on a narrower ground without chilling politi­
cal speech, speech that is central to the meaning and purpose 
of the First Amendment. See Morse v. Frederick, 551 U. S. 
393, 403 (2007). It is not judicial restraint to accept an un­
sound, narrow argument just so the Court can avoid another 
argument with broader implications. Indeed, a court would 
be remiss in performing its duties were it to accept an un­
sound principle merely to avoid the necessity of making a 
broader ruling. Here, the lack of a valid basis for an alter­
native ruling requires full consideration of the continuing ef­
fect of the speech suppression upheld in Austin. 

Citizens United stipulated to dismissing count 5 of its com­
plaint, which raised a facial challenge to § 441b, even though 
count 3 raised an as-applied challenge. See App. 23a (count 
3: “As applied to Hillary, [§ 441b] is unconstitutional under 
the First Amendment guarantees of free expression and as­
sociation”). The Government argues that Citizens United 
waived its challenge to Austin by dismissing count 5. We 
disagree. 
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First, even if a party could somehow waive a facial chal­
lenge while preserving an as-applied challenge, that would 
not prevent the Court from reconsidering Austin or address­
ing the facial validity of § 441b in this case. “Our practice 
‘permit[s] review of an issue not pressed [below] so long as 
it has been passed upon . . . .’ ” Lebron, 513 U. S., at 379 
(quoting United States v. Williams, 504 U. S. 36, 41 (1992); 
first alteration in original). And here, the District Court 
addressed Citizens United’s facial challenge. See 530 
F. Supp. 2d, at 278 (“Citizens wants us to enjoin the opera­
tion of BCRA § 203 as a facially unconstitutional burden on 
the First Amendment right to freedom of speech”). In re­
jecting the claim, it noted that it “would have to overrule 
McConnell” for Citizens United to prevail on its facial chal­
lenge and that “[o]nly the Supreme Court may overrule its 
decisions.” Ibid. (citing Rodriguez de Quijas v. Shearson/ 
American Express, Inc., 490 U. S. 477, 484 (1989)). The Dis­
trict Court did not provide much analysis regarding the fa­
cial challenge because it could not ignore the controlling Su­
preme Court decisions in Austin and McConnell. Even so, 
the District Court did “ ‘pas[s] upon’ ” the issue. Lebron, 
supra, at 379. Furthermore, the District Court’s later 
opinion, which granted the FEC summary judgment, was 
“[b]ased on the reasoning of [its] prior opinion,” which in­
cluded the discussion of the facial challenge. App. 261a (cit­
ing 530 F. Supp. 2d 274). After the District Court ad­
dressed the facial validity of the statute, Citizens United 
raised its challenge to Austin in this Court. See Brief for 
Appellant 30 (“Austin was wrongly decided and should be 
overruled”); id., at 30–32. In these circumstances, it is nec­
essary to consider Citizens United’s challenge to Austin and 
the facial validity of § 441b’s expenditure ban. 

Second, throughout the litigation, Citizens United has as­
serted a claim that the FEC has violated its First Amend­
ment right to free speech. All concede that this claim is 
properly before us. And “ ‘[o]nce a federal claim is properly 
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presented, a party can make any argument in support of that 
claim; parties are not limited to the precise arguments they 
made below.’ ” Lebron, supra, at 379 (quoting Yee v. Escon­
dido, 503 U. S. 519, 534 (1992); alteration in original). Citi­
zens United’s argument that Austin should be overruled is 
“not a new claim.” Lebron, 513 U. S., at 379. Rather, it 
is—at most—“a new argument to support what has been [a] 
consistent claim: that [the FEC] did not accord [Citizens 
United] the rights it was obliged to provide by the First 
Amendment.” Ibid. 

Third, the distinction between facial and as-applied chal­
lenges is not so well defined that it has some automatic effect 
or that it must always control the pleadings and disposition 
in every case involving a constitutional challenge. The dis­
tinction is both instructive and necessary, for it goes to the 
breadth of the remedy employed by the Court, not what 
must be pleaded in a complaint. See United States v. Treas­
ury Employees, 513 U. S. 454, 477–478 (1995) (contrasting 
“a facial challenge” with “a narrower remedy”). The parties 
cannot enter into a stipulation that prevents the Court from 
considering certain remedies if those remedies are necessary 
to resolve a claim that has been preserved. Citizens United 
has preserved its First Amendment challenge to § 441b as 
applied to the facts of its case; and given all the circum­
stances, we cannot easily address that issue without as­
suming a premise—the permissibility of restricting corpo­
rate political speech—that is itself in doubt. See Fallon, 
As-Applied and Facial Challenges and Third-Party Standing, 
113 Harv. L. Rev. 1321, 1339 (2000) (“[O]nce a case is brought, 
no general categorical line bars a court from making broader 
pronouncements of invalidity in properly ‘as-applied’ cases”); 
id., at 1327–1328. As our request for supplemental briefing 
implied, Citizens United’s claim implicates the validity of 
Austin, which in turn implicates the facial validity of § 441b. 

When the statute now at issue came before the Court in 
McConnell, both the majority and the dissenting opinions 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



332 CITIZENS UNITED v. FEDERAL ELECTION COMM’N 

Opinion of the Court 

considered the question of its facial validity. The holding 
and validity of Austin were essential to the reasoning of the 
McConnell majority opinion, which upheld BCRA’s exten­
sion of § 441b. See 540 U. S., at 205 (quoting Austin, 494 
U. S., at 660). McConnell permitted federal felony punish­
ment for speech by all corporations, including nonprofit ones, 
that speak on prohibited subjects shortly before federal elec­
tions. See 540 U. S., at 203–209. Four Members of the Mc­
Connell Court would have overruled Austin, including Chief 
Justice Rehnquist, who had joined the Court’s opinion in 
Austin but reconsidered that conclusion. See 540 U. S., at 
256–262 (Scalia, J., concurring in part, concurring in judg­
ment in part, and dissenting in part); id., at 273–275 
(Thomas, J., concurring in part, concurring in result in part, 
concurring in judgment in part, and dissenting in part); id., 
at 322–338 (opinion of Kennedy, J., joined by Rehnquist, 
C. J., and Scalia, J.). That inquiry into the facial validity 
of the statute was facilitated by the extensive record, which 
was “over 100,000 pages” long, made in the three-judge Dis­
trict Court. McConnell v. Federal Election Comm’n, 251 
F. Supp. 2d 176, 209 (DC 2003) (per curiam) (McConnell I). 
It is not the case, then, that the Court today is premature in 
interpreting § 441b “ ‘on the basis of [a] factually barebones 
recor[d].’ ” Washington State Grange v. Washington State 
Republican Party, 552 U. S. 442, 450 (2008) (quoting Sabri v. 
United States, 541 U. S. 600, 609 (2004)). 

The McConnell majority considered whether the statute 
was facially invalid. An as-applied challenge was brought 
in Wisconsin Right to Life, Inc. v. Federal Election Comm’n, 
546 U. S. 410, 411–412 (2006) (per curiam), and the Court 
confirmed that the challenge could be maintained. Then, in 
WRTL, the controlling opinion of the Court not only enter­
tained an as-applied challenge but also sustained it. Three 
Justices noted that they would continue to maintain the posi­
tion that the record in McConnell demonstrated the invalid­
ity of the Act on its face. 551 U. S., at 485–504 (opinion of 
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Scalia, J.). The controlling opinion in WRTL, which re­
frained from holding the statute invalid except as applied to 
the facts then before the Court, was a careful attempt to 
accept the essential elements of the Court’s opinion in Mc­
Connell, while vindicating the First Amendment arguments 
made by the WRTL parties. 551 U. S., at 482 (opinion of 
Roberts, C. J.). 

As noted above, Citizens United’s narrower arguments are 
not sustainable under a fair reading of the statute. In the 
exercise of its judicial responsibility, it is necessary then for 
the Court to consider the facial validity of § 441b. Any other 
course of decision would prolong the substantial, nationwide 
chilling effect caused by § 441b’s prohibitions on corporate 
expenditures. Consideration of the facial validity of § 441b 
is further supported by the following reasons. 

First is the uncertainty caused by the litigating position 
of the Government. As discussed above, see Part II–D, 
supra, the Government suggests, as an alternative argu­
ment, that an as-applied challenge might have merit. This 
argument proceeds on the premise that the nonprofit corpo­
ration involved here may have received only de minimis do­
nations from for-profit corporations and that some nonprofit 
corporations may be exempted from the operation of the 
statute. The Government also suggests that an as-applied 
challenge to § 441b’s ban on books may be successful, al­
though it would defend § 441b’s ban as applied to almost 
every other form of media including pamphlets. See Tr. of 
Oral Arg. 65–66 (Sept. 9, 2009). The Government thus, by 
its own position, contributes to the uncertainty that § 441b 
causes. When the Government holds out the possibility of 
ruling for Citizens United on a narrow ground yet refrains 
from adopting that position, the added uncertainty demon­
strates the necessity to address the question of statutory 
validity. 

Second, substantial time would be required to bring clarity 
to the application of the statutory provision on these points 
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in order to avoid any chilling effect caused by some improper 
interpretation. See Part II–C, supra. It is well known 
that the public begins to concentrate on elections only in the 
weeks immediately before they are held. There are short 
timeframes in which speech can have influence. The need 
or relevance of the speech will often first be apparent at this 
stage in the campaign. The decision to speak is made in the 
heat of political campaigns, when speakers react to messages 
conveyed by others. A speaker’s ability to engage in politi­
cal speech that could have a chance of persuading voters is 
stifled if the speaker must first commence a protracted law­
suit. By the time the lawsuit concludes, the election will be 
over and the litigants in most cases will have neither the 
incentive nor, perhaps, the resources to carry on, even if they 
could establish that the case is not moot because the issue is 
“capable of repetition, yet evading review.” WRTL, supra, 
at 462 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.) (citing Los Angeles v. 
Lyons, 461 U. S. 95, 109 (1983); Southern Pacific Terminal 
Co. v. ICC, 219 U. S. 498, 515 (1911)). Here, Citizens United 
decided to litigate its case to the end. Today, Citizens 
United finally learns, two years after the fact, whether it 
could have spoken during the 2008 Presidential primary— 
long after the opportunity to persuade primary voters has 
passed. 

Third is the primary importance of speech itself to the 
integrity of the election process. As additional rules are 
created for regulating political speech, any speech arguably 
within their reach is chilled. See Part II–A, supra. Cam­
paign finance regulations now impose “unique and complex 
rules” on “71 distinct entities.” Brief for Seven Former 
Chairmen of FEC et al. as Amici Curiae 11–12. These enti­
ties are subject to separate rules for 33 different types of 
political speech. Id., at 14–15, n. 10. The FEC has adopted 
568 pages of regulations, 1,278 pages of explanations and jus­
tifications for those regulations, and 1,771 advisory opinions 
since 1975. See id., at 6, n. 7. In fact, after this Court in 
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WRTL adopted an objective “appeal to vote” test for deter­
mining whether a communication was the functional equiva­
lent of express advocacy, 551 U. S., at 470 (opinion of Rob­

erts, C. J.), the FEC adopted a two-part, 11-factor balancing 
test to implement WRTL’s ruling. See 11 CFR § 114.15; 
Brief for Wyoming Liberty Group et al. as Amici Curiae 
17–27 (filed Jan. 15, 2009). 

This regulatory scheme may not be a prior restraint on 
speech in the strict sense of that term, for prospective speak­
ers are not compelled by law to seek an advisory opinion 
from the FEC before the speech takes place. Cf. Near v. 
Minnesota ex rel. Olson, 283 U. S. 697, 712–713 (1931). As 
a practical matter, however, given the complexity of the reg­
ulations and the deference courts show to administrative de­
terminations, a speaker who wants to avoid threats of crimi­
nal liability and the heavy costs of defending against FEC 
enforcement must ask a governmental agency for prior per­
mission to speak. See 2 U. S. C. § 437f; 11 CFR § 112.1. 
These onerous restrictions thus function as the equivalent of 
prior restraint by giving the FEC power analogous to licens­
ing laws implemented in 16th- and 17th-century England, 
laws and governmental practices of the sort that the First 
Amendment was drawn to prohibit. See Thomas v. Chicago 
Park Dist., 534 U. S. 316, 320 (2002); Lovell v. City of Griffin, 
303 U. S. 444, 451–452 (1938); Near, supra, at 713–714. Be­
cause the FEC’s “business is to censor, there inheres the 
danger that [it] may well be less responsive than a court— 
part of an independent branch of government—to the consti­
tutionally protected interests in free expression.” Freed­
man v. Maryland, 380 U. S. 51, 57–58 (1965). When the 
FEC issues advisory opinions that prohibit speech, “[m]any 
persons, rather than undertake the considerable burden (and 
sometimes risk) of vindicating their rights through case-by­
case litigation, will choose simply to abstain from protected 
speech—harming not only themselves but society as a whole, 
which is deprived of an uninhibited marketplace of ideas.” 
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Virginia v. Hicks, 539 U. S. 113, 119 (2003) (citation omitted). 
Consequently, “the censor’s determination may in practice 
be final.” Freedman, supra, at 58. 

This is precisely what WRTL sought to avoid. WRTL 
said that First Amendment standards “must eschew ‘the 
open-ended rough-and-tumble of factors,’ which ‘invit[es] 
complex argument in a trial court and a virtually inevitable 
appeal.’ ” 551 U. S., at 469 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.) (quot­
ing Jerome B. Grubart, Inc. v. Great Lakes Dredge & Dock 
Co., 513 U. S. 527, 547 (1995); alteration in original). Yet, 
the FEC has created a regime that allows it to select what 
political speech is safe for public consumption by applying 
ambiguous tests. If parties want to avoid litigation and the 
possibility of civil and criminal penalties, they must either 
refrain from speaking or ask the FEC to issue an advisory 
opinion approving of the political speech in question. Gov­
ernment officials pore over each word of a text to see if, in 
their judgment, it accords with the 11-factor test they have 
promulgated. This is an unprecedented governmental in­
tervention into the realm of speech. 

The ongoing chill upon speech that is beyond all doubt pro­
tected makes it necessary in this case to invoke the earlier 
precedents that a statute which chills speech can and must 
be invalidated where its facial invalidity has been demon­
strated. See WRTL, supra, at 482–483 (Alito, J., concur­
ring); Thornhill v. Alabama, 310 U. S. 88, 97–98 (1940). For 
these reasons we find it necessary to reconsider Austin. 

III 

The First Amendment provides that “Congress shall make 
no law . . . abridging the freedom of speech.” Laws enacted 
to control or suppress speech may operate at different points 
in the speech process. The following are just a few exam­
ples of restrictions that have been attempted at different 
stages of the speech process—all laws found to be invalid: 
restrictions requiring a permit at the outset, Watchtower 
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Bible & Tract Soc. of N. Y., Inc. v. Village of Stratton, 536 
U. S. 150, 153 (2002); imposing a burden by impounding pro­
ceeds on receipts or royalties, Simon & Schuster, Inc. v. 
Members of N. Y. State Crime Victims Bd., 502 U. S. 105, 
108, 123 (1991); seeking to exact a cost after the speech oc­
curs, New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U. S., at 267; and 
subjecting the speaker to criminal penalties, Brandenburg v. 
Ohio, 395 U. S. 444, 445 (1969) (per curiam). 

The law before us is an outright ban, backed by criminal 
sanctions. Section 441b makes it a felony for all corpora­
tions—including nonprofit advocacy corporations—either to 
expressly advocate the election or defeat of candidates or to 
broadcast electioneering communications within 30 days of a 
primary election and 60 days of a general election. Thus, 
the following acts would all be felonies under § 441b: The 
Sierra Club runs an ad, within the crucial phase of 60 days 
before the general election, that exhorts the public to disap­
prove of a Congressman who favors logging in national for­
ests; the National Rifle Association publishes a book urging 
the public to vote for the challenger because the incumbent 
U. S. Senator supports a handgun ban; and the American 
Civil Liberties Union creates a Web site telling the public to 
vote for a Presidential candidate in light of that candidate’s 
defense of free speech. These prohibitions are classic exam­
ples of censorship. 

Section 441b is a ban on corporate speech notwithstanding 
the fact that a PAC created by a corporation can still speak. 
See McConnell, 540 U. S., at 330–333 (opinion of Kennedy, 
J.). A PAC is a separate association from the corporation. 
So the PAC exemption from § 441b’s expenditure ban, 
§ 441b(b)(2), does not allow corporations to speak. Even if a 
PAC could somehow allow a corporation to speak—and it 
does not—the option to form PACs does not alleviate the 
First Amendment problems with § 441b. PACs are bur­
densome alternatives; they are expensive to administer and 
subject to extensive regulations. For example, every PAC 
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must appoint a treasurer, forward donations to the treasurer 
promptly, keep detailed records of the identities of the per­
sons making donations, preserve receipts for three years, 
and file an organization statement and report changes to this 
information within 10 days. See id., at 330–332 (quoting 
MCFL, 479 U. S., at 253–254 (opinion of Brennan, J.)). 

And that is just the beginning. PACs must file detailed 
monthly reports with the FEC, which are due at different 
times depending on the type of election that is about to 
occur: 

“ ‘These reports must contain information regarding the 
amount of cash on hand; the total amount of receipts, 
detailed by 10 different categories; the identification of 
each political committee and candidate’s authorized or 
affiliated committee making contributions, and any per­
sons making loans, providing rebates, refunds, divi­
dends, or interest or any other offset to operating ex­
penditures in an aggregate amount over $200; the total 
amount of all disbursements, detailed by 12 different 
categories; the names of all authorized or affiliated com­
mittees to whom expenditures aggregating over $200 
have been made; persons to whom loan repayments or 
refunds have been made; the total sum of all contribu­
tions, operating expenses, outstanding debts and obliga­
tions, and the settlement terms of the retirement of any 
debt or obligation.’ ” 540 U. S., at 331–332 (quoting 
MCFL, supra, at 253–254). 

PACs have to comply with these regulations just to speak. 
This might explain why fewer than 2,000 of the millions 
of corporations in this country have PACs. See Brief for 
Seven Former Chairmen of FEC et al. as Amici Curiae 11 
(citing FEC, Summary of PAC Activity 1990–2006, online at 
http://www.fec.gov/press/press2007/20071009pac/sumhistory 
.pdf (as visited Jan. 18, 2010, and available in Clerk of Court’s 
case file)); IRS, Statistics of Income: 2006, Corporation In­
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come Tax Returns 2 (2009) (hereinafter Statistics of Income) 
(5.8 million for-profit corporations filed 2006 tax returns). 
PACs, furthermore, must exist before they can speak. 
Given the onerous restrictions, a corporation may not be able 
to establish a PAC in time to make its views known regard­
ing candidates and issues in a current campaign. 

Section 441b’s prohibition on corporate independent ex­
penditures is thus a ban on speech. As a “restriction on the 
amount of money a person or group can spend on political 
communication during a campaign,” that statute “necessarily 
reduces the quantity of expression by restricting the number 
of issues discussed, the depth of their exploration, and the 
size of the audience reached.” Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U. S. 
1, 19 (1976) (per curiam). Were the Court to uphold these 
restrictions, the Government could repress speech by si­
lencing certain voices at any of the various points in the 
speech process. See McConnell, supra, at 251 (opinion of 
Scalia, J.) (Government could repress speech by “attacking 
all levels of the production and dissemination of ideas,” for 
“effective public communication requires the speaker to 
make use of the services of others”). If § 441b applied to 
individuals, no one would believe that it is merely a time, 
place, or manner restriction on speech. Its purpose and ef­
fect are to silence entities whose voices the Government 
deems to be suspect. 

Speech is an essential mechanism of democracy, for it is 
the means to hold officials accountable to the people. See 
Buckley, supra, at 14–15 (“In a republic where the people 
are sovereign, the ability of the citizenry to make informed 
choices among candidates for office is essential”). The right 
of citizens to inquire, to hear, to speak, and to use informa­
tion to reach consensus is a precondition to enlightened self-
government and a necessary means to protect it. The First 
Amendment “ ‘has its fullest and most urgent application’ to 
speech uttered during a campaign for political office.” Eu 
v. San Francisco County Democratic Central Comm., 489 
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U. S. 214, 223 (1989) (quoting Monitor Patriot Co. v. Roy, 401 
U. S. 265, 272 (1971)); see Buckley, supra, at 14 (“Discussion 
of public issues and debate on the qualifications of candidates 
are integral to the operation of the system of government 
established by our Constitution”). 

For these reasons, political speech must prevail against 
laws that would suppress it, whether by design or inadver­
tence. Laws that burden political speech are “subject to 
strict scrutiny,” which requires the Government to prove 
that the restriction “furthers a compelling interest and is 
narrowly tailored to achieve that interest.” WRTL, 551 
U. S., at 464 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.). While it might be 
maintained that political speech simply cannot be banned or 
restricted as a categorical matter, see Simon & Schuster, 502 
U. S., at 124 (Kennedy, J., concurring in judgment), the 
quoted language from WRTL provides a sufficient frame­
work for protecting the relevant First Amendment interests 
in this case. We shall employ it here. 

Premised on mistrust of governmental power, the First 
Amendment stands against attempts to disfavor certain sub­
jects or viewpoints. See, e. g., United States v. Playboy En­
tertainment Group, Inc., 529 U. S. 803, 813 (2000) (striking 
down content-based restriction). Prohibited, too, are re­
strictions distinguishing among different speakers, allowing 
speech by some but not others. See First Nat. Bank of Bos­
ton v. Bellotti, 435 U. S. 765, 784 (1978). As instruments to 
censor, these categories are interrelated: Speech restrictions 
based on the identity of the speaker are all too often simply 
a means to control content. 

Quite apart from the purpose or effect of regulating con­
tent, moreover, the Government may commit a constitutional 
wrong when by law it identifies certain preferred speakers. 
By taking the right to speak from some and giving it to oth­
ers, the Government deprives the disadvantaged person or 
class of the right to use speech to strive to establish worth, 
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standing, and respect for the speaker’s voice. The Govern­
ment may not by these means deprive the public of the right 
and privilege to determine for itself what speech and speak­
ers are worthy of consideration. The First Amendment pro­
tects speech and speaker, and the ideas that flow from each. 

The Court has upheld a narrow class of speech restrictions 
that operate to the disadvantage of certain persons, but 
these rulings were based on an interest in allowing govern­
mental entities to perform their functions. See, e. g., Bethel 
School Dist. No. 403 v. Fraser, 478 U. S. 675, 683 (1986) (pro­
tecting the “function of public school education”); Jones v. 
North Carolina Prisoners’ Labor Union, Inc., 433 U. S. 119, 
129 (1977) (furthering “the legitimate penological objectives 
of the corrections system” (internal quotation marks omit­
ted)); Parker v. Levy, 417 U. S. 733, 759 (1974) (ensuring 
“the capacity of the Government to discharge its [military] 
responsibilities” (internal quotation marks omitted)); Civil 
Service Comm’n v. Letter Carriers, 413 U. S. 548, 557 (1973) 
(“[F]ederal service should depend upon meritorious per­
formance rather than political service”). The corporate in­
dependent expenditures at issue in this case, however, would 
not interfere with governmental functions, so these cases are 
inapposite. These precedents stand only for the proposition 
that there are certain governmental functions that cannot 
operate without some restrictions on particular kinds of 
speech. By contrast, it is inherent in the nature of the polit­
ical process that voters must be free to obtain information 
from diverse sources in order to determine how to cast their 
votes. At least before Austin, the Court had not allowed 
the exclusion of a class of speakers from the general public 
dialogue. 

We find no basis for the proposition that, in the context of 
political speech, the Government may impose restrictions on 
certain disfavored speakers. Both history and logic lead us 
to this conclusion. 
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A 
1 

The Court has recognized that First Amendment protec­
tion extends to corporations. Bellotti, supra, at 778, n. 14 
(citing Linmark Associates, Inc. v. Willingboro, 431 U. S. 85 
(1977); Time, Inc. v. Firestone, 424 U. S. 448 (1976); Doran v. 
Salem Inn, Inc., 422 U. S. 922 (1975); Southeastern Promo­
tions, Ltd. v. Conrad, 420 U. S. 546 (1975); Cox Broadcasting 
Corp. v. Cohn, 420 U. S. 469 (1975); Miami Herald Publish­
ing Co. v. Tornillo, 418 U. S. 241 (1974); New York Times Co. 
v. United States, 403 U. S. 713 (1971) (per curiam); Time, 
Inc. v. Hill, 385 U. S. 374 (1967); New York Times Co. v. Sul­
livan, 376 U. S. 254; Kingsley Int’l Pictures Corp. v. Regents 
of Univ. of N.  Y.,  360 U. S. 684 (1959); Joseph Burstyn, Inc. v. 
Wilson, 343 U. S. 495 (1952)); see, e. g., Turner Broadcasting 
System, Inc. v. FCC, 520 U. S. 180 (1997); Denver Area Ed. 
Telecommunications Consortium, Inc. v. FCC, 518 U. S. 727 
(1996); Turner, 512 U. S. 622; Simon & Schuster, 502 U. S. 
105; Sable Communications of Cal., Inc. v. FCC, 492 U. S. 
115 (1989); Florida Star v. B. J. F., 491 U. S. 524 (1989); Phil­
adelphia Newspapers, Inc. v. Hepps, 475 U. S. 767 (1986); 
Landmark Communications, Inc. v. Virginia, 435 U. S. 829 
(1978); Young v. American Mini Theatres, Inc., 427 U. S. 50 
(1976); Gertz v. Robert Welch, Inc., 418 U. S. 323 (1974); 
Greenbelt Cooperative Publishing Assn., Inc. v. Bresler, 398 
U. S. 6 (1970). 

This protection has been extended by explicit holdings to 
the context of political speech. See, e. g., Button, 371 U. S., 
at 428–429; Grosjean v. American Press Co., 297 U. S. 233, 
244 (1936). Under the rationale of these precedents, politi­
cal speech does not lose First Amendment protection “simply 
because its source is a corporation.” Bellotti, supra, at 784; 
see Pacific Gas & Elec. Co. v. Public Util. Comm’n of Cal., 
475 U. S. 1, 8 (1986) (plurality opinion) (“The identity of the 
speaker is not decisive in determining whether speech is pro­
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tected. Corporations and other associations, like individu­
als, contribute to the ‘discussion, debate, and the dissemina­
tion of information and ideas’ that the First Amendment 
seeks to foster” (quoting Bellotti, 435 U. S., at 783)). The 
Court has thus rejected the argument that political speech 
of corporations or other associations should be treated differ­
ently under the First Amendment simply because such asso­
ciations are not “natural persons.” Id., at 776; see id., at 
780, n. 16. Cf. id., at 828 (Rehnquist, J., dissenting). 

At least since the latter part of the 19th century, the laws 
of some States and of the United States imposed a ban on 
corporate direct contributions to candidates. See B. Smith, 
Unfree Speech: The Folly of Campaign Finance Reform 23 
(2001). Yet not until 1947 did Congress first prohibit inde­
pendent expenditures by corporations and labor unions in 
§ 304 of the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, 61 Stat. 
159 (codified at 2 U. S. C. § 251 (1946 ed., Supp. I)). In pass­
ing this Act Congress overrode the veto of President Tru­
man, who warned that the expenditure ban was a “dangerous 
intrusion on free speech.” Message from the President of 
the United States, H. R. Doc. No. 334, 80th Cong., 1st Sess., 
9 (1947). 

For almost three decades thereafter, the Court did not 
reach the question whether restrictions on corporate and 
union expenditures are constitutional. See WRTL, 551 
U. S., at 502 (opinion of Scalia, J.). The question was in 
the background of United States v. CIO, 335 U. S. 106 (1948). 
There, a labor union endorsed a congressional candidate in 
its weekly periodical. The Court stated that “the gravest 
doubt would arise in our minds as to [the federal expenditure 
prohibition’s] constitutionality” if it were construed to sup­
press that writing. Id., at 121. The Court engaged in stat­
utory interpretation and found the statute did not cover the 
publication. Id., at 121–122, and n. 20. Four Justices, how­
ever, said they would reach the constitutional question and 
invalidate the Labor-Management Relations Act’s expendi­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



344 CITIZENS UNITED v. FEDERAL ELECTION COMM’N 

Opinion of the Court 

ture ban. Id., at 155 (Rutledge, J., joined by Black, Douglas, 
and Murphy, JJ., concurring in result). The concurrence ex­
plained that any “ ‘undue influence’ ” generated by a speak­
er’s “large expenditures” was outweighed “by the loss for 
democratic processes resulting from the restrictions upon 
free and full public discussion.” Id., at 143. 

In United States v. Automobile Workers, 352 U. S. 567 
(1957), the Court again encountered the independent expend­
iture ban, which had been recodified at 18 U. S. C. § 610 (1952 
ed.). See 62 Stat. 723–724. After holding only that a union 
television broadcast that endorsed candidates was covered 
by the statute, the Court “[r]efus[ed] to anticipate con­
stitutional questions” and remanded for the trial to pro­
ceed. 352 U. S., at 591. Three Justices dissented, arguing 
that the Court should have reached the constitutional ques­
tion and that the ban on independent expenditures was 
unconstitutional: 

“Under our Constitution it is We The People who are 
sovereign. The people have the final say. The legis­
lators are their spokesmen. The people determine 
through their votes the destiny of the nation. It is 
therefore important—vitally important—that all chan­
nels of communication be open to them during every 
election, that no point of view be restrained or barred, 
and that the people have access to the views of every 
group in the community.” Id., at 593 (opinion of Doug­
las, J., joined by Warren, C. J., and Black, J.). 

The dissent concluded that deeming a particular group “too 
powerful” was not a “justificatio[n] for withholding First 
Amendment rights from any group—labor or corporate.” 
Id., at 597. The Court did not get another opportunity to 
consider the constitutional question in that case; for after a 
remand, a jury found the defendants not guilty. See Hay­
ward, Revisiting the Fable of Reform, 45 Harv. J. Legis. 421, 
463 (2008). 
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Later, in Pipefitters v. United States, 407 U. S. 385, 400– 
401 (1972), the Court reversed a conviction for expenditure 
of union funds for political speech—again without reaching 
the constitutional question. The Court would not resolve 
that question for another four years. 

2 

In Buckley, 424 U. S. 1, the Court addressed various chal­
lenges to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 
(FECA) as amended in 1974. These amendments created 
18 U. S. C. § 608(e) (1970 ed., Supp. V), see 88 Stat. 1265, an 
independent expenditure ban separate from § 610 that ap­
plied to individuals as well as corporations and labor unions, 
Buckley, 424 U. S., at 23, 39, and n. 45. 

Before addressing the constitutionality of § 608(e)’s inde­
pendent expenditure ban, Buckley first upheld § 608(b), 
FECA’s limits on direct contributions to candidates. The 
Buckley Court recognized a “sufficiently important” govern­
mental interest in “the prevention of corruption and the ap­
pearance of corruption.” Id., at 25; see id., at 26. This fol­
lowed from the Court’s concern that large contributions 
could be given “to secure a political quid pro quo.” Ibid. 

The Buckley Court explained that the potential for quid 
pro quo corruption distinguished direct contributions to can­
didates from independent expenditures. The Court empha­
sized that “the independent expenditure ceiling . . . fails to  
serve any substantial governmental interest in stemming the 
reality or appearance of corruption in the electoral process,” 
id., at 47–48, because “[t]he absence of prearrangement and 
coordination . . . alleviates the danger that expenditures will 
be given as a quid pro quo for improper commitments from 
the candidate,” id., at 47. Buckley invalidated § 608(e)’s re­
strictions on independent expenditures, with only one Justice 
dissenting. See Federal Election Comm’n v. National Con­
servative Political Action Comm., 470 U. S. 480, 491, n. 3 
(1985) (NCPAC). 
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Buckley did not consider § 610’s separate ban on corporate 
and union independent expenditures, the prohibition that 
had also been in the background in CIO, Automobile Work­
ers, and Pipefitters. Had § 610 been challenged in the wake 
of Buckley, however, it could not have been squared with 
the reasoning and analysis of that precedent. See WRTL, 
551 U. S., at 487 (opinion of Scalia, J.) (“Buckley might well 
have been the last word on limitations on independent ex­
penditures”); Austin, 494 U. S., at 683 (Scalia, J., dissent­
ing). The expenditure ban invalidated in Buckley, § 608(e), 
applied to corporations and unions, 424 U. S., at 23, 39, n. 45; 
and some of the prevailing plaintiffs in Buckley were corpo­
rations, id., at 8. The Buckley Court did not invoke the 
First Amendment’s overbreadth doctrine, see Broadrick v. 
Oklahoma, 413 U. S. 601, 615 (1973), to suggest that § 608(e)’s 
expenditure ban would have been constitutional if it had ap­
plied only to corporations and not to individuals, 424 U. S., 
at 50. Buckley cited with approval the Automobile Work­
ers dissent, which argued that § 610 was unconstitutional. 
424 U. S., at 43 (citing 352 U. S., at 595–596 (opinion of Doug­
las, J.)). 

Notwithstanding this precedent, Congress recodified 
§ 610’s corporate and union expenditure ban at 2 U. S. C. 
§ 441b four months after Buckley was decided. See 90 Stat. 
490. Section 441b is the independent expenditure restric­
tion challenged here. 

Less than two years after Buckley, Bellotti, 435 U. S. 765, 
reaffirmed the First Amendment principle that the Govern­
ment cannot restrict political speech based on the speaker’s 
corporate identity. Bellotti could not have been clearer 
when it struck down a state-law prohibition on corporate in­
dependent expenditures related to referenda issues: 

“We thus find no support in the First . . . Amendment, 
or in the decisions of this Court, for the proposition that 
speech that otherwise would be within the protection of 
the First Amendment loses that protection simply be­
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cause its source is a corporation that cannot prove, to 
the satisfaction of a court, a material effect on its busi­
ness or property. . . . [That proposition] amounts to an 
impermissible legislative prohibition of speech based on 
the identity of the interests that spokesmen may repre­
sent in public debate over controversial issues and a 
requirement that the speaker have a sufficiently great 
interest in the subject to justify communication. 

. . . . . 
“In the realm of protected speech, the legislature is 

constitutionally disqualified from dictating the subjects 
about which persons may speak and the speakers who 
may address a public issue.” Id., at 784–785. 

It is important to note that the reasoning and holding of 
Bellotti did not rest on the existence of a viewpoint-
discriminatory statute. It rested on the principle that the 
Government lacks the power to ban corporations from 
speaking. 

Bellotti did not address the constitutionality of the State’s 
ban on corporate independent expenditures to support candi­
dates. In our view, however, that restriction would have 
been unconstitutional under Bellotti’s central principle: that 
the First Amendment does not allow political speech restric­
tions based on a speaker’s corporate identity. See ibid. 

3 

Thus the law stood until Austin. Austin “uph[eld] a di­
rect restriction on the independent expenditure of funds for 
political speech for the first time in [this Court’s] history.” 
494 U. S., at 695 (Kennedy, J., dissenting). There, the Mich­
igan Chamber of Commerce sought to use general treasury 
funds to run a newspaper ad supporting a specific candidate. 
Michigan law, however, prohibited corporate independent ex­
penditures that supported or opposed any candidate for state 
office. A violation of the law was punishable as a felony. 
The Court sustained the speech prohibition. 
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To bypass Buckley and Bellotti, the Austin Court identi­
fied a new governmental interest in limiting political speech: 
an antidistortion interest. Austin found a compelling gov­
ernmental interest in preventing “the corrosive and distort­
ing effects of immense aggregations of wealth that are accu­
mulated with the help of the corporate form and that have 
little or no correlation to the public’s support for the corpora­
tion’s political ideas.” 494 U. S., at 660; see id., at 659 (citing 
MCFL, 479 U. S., at 257; NCPAC, 470 U. S., at 500–501). 

B 

The Court is thus confronted with conflicting lines of prec­
edent: a pre-Austin line that forbids restrictions on political 
speech based on the speaker’s corporate identity and a post-
Austin line that permits them. No case before Austin had 
held that Congress could prohibit independent expenditures 
for political speech based on the speaker’s corporate identity. 
Before Austin, Congress had enacted legislation for this pur­
pose, and the Government urged the same proposition before 
this Court. See MCFL, supra, at 257 (FEC posited that 
Congress intended to “curb the political influence of ‘those 
who exercise control over large aggregations of capital’ ” 
(quoting Automobile Workers, 352 U. S., at 585)); California 
Medical Assn. v. Federal Election Comm’n, 453 U. S. 182, 
201 (1981) (Congress believed that “differing structures and 
purposes” of corporations and unions “may require different 
forms of regulation in order to protect the integrity of the 
electoral process”). In neither of these cases did the Court 
adopt the proposition. 

In its defense of the corporate-speech restrictions in 
§ 441b, the Government notes the antidistortion rationale on 
which Austin and its progeny rest in part, yet it all but aban­
dons reliance upon it. It argues instead that two other com­
pelling interests support Austin’s holding that corporate ex­
penditure restrictions are constitutional: an anticorruption 
interest, see 494 U. S., at 678 (Stevens, J., concurring), and 
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a shareholder-protection interest, see id., at 674–675 (Bren­
nan, J., concurring). We consider the three points in turn. 

1 

As for Austin’s antidistortion rationale, the Government 
does little to defend it. See Tr. of Oral Arg. 45–48 (Sept. 9, 
2009). And with good reason, for the rationale cannot 
support § 441b. 

If the First Amendment has any force, it prohibits Con­
gress from fining or jailing citizens, or associations of citi­
zens, for simply engaging in political speech. If the antidis­
tortion rationale were to be accepted, however, it would 
permit Government to ban political speech simply because 
the speaker is an association that has taken on the corporate 
form. The Government contends that Austin permits it to 
ban corporate expenditures for almost all forms of communi­
cation stemming from a corporation. See Part II–E, supra; 
Tr. of Oral Arg. 66 (Sept. 9, 2009); see also id., at 26–31 (Mar. 
24, 2009). If Austin were correct, the Government could 
prohibit a corporation from expressing political views in 
media beyond those presented here, such as by printing 
books. The Government responds “that the FEC has never 
applied this statute to a book,” and if it did, “there would be 
quite [a] good as-applied challenge.” Tr. of Oral Arg. 65 
(Sept. 9, 2009). This troubling assertion of brooding govern­
mental power cannot be reconciled with the confidence and 
stability in civic discourse that the First Amendment must 
secure. 

Political speech is “indispensable to decisionmaking in a 
democracy, and this is no less true because the speech comes 
from a corporation rather than an individual.” Bellotti, 435 
U. S., at 777 (footnote omitted); see ibid. (the worth of speech 
“does not depend upon the identity of its source, whether 
corporation, association, union, or individual”); Buckley, 424 
U. S., at 48–49 (“[T]he concept that government may restrict 
the speech of some elements of our society in order to en­
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hance the relative voice of others is wholly foreign to the 
First Amendment”); Automobile Workers, supra, at 597 
(Douglas, J., dissenting); CIO, 335 U. S., at 154–155 (Rut­
ledge, J., concurring in result). This protection for speech is 
inconsistent with Austin’s antidistortion rationale. Austin 
sought to defend the antidistortion rationale as a means to 
prevent corporations from obtaining “ ‘an unfair advantage 
in the political marketplace’ ” by using “ ‘resources amassed 
in the economic marketplace.’ ” 494 U. S., at 659 (quoting 
MCFL, supra, at 257). But Buckley rejected the premise 
that the Government has an interest “in equalizing the rela­
tive ability of individuals and groups to influence the out­
come of elections.” 424 U. S., at 48; see Bellotti, supra, 
at 791, n. 30. Buckley was specific in stating that “the 
skyrocketing cost of political campaigns” could not sustain 
the governmental prohibition. 424 U. S., at 26. The First 
Amendment’s protections do not depend on the speaker’s 
“financial ability to engage in public discussion.” Id., at 49. 

The Court reaffirmed these conclusions when it invali­
dated the BCRA provision that increased the cap on con­
tributions to one candidate if the opponent made certain 
expenditures from personal funds. See Davis v. Federal 
Election Comm’n, 554 U. S. 724, 742 (2008) (“Leveling elec­
toral opportunities means making and implementing judg­
ments about which strengths should be permitted to con­
tribute to the outcome of an election. The Constitution, 
however, confers upon voters, not Congress, the power to 
choose the Members of the House of Representatives, Art. I, 
§ 2, and it is a dangerous business for Congress to use the 
election laws to influence the voters’ choices”). The rule 
that political speech cannot be limited based on a speaker’s 
wealth is a necessary consequence of the premise that the 
First Amendment generally prohibits the suppression of po­
litical speech based on the speaker’s identity. 

Either as support for its antidistortion rationale or as a 
further argument, the Austin majority undertook to distin­
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guish wealthy individuals from corporations on the ground 
that “[s]tate law grants corporations special advantages— 
such as limited liability, perpetual life, and favorable treat­
ment of the accumulation and distribution of assets.” 494 
U. S., at 658–659. This does not suffice, however, to allow 
laws prohibiting speech. “It is rudimentary that the State 
cannot exact as the price of those special advantages the for­
feiture of First Amendment rights.” Id., at 680 (Scalia, 
J., dissenting). 

It is irrelevant for purposes of the First Amendment that 
corporate funds may “have little or no correlation to the pub­
lic’s support for the corporation’s political ideas.” Id., at 660 
(majority opinion). All speakers, including individuals and 
the media, use money amassed from the economic market­
place to fund their speech. The First Amendment protects 
the resulting speech, even if it was enabled by economic 
transactions with persons or entities who disagree with the 
speaker’s ideas. See id., at 707 (Kennedy, J., dissenting) 
(“Many persons can trace their funds to corporations, if not 
in the form of donations, then in the form of dividends, inter­
est, or salary”). 

Austin’s antidistortion rationale would produce the dan­
gerous, and unacceptable, consequence that Congress could 
ban political speech of media corporations. See McConnell, 
540 U. S., at 283 (opinion of Thomas, J.) (“The chilling end­
point of the Court’s reasoning is not difficult to foresee: out­
right regulation of the press”). Cf. Tornillo, 418 U. S., at 
250 (alleging the existence of “vast accumulations of unre­
viewable power in the modern media empires”). Media cor­
porations are now exempt from § 441b’s ban on corporate 
expenditures. See 2 U. S. C. §§ 431(9)(B)(i), 434(f)(3)(B)(i). 
Yet media corporations accumulate wealth with the help of 
the corporate form, the largest media corporations have “im­
mense aggregations of wealth,” and the views expressed by 
media corporations often “have little or no correlation to the 
public’s support” for those views. Austin, 494 U. S., at 660. 
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Thus, under the Government’s reasoning, wealthy media cor­
porations could have their voices diminished to put them on 
par with other media entities. There is no precedent for 
permitting this under the First Amendment. 

The media exemption discloses further difficulties with the 
law now under consideration. There is no precedent sup­
porting laws that attempt to distinguish between corpora­
tions which are deemed to be exempt as media corporations 
and those which are not. “We have consistently rejected 
the proposition that the institutional press has any constitu­
tional privilege beyond that of other speakers.” Id., at 691 
(Scalia, J., dissenting) (citing Bellotti, 435 U. S., at 782); see 
Dun & Bradstreet, Inc. v. Greenmoss Builders, Inc., 472 
U. S. 749, 784 (1985) (Brennan, J., joined by Marshall, Black-
mun, and Stevens, JJ., dissenting); id., at 773 (White, J., 
concurring in judgment). With the advent of the Internet 
and the decline of print and broadcast media, moreover, the 
line between the media and others who wish to comment on 
political and social issues becomes far more blurred. 

The law’s exception for media corporations is, on its own 
terms, all but an admission of the invalidity of the antidistor­
tion rationale. And the exemption results in a further, sep­
arate reason for finding this law invalid: Again by its own 
terms, the law exempts some corporations but covers others, 
even though both have the need or the motive to communi­
cate their views. The exemption applies to media corpora­
tions owned or controlled by corporations that have diverse 
and substantial investments and participate in endeavors 
other than news. So even assuming the most doubtful prop­
osition that a news organization has a right to speak when 
others do not, the exemption would allow a conglomerate 
that owns both a media business and an unrelated business to 
influence or control the media in order to advance its overall 
business interest. At the same time, some other corpora­
tion, with an identical business interest but no media outlet 
in its ownership structure, would be forbidden to speak or 
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inform the public about the same issue. This differential 
treatment cannot be squared with the First Amendment. 

There is simply no support for the view that the First 
Amendment, as originally understood, would permit the sup­
pression of political speech by media corporations. The 
Framers may not have anticipated modern business and 
media corporations. See McIntyre v. Ohio Elections 
Comm’n, 514 U. S. 334, 360–361 (1995) (Thomas, J., concur­
ring in judgment). Yet television networks and major news­
papers owned by media corporations have become the most 
important means of mass communication in modern times. 
The First Amendment was certainly not understood to con­
done the suppression of political speech in society’s most sa­
lient media. It was understood as a response to the repres­
sion of speech and the press that had existed in England and 
the heavy taxes on the press that were imposed in the Colo­
nies. See McConnell, supra, at 252–253 (opinion of Scalia, 
J.); Grosjean, 297 U. S., at 245–248; Near, 283 U. S., at 713– 
714. The great debates between the Federalists and the 
Anti-Federalists over our founding document were published 
and expressed in the most important means of mass commu­
nication of that era—newspapers owned by individuals. See 
McIntyre, 514 U. S., at 341–343; id., at 367 (Thomas, J., con­
curring in judgment). At the founding, speech was open, 
comprehensive, and vital to society’s definition of itself; there 
were no limits on the sources of speech and knowledge. See 
B. Bailyn, Ideological Origins of the American Revolution 5 
(1967) (“Any number of people could join in such proliferat­
ing polemics, and rebuttals could come from all sides”); 
G. Wood, Creation of the American Republic 1776–1787, p. 6 
(1969) (“[I]t is not surprising that the intellectual sources 
of [the Americans’] Revolutionary thought were profuse and 
various”). The Framers may have been unaware of certain 
types of speakers or forms of communication, but that does 
not mean that those speakers and media are entitled to less 
First Amendment protection than those types of speakers 
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and media that provided the means of communicating politi­
cal ideas when the Bill of Rights was adopted. 

Austin interferes with the “open marketplace” of ideas 
protected by the First Amendment. New York State Bd. of 
Elections v. Lopez Torres, 552 U. S. 196, 208 (2008); see ibid. 
(ideas “may compete” in this marketplace “without govern­
ment interference”); McConnell, 540 U. S., at 274 (opinion of 
Thomas, J.). It permits the Government to ban the political 
speech of millions of associations of citizens. See Statistics 
of Income 2 (5.8 million for-profit corporations filed 2006 
tax returns). Most of these are small corporations without 
large amounts of wealth. See Supp. Brief for Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States of America as Amicus Cu­
riae 1, 3 (96% of the 3 million businesses that belong to the 
U. S. Chamber of Commerce have fewer than 100 employ­
ees); M. Keightley, Congressional Research Service Report 
for Congress, Business Organizational Choices: Taxation and 
Responses to Legislative Changes 10 (2009) (more than 75% 
of corporations whose income is taxed under federal law, see 
26 U. S. C. § 301, have less than $1 million in receipts per 
year). This fact belies the Government’s argument that the 
statute is justified on the ground that it prevents the “dis­
torting effects of immense aggregations of wealth.” Austin, 
494 U. S., at 660. It is not even aimed at amassed wealth. 

The censorship we now confront is vast in its reach. The 
Government has “muffle[d] the voices that best represent 
the most significant segments of the economy.” McConnell, 
supra, at 257–258 (opinion of Scalia, J.). And “the elector­
ate [has been] deprived of information, knowledge and opin­
ion vital to its function.” CIO, 335 U. S., at 144 (Rutledge, 
J., concurring in result). By suppressing the speech of mani­
fold corporations, both for-profit and nonprofit, the Govern­
ment prevents their voices and viewpoints from reaching the 
public and advising voters on which persons or entities are 
hostile to their interests. Factions will necessarily form in 
our Republic, but the remedy of “destroying the liberty” of 
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some factions is “worse than the disease.” The Federalist 
No. 10, p. 130 (B. Wright ed. 1961) (J. Madison). Factions 
should be checked by permitting them all to speak, see ibid., 
and by entrusting the people to judge what is true and what 
is false. 

The purpose and effect of this law is to prevent corpora­
tions, including small and nonprofit corporations, from pre­
senting both facts and opinions to the public. This makes 
Austin’s antidistortion rationale all the more an aberration. 
“[T]he First Amendment protects the right of corporations 
to petition legislative and administrative bodies.” Bellotti, 
435 U. S., at 792, n. 31 (citing California Motor Transport 
Co. v. Trucking Unlimited, 404 U. S. 508, 510–511 (1972); 
Eastern Railroad Presidents Conference v. Noerr Motor 
Freight, Inc., 365 U. S. 127, 137–138 (1961)). Corporate ex­
ecutives and employees counsel Members of Congress and 
Presidential administrations on many issues, as a matter of 
routine and often in private. An amici brief filed on behalf 
of Montana and 25 other States notes that lobbying and cor­
porate communications with elected officials occur on a regu­
lar basis. Brief for State of Montana et al. 19. When that 
phenomenon is coupled with § 441b, the result is that smaller 
or nonprofit corporations cannot raise a voice to object when 
other corporations, including those with vast wealth, are co­
operating with the Government. That cooperation may 
sometimes be voluntary, or it may be at the demand of a 
Government official who uses his or her authority, influence, 
and power to threaten corporations to support the Govern­
ment’s policies. Those kinds of interactions are often un­
known and unseen. The speech that § 441b forbids, though, 
is public, and all can judge its content and purpose. Ref­
erences to massive corporate treasuries should not mask 
the real operation of this law. Rhetoric ought not obscure 
reality. 

Even if § 441b’s expenditure ban were constitutional, 
wealthy corporations could still lobby elected officials, al­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



356 CITIZENS UNITED v. FEDERAL ELECTION COMM’N 

Opinion of the Court 

though smaller corporations may not have the resources to 
do so. And wealthy individuals and unincorporated associa­
tions can spend unlimited amounts on independent expendi­
tures. See, e. g., WRTL, 551 U. S., at 503–504 (opinion of 
Scalia, J.) (“In the 2004 election cycle, a mere 24 individuals 
contributed an astounding total of $142 million to [26 U. S. C. 
§ 527 organizations]”). Yet certain disfavored associations 
of citizens—those that have taken on the corporate form— 
are penalized for engaging in the same political speech. 

When Government seeks to use its full power, including 
the criminal law, to command where a person may get his 
or her information or what distrusted source he or she may 
not hear, it uses censorship to control thought. This is 
unlawful. The First Amendment confirms the freedom to 
think for ourselves. 

2 

What we have said also shows the invalidity of other argu­
ments made by the Government. For the most part relin­
quishing the antidistortion rationale, the Government falls 
back on the argument that corporate political speech can be 
banned in order to prevent corruption or its appearance. In 
Buckley, the Court found this interest “sufficiently impor­
tant” to allow limits on contributions but did not extend that 
reasoning to expenditure limits. 424 U. S., at 25. When 
Buckley examined an expenditure ban, it found “that the 
governmental interest in preventing corruption and the ap­
pearance of corruption [was] inadequate to justify [the ban] 
on independent expenditures.” Id., at 45. 

With regard to large direct contributions, Buckley rea­
soned that they could be given “to secure a political quid pro 
quo,” id., at 26, and that “the scope of such pernicious prac­
tices can never be reliably ascertained,” id., at 27. The 
practices Buckley noted would be covered by bribery laws, 
see, e. g., 18 U. S. C. § 201, if a quid pro quo arrangement 
were proved. See Buckley, supra, at 27, and n. 28 (citing 
Buckley v. Valeo, 519 F. 2d 821, 839–840, and nn. 36–38 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 310 (2010) 357 

Opinion of the Court 

(CADC 1975) (en banc) (per curiam)). The Court, in conse­
quence, has noted that restrictions on direct contributions 
are preventative, because few if any contributions to candi­
dates will involve quid pro quo arrangements. MCFL, 479 
U. S., at 260; NCPAC, 470 U. S., at 500; Federal Election 
Comm’n v. National Right to Work Comm., 459 U. S. 197, 
210 (1982) (NRWC). The Buckley Court, nevertheless, sus­
tained limits on direct contributions in order to ensure 
against the reality or appearance of corruption. That case 
did not extend this rationale to independent expenditures, 
and the Court does not do so here. 

“The absence of prearrangement and coordination of an 
expenditure with the candidate or his agent not only under­
mines the value of the expenditure to the candidate, but also 
alleviates the danger that expenditures will be given as a 
quid pro quo for improper commitments from the candidate.” 
Buckley, 424 U. S., at 47; see ibid. (independent expenditures 
have a “substantially diminished potential for abuse”). Lim­
its on independent expenditures, such as § 441b, have a chill­
ing effect extending well beyond the Government’s interest 
in preventing quid pro quo corruption. The anticorruption 
interest is not sufficient to displace the speech here in ques­
tion. Indeed, 26 States do not restrict independent expendi­
tures by for-profit corporations. The Government does not 
claim that these expenditures have corrupted the political 
process in those States. See Supp. Brief for Appellee 18, 
n. 3; Supp. Brief for Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States of America as Amicus Curiae 8–9, n. 5. 

A single footnote in Bellotti purported to leave open the 
possibility that corporate independent expenditures could be 
shown to cause corruption. 435 U. S., at 788, n. 26. For the 
reasons explained above, we now conclude that independent 
expenditures, including those made by corporations, do not 
give rise to corruption or the appearance of corruption. 
Dicta in Bellotti’s footnote suggested that “a corporation’s 
right to speak on issues of general public interest implies no 
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comparable right in the quite different context of participa­
tion in a political campaign for election to public office.” 
Ibid. Citing the portion of Buckley that invalidated the fed­
eral independent expenditure ban, 424 U. S., at 46, and a law 
review student comment, Bellotti surmised that “Congress 
might well be able to demonstrate the existence of a danger 
of real or apparent corruption in independent expenditures 
by corporations to influence candidate elections.” 435 U. S., 
at 788, n. 26. Buckley, however, struck down a ban on inde­
pendent expenditures to support candidates that covered 
corporations, 424 U. S., at 23, 39, n. 45, and explained that 
“the distinction between discussion of issues and candidates 
and advocacy of election or defeat of candidates may often 
dissolve in practical application,” id., at 42. Bellotti’s dic­
tum is thus supported only by a law review student com­
ment, which misinterpreted Buckley. See Comment, The 
Regulation of Union Political Activity: Majority and Minor­
ity Rights and Remedies, 126 U. Pa. L. Rev. 386, 408 (1977) 
(suggesting that “corporations and labor unions should be 
held to different and more stringent standards than an indi­
vidual or other associations under a regulatory scheme for 
campaign financing”). 

Seizing on this aside in Bellotti’s footnote, the Court in 
NRWC did say there is a “sufficient” governmental inter­
est in “ensur[ing] that substantial aggregations of wealth 
amassed” by corporations would not “be used to incur politi­
cal debts from legislators who are aided by the contribu­
tions.” 459 U. S., at 207–208 (citing Automobile Workers, 
352 U. S., at 579); see 459 U. S., at 210, and n. 7; NCPAC, 
supra, at 500–501 (NRWC suggested a governmental inter­
est in restricting “the influence of political war chests fun­
neled through the corporate form”). NRWC, however, has 
little relevance here. NRWC decided no more than that a 
restriction on a corporation’s ability to solicit funds for its 
segregated PAC, which made direct contributions to candi­
dates, did not violate the First Amendment. 459 U. S., at 
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206. NRWC thus involved contribution limits, see NCPAC, 
supra, at 495–496, which, unlike limits on independent ex­
penditures, have been an accepted means to prevent quid 
pro quo corruption, see McConnell, 540 U. S., at 136–138, 
and n. 40; MCFL, supra, at 259–260. Citizens United has 
not made direct contributions to candidates, and it has not 
suggested that the Court should reconsider whether contri­
bution limits should be subjected to rigorous First Amend­
ment scrutiny. 

When Buckley identified a sufficiently important govern­
mental interest in preventing corruption or the appearance 
of corruption, that interest was limited to quid pro quo cor­
ruption. See McConnell, supra, at 296–298 (opinion of Ken­

nedy, J.) (citing Buckley, supra, at 26–28, 30, 46–48); 
NCPAC, 470 U. S., at 497 (“The hallmark of corruption is the 
financial quid pro quo: dollars for political favors”); id., at 
498. The fact that speakers may have influence over or ac­
cess to elected officials does not mean that these officials 
are corrupt: 

“Favoritism and influence are not . . .  avoidable in repre­
sentative politics. It is in the nature of an elected rep­
resentative to favor certain policies, and, by necessary 
corollary, to favor the voters and contributors who sup­
port those policies. It is well understood that a sub­
stantial and legitimate reason, if not the only reason, to 
cast a vote for, or to make a contribution to, one candi­
date over another is that the candidate will respond by 
producing those political outcomes the supporter favors. 
Democracy is premised on responsiveness.” McCon­
nell, 540 U. S., at 297 (opinion of Kennedy, J.). 

Reliance on a “generic favoritism or influence theory . . . is  
at odds with standard First Amendment analyses because it 
is unbounded and susceptible to no limiting principle.” Id., 
at 296. 
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The appearance of influence or access, furthermore, will 
not cause the electorate to lose faith in our democracy. By 
definition, an independent expenditure is political speech 
presented to the electorate that is not coordinated with a 
candidate. See Buckley, supra, at 46. The fact that a cor­
poration, or any other speaker, is willing to spend money to 
try to persuade voters presupposes that the people have the 
ultimate influence over elected officials. This is inconsistent 
with any suggestion that the electorate will refuse “ ‘to take 
part in democratic governance’ ” because of additional politi­
cal speech made by a corporation or any other speaker. Mc­
Connell, supra, at 144 (quoting Nixon v. Shrink Missouri 
Government PAC, 528 U. S. 377, 390 (2000)). 

Caperton v. A. T. Massey Coal Co., 556 U. S. 868 (2009), is 
not to the contrary. Caperton held that a judge was re­
quired to recuse himself “when a person with a personal 
stake in a particular case had a significant and disproportion­
ate influence in placing the judge on the case by raising funds 
or directing the judge’s election campaign when the case was 
pending or imminent.” Id., at 884. The remedy of recusal 
was based on a litigant’s due process right to a fair trial 
before an unbiased judge. See Withrow v. Larkin, 421 U. S. 
35, 46 (1975). Caperton’s holding was limited to the rule 
that the judge must be recused, not that the litigant’s politi­
cal speech could be banned. 

The McConnell record was “over 100,000 pages” long, Mc­
Connell I, 251 F. Supp. 2d, at 209, yet it “does not have any 
direct examples of votes being exchanged for . . . expendi­
tures,” id., at 560 (opinion of Kollar-Kotelly, J.). This con­
firms Buckley’s reasoning that independent expenditures do 
not lead to, or create the appearance of, quid pro quo corrup­
tion. In fact, there is only scant evidence that independent 
expenditures even ingratiate. See 251 F. Supp. 2d, at 555– 
557 (opinion of Kollar-Kotelly, J.). Ingratiation and access, 
in any event, are not corruption. The BCRA record estab­
lishes that certain donations to political parties, called “soft 
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money,” were made to gain access to elected officials. Mc­
Connell, supra, at 125, 130–131, 146–152; see McConnell I, 
251 F. Supp. 2d, at 471–481, 491–506 (opinion of Kollar-
Kotelly, J.); id., at 842–843, 858–859 (opinion of Leon, J.). 
This case, however, is about independent expenditures, not 
soft money. When Congress finds that a problem exists, we 
must give that finding due deference; but Congress may not 
choose an unconstitutional remedy. If elected officials suc­
cumb to improper influences from independent expenditures; 
if they surrender their best judgment; and if they put expedi­
ency before principle, then surely there is cause for concern. 
We must give weight to attempts by Congress to seek to 
dispel either the appearance or the reality of these influ­
ences. The remedies enacted by law, however, must comply 
with the First Amendment; and it is our law and our tradi­
tion that more speech, not less, is the governing rule. An 
outright ban on corporate political speech during the critical 
preelection period is not a permissible remedy. Here Con­
gress has created categorical bans on speech that are asym­
metrical to preventing quid pro quo corruption. 

3 

The Government contends further that corporate inde­
pendent expenditures can be limited because of its interest 
in protecting dissenting shareholders from being compelled 
to fund corporate political speech. This asserted interest, 
like Austin’s antidistortion rationale, would allow the Gov­
ernment to ban the political speech even of media corpora­
tions. See supra, at 352–354. Assume, for example, that a 
shareholder of a corporation that owns a newspaper dis­
agrees with the political views the newspaper expresses. 
See Austin, 494 U. S., at 687 (Scalia, J., dissenting). Under 
the Government’s view, that potential disagreement could 
give the Government the authority to restrict the media cor­
poration’s political speech. The First Amendment does not 
allow that power. There is, furthermore, little evidence of 
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abuse that cannot be corrected by shareholders “through the 
procedures of corporate democracy.” Bellotti, 435 U. S., at 
794; see ibid., n. 34.  

Those reasons are sufficient to reject this shareholder-
protection interest; and, moreover, the statute is both under-
inclusive and overinclusive. As to the first, if Congress had 
been seeking to protect dissenting shareholders, it would not 
have banned corporate speech in only certain media within 
30 or 60 days before an election. A dissenting shareholder’s 
interests would be implicated by speech in any media at any 
time. As to the second, the statute is overinclusive because 
it covers all corporations, including nonprofit corporations 
and for-profit corporations with only single shareholders. 
As to other corporations, the remedy is not to restrict speech 
but to consider and explore other regulatory mechanisms. 
The regulatory mechanism here, based on speech, contra­
venes the First Amendment. 

4 

We need not reach the question whether the Government 
has a compelling interest in preventing foreign individuals or 
associations from influencing our Nation’s political process. 
Cf. 2 U. S. C. § 441e (contribution and expenditure ban ap­
plied to “foreign national[s]”). Section 441b is not limited 
to corporations or associations that were created in foreign 
countries or funded predominantly by foreign shareholders. 
Section 441b therefore would be overbroad even if we as­
sumed, arguendo, that the Government has a compelling in­
terest in limiting foreign influence over our political process. 
See Broadrick, 413 U. S., at 615. 

C 

Our precedent is to be respected unless the most convinc­
ing of reasons demonstrates that adherence to it puts us on a 
course that is sure error. “Beyond workability, the relevant 
factors in deciding whether to adhere to the principle of stare 
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decisis include the antiquity of the precedent, the reliance 
interests at stake, and of course whether the decision was 
well reasoned.” Montejo v. Louisiana, 556 U. S. 778, 792– 
793 (2009) (overruling Michigan v. Jackson, 475 U. S. 625 
(1986)). We have also examined whether “experience has 
pointed up the precedent’s shortcomings.” Pearson v. Cal­
lahan, 555 U. S. 223, 233 (2009) (overruling Saucier v. Katz, 
533 U. S. 194 (2001)). 

These considerations counsel in favor of rejecting Aus­
tin, which itself contravened this Court’s earlier precedents 
in Buckley and Bellotti. “This Court has not hesitated 
to overrule decisions offensive to the First Amendment.” 
WRTL, 551 U. S., at 500 (opinion of Scalia, J.). “[S]tare 
decisis is a principle of policy and not a mechanical formula 
of adherence to the latest decision.” Helvering v. Hallock, 
309 U. S. 106, 119 (1940). 

For the reasons above, it must be concluded that Austin 
was not well reasoned. The Government defends Austin, 
relying almost entirely on “the quid pro quo interest, the 
corruption interest or the shareholder interest,” and not 
Austin’s expressed antidistortion rationale. Tr. of Oral Arg. 
48 (Sept. 9, 2009); see id., at 45–46. When neither party 
defends the reasoning of a precedent, the principle of adher­
ing to that precedent through stare decisis is diminished. 
Austin abandoned First Amendment principles, further­
more, by relying on language in some of our precedents that 
traces back to the Automobile Workers Court’s flawed his­
torical account of campaign finance laws, see Brief for Cam­
paign Finance Scholars as Amici Curiae; Hayward, 45 Harv. 
J. Legis. 421; R. Mutch, Campaigns, Congress, and Courts 
33–35, 153–157 (1988). See Austin, supra, at 659 (citing 
MCFL, 479 U. S., at 257–258; NCPAC, 470 U. S., at 500–501); 
MCFL, supra, at 257 (citing Automobile Workers, 352 U. S., 
at 585); NCPAC, supra, at 500 (citing NRWC, 459 U. S., at 
210); id., at 208 (“The history of the movement to regulate 
the political contributions and expenditures of corporations 
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and labor unions is set forth in great detail in [Automobile 
Workers], supra, at 570–584, and we need only summarize 
the development here”). 

Austin is undermined by experience since its announce­
ment. Political speech is so ingrained in our culture that 
speakers find ways to circumvent campaign finance laws. 
See, e. g., McConnell, 540 U. S., at 176–177 (“Given BCRA’s 
tighter restrictions on the raising and spending of soft 
money, the incentives . . .  to  exploit [26 U. S. C. § 527] organi­
zations will only increase”). Our Nation’s speech dynamic is 
changing, and informative voices should not have to circum­
vent onerous restrictions to exercise their First Amendment 
rights. Speakers have become adept at presenting citizens 
with sound bites, talking points, and scripted messages that 
dominate the 24-hour news cycle. Corporations, like indi­
viduals, do not have monolithic views. On certain topics 
corporations may possess valuable expertise, leaving them 
the best equipped to point out errors or fallacies in speech 
of all sorts, including the speech of candidates and elected 
officials. 

Rapid changes in technology—and the creative dynamic 
inherent in the concept of free expression—counsel against 
upholding a law that restricts political speech in certain 
media or by certain speakers. See Part II–C, supra. 
Today, 30-second television ads may be the most effective 
way to convey a political message. See McConnell, supra, 
at 261 (opinion of Scalia, J.). Soon, however, it may be that 
Internet sources, such as blogs and social networking Web 
sites, will provide citizens with significant information about 
political candidates and issues. Yet, § 441b would seem to 
ban a blog post expressly advocating the election or defeat 
of a candidate if that blog were created with corporate funds. 
See 2 U. S. C. § 441b(a); MCFL, supra, at 249. The First 
Amendment does not permit Congress to make these cate­
gorical distinctions based on the corporate identity of the 
speaker and the content of the political speech. 
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No serious reliance interests are at stake. As the Court 
stated in Payne v. Tennessee, 501 U. S. 808, 828 (1991), reli­
ance interests are important considerations in property and 
contract cases, where parties may have acted in conformance 
with existing legal rules in order to conduct transactions. 
Here, though, parties have been prevented from acting— 
corporations have been banned from making independent 
expenditures. Legislatures may have enacted bans on cor­
porate expenditures believing that those bans were con­
stitutional. This is not a compelling interest for stare 
decisis. If it were, legislative acts could prevent us from 
overruling our own precedents, thereby interfering with our 
duty “to say what the law is.” Marbury v. Madison, 1 
Cranch 137, 177 (1803). 

Due consideration leads to this conclusion: Austin, 494 
U. S. 652, should be and now is overruled. We return to 
the principle established in Buckley and Bellotti that the 
Government may not suppress political speech on the basis 
of the speaker’s corporate identity. No sufficient govern­
mental interest justifies limits on the political speech of non­
profit or for-profit corporations. 

D 

Austin is overruled, so it provides no basis for allowing 
the Government to limit corporate independent expendi­
tures. As the Government appears to concede, overruling 
Austin “effectively invalidate[s] not only BCRA Section 203, 
but also 2 U. S. C. 441b’s prohibition on the use of corporate 
treasury funds for express advocacy.” Brief for Appellee 33, 
n. 12. Section 441b’s restrictions on corporate independent 
expenditures are therefore invalid and cannot be applied to 
Hillary. 

Given our conclusion we are further required to overrule 
the part of McConnell that upheld BCRA § 203’s extension of 
§ 441b’s restrictions on corporate independent expenditures. 
See 540 U. S., at 203–209. The McConnell Court relied on 
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the antidistortion interest recognized in Austin to uphold a 
greater restriction on speech than the restriction upheld in 
Austin, see 540 U. S., at 205, and we have found this interest 
unconvincing and insufficient. This part of McConnell is 
now overruled. 

IV
 
A
 

Citizens United next challenges BCRA’s disclaimer and 
disclosure provisions as applied to Hillary and the three ad­
vertisements for the movie. Under BCRA § 311, televised 
electioneering communications funded by anyone other than 
a candidate must include a disclaimer that “ ‘–––––– is re­
sponsible for the content of this advertising.’ ” 2 U. S. C. 
§ 441d(d)(2). The required statement must be made in a 
“clearly spoken manner,” and displayed on the screen in a 
“clearly readable manner” for at least four seconds. Ibid. 
It must state that the communication “is not authorized by 
any candidate or candidate’s committee”; it must also display 
the name and address (or Web site address) of the person or 
group that funded the advertisement. § 441d(a)(3). Under 
BCRA § 201, any person who spends more than $10,000 
on electioneering communications within a calendar year 
must file a disclosure statement with the FEC. 2 U. S. C. 
§ 434(f)(1). That statement must identify the person making 
the expenditure, the amount of the expenditure, the election 
to which the communication was directed, and the names of 
certain contributors. § 434(f)(2). 

Disclaimer and disclosure requirements may burden the 
ability to speak, but they “impose no ceiling on campaign-
related activities,” Buckley, 424 U. S., at 64, and “do not pre­
vent anyone from speaking,” McConnell, supra, at 201 (in­
ternal quotation marks and brackets omitted). The Court 
has subjected these requirements to “exacting scrutiny,” 
which requires a “substantial relation” between the disclo­
sure requirement and a “sufficiently important” governmen­
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tal interest. Buckley, supra, at 64, 66 (internal quotation 
marks omitted); see McConnell, supra, at 231–232. 

In Buckley, the Court explained that disclosure could be 
justified based on a governmental interest in “provid[ing] the 
electorate with information” about the sources of election-
related spending. 424 U. S., at 66. The McConnell Court 
applied this interest in rejecting facial challenges to BCRA 
§§ 201 and 311. 540 U. S., at 196. There was evidence in 
the record that independent groups were running election-
related advertisements “ ‘while hiding behind dubious and 
misleading names.’ ” Id., at 197 (quoting McConnell I, 251 
F. Supp. 2d, at 237). The Court therefore upheld BCRA 
§§ 201 and 311 on the ground that they would help citizens 
“ ‘make informed choices in the political marketplace.’ ” 540 
U. S., at 197 (quoting McConnell I, supra, at 237); see 540 
U. S., at 231. 

Although both provisions were facially upheld, the Court 
acknowledged that as-applied challenges would be available 
if a group could show a “ ‘reasonable probability’ ” that disclo­
sure of its contributors’ names “ ‘will subject them to threats, 
harassment, or reprisals from either Government officials 
or private parties.’ ” Id., at 198 (quoting Buckley, supra, 
at 74). 

For the reasons stated below, we find the statute valid as 
applied to the ads for the movie and to the movie itself. 

B 

Citizens United sought to broadcast one 30-second and two 
10-second ads to promote Hillary. Under FEC regulations, 
a communication that “[p]roposes a commercial transaction” 
was not subject to 2 U. S. C. § 441b’s restrictions on corporate 
or union funding of electioneering communications. 11 CFR 
§ 114.15(b)(3)(ii). The regulations, however, do not exempt 
those communications from the disclaimer and disclosure re­
quirements in BCRA §§ 201 and 311. See 72 Fed. Reg. 
72901 (2007). 
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Citizens United argues that the disclaimer requirements 
in § 311 are unconstitutional as applied to its ads. It con­
tends that the governmental interest in providing informa­
tion to the electorate does not justify requiring disclaimers 
for any commercial advertisements, including the ones 
at issue here. We disagree. The ads fall within BCRA’s 
definition of an “electioneering communication”: They re­
ferred to then-Senator Clinton by name shortly before a pri­
mary and contained pejorative references to her candidacy. 
See 530 F. Supp. 2d, at 276, nn. 2–4. The disclaimers re­
quired by § 311 “provid[e] the electorate with information,” 
McConnell, supra, at 196, and “insure that the voters are 
fully informed” about the person or group who is speaking, 
Buckley, supra, at 76; see also Bellotti, 435 U. S., at 792, 
n. 32 (“Identification of the source of advertising may be re­
quired as a means of disclosure, so that the people will be 
able to evaluate the arguments to which they are being sub­
jected”). At the very least, the disclaimers avoid confusion 
by making clear that the ads are not funded by a candidate 
or political party. 

Citizens United argues that § 311 is underinclusive be­
cause it requires disclaimers for broadcast advertisements 
but not for print or Internet advertising. It asserts that 
§ 311 decreases both the quantity and effectiveness of the 
group’s speech by forcing it to devote four seconds of each 
advertisement to the spoken disclaimer. We rejected these 
arguments in McConnell, supra, at 230–231. And we now 
adhere to that decision as it pertains to the disclosure 
provisions. 

As a final point, Citizens United claims that, in any event, 
the disclosure requirements in § 201 must be confined to 
speech that is the functional equivalent of express advocacy. 
The principal opinion in WRTL limited 2 U. S. C. § 441b’s re­
strictions on independent expenditures to express advocacy 
and its functional equivalent. 551 U. S., at 469–476 (opinion 
of Roberts, C. J.). Citizens United seeks to import a simi­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 310 (2010) 369 

Opinion of the Court 

lar distinction into BCRA’s disclosure requirements. We re­
ject this contention. 

The Court has explained that disclosure is a less restric­
tive alternative to more comprehensive regulations of 
speech. See, e. g., MCFL, 479 U. S., at 262. In Buckley, the 
Court upheld a disclosure requirement for independent ex­
penditures even though it invalidated a provision that im­
posed a ceiling on those expenditures. 424 U. S., at 75–76. 
In McConnell, three Justices who would have found § 441b 
to be unconstitutional nonetheless voted to uphold BCRA’s 
disclosure and disclaimer requirements. 540 U. S., at 321 
(opinion of Kennedy, J., joined by Rehnquist, C. J., and 
Scalia, J.). And the Court has upheld registration and dis­
closure requirements on lobbyists, even though Congress has 
no power to ban lobbying itself. United States v. Harriss, 
347 U. S. 612, 625 (1954) (Congress “has merely provided for 
a modicum of information from those who for hire attempt 
to influence legislation or who collect or spend funds for 
that purpose”). For these reasons, we reject Citizens Unit­
ed’s contention that the disclosure requirements must be lim­
ited to speech that is the functional equivalent of express 
advocacy. 

Citizens United also disputes that an informational inter­
est justifies the application of § 201 to its ads, which only 
attempt to persuade viewers to see the film. Even if it dis­
closed the funding sources for the ads, Citizens United says, 
the information would not help viewers make informed 
choices in the political marketplace. This is similar to the 
argument rejected above with respect to disclaimers. Even 
if the ads only pertain to a commercial transaction, the public 
has an interest in knowing who is speaking about a candidate 
shortly before an election. Because the informational inter­
est alone is sufficient to justify application of § 201 to these 
ads, it is not necessary to consider the Government’s other 
asserted interests. 
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Last, Citizens United argues that disclosure requirements 
can chill donations to an organization by exposing donors to 
retaliation. Some amici point to recent events in which do­
nors to certain causes were blacklisted, threatened, or other­
wise targeted for retaliation. See Brief for Institute for 
Justice as Amicus Curiae 13–16; Brief for Alliance Defense 
Fund as Amicus Curiae 16–22. In McConnell, the Court 
recognized that § 201 would be unconstitutional as applied to 
an organization if there were a reasonable probability that 
the group’s members would face threats, harassment, or re­
prisals if their names were disclosed. 540 U. S., at 198. 
The examples cited by amici are cause for concern. Citi­
zens United, however, has offered no evidence that its mem­
bers may face similar threats or reprisals. To the contrary, 
Citizens United has been disclosing its donors for years and 
has identified no instance of harassment or retaliation. 

Shareholder objections raised through the procedures of 
corporate democracy, see Bellotti, supra, at 794, and n. 34, 
can be more effective today because modern technology 
makes disclosures rapid and informative. A campaign fi­
nance system that pairs corporate independent expenditures 
with effective disclosure has not existed before today. It 
must be noted, furthermore, that many of Congress’ findings 
in passing BCRA were premised on a system without ade­
quate disclosure. See McConnell, 540 U. S., at 128 (“[T]he 
public may not have been fully informed about the sponsor­
ship of so-called issue ads”); id., at 196–197 (citing McConnell 
I, 251 F. Supp. 2d, at 237). With the advent of the Internet, 
prompt disclosure of expenditures can provide shareholders 
and citizens with the information needed to hold corporations 
and elected officials accountable for their positions and sup­
porters. Shareholders can determine whether their corpo­
ration’s political speech advances the corporation’s interest 
in making profits, and citizens can see whether elected offi­
cials are “ ‘in the pocket’ of so-called moneyed interests.” 
540 U. S., at 259 (opinion of Scalia, J.); see MCFL, supra, at 
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261. The First Amendment protects political speech; and 
disclosure permits citizens and shareholders to react to the 
speech of corporate entities in a proper way. This transpar­
ency enables the electorate to make informed decisions and 
give proper weight to different speakers and messages. 

C 

For the same reasons we uphold the application of BCRA 
§§ 201 and 311 to the ads, we affirm their application to Hil­
lary. We find no constitutional impediment to the applica­
tion of BCRA’s disclaimer and disclosure requirements to a 
movie broadcast via video-on-demand. And there has been 
no showing that, as applied in this case, these requirements 
would impose a chill on speech or expression. 

V 

When word concerning the plot of the movie Mr. Smith 
Goes to Washington reached the circles of Government, some 
officials sought, by persuasion, to discourage its distribution. 
See Smoodin, “Compulsory” Viewing for Every Citizen: 
Mr. Smith and the Rhetoric of Reception, 35 Cinema Journal 
3, 19, and n. 52 (Winter 1996) (citing Mr. Smith Riles Wash­
ington, Time, Oct. 30, 1939, p. 49); Nugent, Capra’s Capitol 
Offense, N. Y. Times, Oct. 29, 1939, p. X5. Under Austin, 
though, officials could have done more than discourage its 
distribution—they could have banned the film. After all, it, 
like Hillary, was speech funded by a corporation that was 
critical of Members of Congress. Mr. Smith Goes to Wash­
ington may be fiction and caricature; but fiction and carica­
ture can be a powerful force. 

Modern day movies, television comedies, or skits on You-
Tube.com might portray public officials or public policies in 
unflattering ways. Yet if a covered transmission during the 
blackout period creates the background for candidate en­
dorsement or opposition, a felony occurs solely because a cor­
poration, other than an exempt media corporation, has made 
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the “purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, 
or gift of money or anything of value” in order to engage in 
political speech. 2 U. S. C. § 431(9)(A)(i). Speech would be 
suppressed in the realm where its necessity is most evident: 
in the public dialogue preceding a real election. Govern­
ments are often hostile to speech, but under our law and our 
tradition it seems stranger than fiction for our Government 
to make this political speech a crime. Yet this is the stat­
ute’s purpose and design. 

Some members of the public might consider Hillary to be 
insightful and instructive; some might find it to be neither 
high art nor a fair discussion on how to set the Nation’s 
course; still others simply might suspend judgment on these 
points but decide to think more about issues and candidates. 
Those choices and assessments, however, are not for the Gov­
ernment to make. “The First Amendment underwrites the 
freedom to experiment and to create in the realm of thought 
and speech. Citizens must be free to use new forms, and 
new forums, for the expression of ideas. The civic discourse 
belongs to the people, and the Government may not pre­
scribe the means used to conduct it.” McConnell, supra, at 
341 (opinion of Kennedy, J.). 

The judgment of the District Court is reversed with re­
spect to the constitutionality of 2 U. S. C. § 441b’s restrictions 
on corporate independent expenditures. The judgment is 
affirmed with respect to BCRA’s disclaimer and disclosure 
requirements. The case is remanded for further proceed­
ings consistent with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

Chief Justice Roberts, with whom Justice Alito 
joins, concurring. 

The Government urges us in this case to uphold a direct 
prohibition on political speech. It asks us to embrace a the­
ory of the First Amendment that would allow censorship not 
only of television and radio broadcasts, but of pamphlets, 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 310 (2010) 373 

Roberts, C. J., concurring 

posters, the Internet, and virtually any other medium that 
corporations and unions might find useful in expressing their 
views on matters of public concern. Its theory, if accepted, 
would empower the Government to prohibit newspapers 
from running editorials or opinion pieces supporting or op­
posing candidates for office, so long as the newspapers were 
owned by corporations—as the major ones are. First 
Amendment rights could be confined to individuals, subvert­
ing the vibrant public discourse that is at the foundation of 
our democracy. 

The Court properly rejects that theory, and I join its opin­
ion in full. The First Amendment protects more than just 
the individual on a soapbox and the lonely pamphleteer. I 
write separately to address the important principles of judi­
cial restraint and stare decisis implicated in this case. 

I 

Judging the constitutionality of an Act of Congress is “the 
gravest and most delicate duty that this Court is called on to 
perform.” Blodgett v. Holden, 275 U. S. 142, 147–148 (1927) 
(Holmes, J., concurring). Because the stakes are so high, 
our standard practice is to refrain from addressing constitu­
tional questions except when necessary to rule on particular 
claims before us. See Ashwander v. TVA, 297 U. S. 288, 
346–348 (1936) (Brandeis, J., concurring). This policy under­
lies both our willingness to construe ambiguous statutes to 
avoid constitutional problems and our practice “ ‘never to for­
mulate a rule of constitutional law broader than is required 
by the precise facts to which it is to be applied.’ ” United 
States v. Raines, 362 U. S. 17, 21 (1960) (quoting Liverpool, 
New York & Philadelphia S. S. Co. v. Commissioners of Em­
igration, 113 U. S. 33, 39 (1885)). 

The majority and dissent are united in expressing alle­
giance to these principles. Ante, at 329; post, at 405–406 
(Stevens, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). 
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But I cannot agree with my dissenting colleagues on how 
these principles apply in this case. 

The majority’s step-by-step analysis accords with our 
standard practice of avoiding broad constitutional questions 
except when necessary to decide the case before us. The 
majority begins by addressing—and quite properly reject-
ing—Citizens United’s statutory claim that 2 U. S. C. § 441b 
does not actually cover its production and distribution of 
Hillary: The Movie (hereinafter Hillary). If there were 
a valid basis for deciding this statutory claim in Citizens 
United’s favor (and thereby avoiding constitutional adjudica­
tion), it would be proper to do so. Indeed, that is precisely 
the approach the Court took just last Term in Northwest 
Austin Municipal Util. Dist. No. One v. Holder, 557 U. S. 
193 (2009), when eight Members of the Court agreed to de­
cide the case on statutory grounds instead of reaching the 
appellant’s broader argument that the Voting Rights Act is 
unconstitutional. 

It is only because the majority rejects Citizens United’s 
statutory claim that it proceeds to consider the group’s vari­
ous constitutional arguments, beginning with its narrowest 
claim (that Hillary is not the functional equivalent of ex­
press advocacy) and proceeding to its broadest claim (that 
Austin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce, 494 U. S. 652 
(1990), should be overruled). This is the same order of oper­
ations followed by the controlling opinion in Federal Elec­
tion Comm’n v. Wisconsin Right to Life, Inc., 551 U. S. 449 
(2007) (WRTL). There the appellant was able to prevail on 
its narrowest constitutional argument because its broadcast 
ads did not qualify as the functional equivalent of express 
advocacy; there was thus no need to go on to address the 
broader claim that McConnell v. Federal Election Comm’n, 
540 U. S. 93 (2003), should be overruled. WRTL, 551 U. S., 
at 482; id., at 482–483 (Alito, J., concurring). This case is 
different—not, as the dissent suggests, because the approach 
taken in WRTL has been deemed a “failure,” post, at 402, 
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but because, in the absence of any valid narrower ground of 
decision, there is no way to avoid Citizens United’s broader 
constitutional argument. 

The dissent advocates an approach to addressing Citizens 
United’s claims that I find quite perplexing. It presumably 
agrees with the majority that Citizens United’s narrower 
statutory and constitutional arguments lack merit—other­
wise its conclusion that the group should lose this case would 
make no sense. Despite agreeing that these narrower argu­
ments fail, however, the dissent argues that the majority 
should nonetheless latch on to one of them in order to avoid 
reaching the broader constitutional question of whether Aus­
tin remains good law. It even suggests that the Court’s fail­
ure to adopt one of these concededly meritless arguments is 
a sign that the majority is not “serious about judicial re­
straint.” Post, at 408. 

This approach is based on a false premise: that our practice 
of avoiding unnecessary (and unnecessarily broad) constitu­
tional holdings somehow trumps our obligation faithfully to 
interpret the law. It should go without saying, however, 
that we cannot embrace a narrow ground of decision simply 
because it is narrow; it must also be right. Thus while it is 
true that “[i]f it is not necessary to decide more, it is neces­
sary not to decide more,” post, at 405 (internal quotation 
marks omitted), sometimes it is necessary to decide more. 
There is a difference between judicial restraint and judicial 
abdication. When constitutional questions are “indispen­
sably necessary” to resolving the case at hand, “the court 
must meet and decide them.” Ex parte Randolph, 20 
F. Cas. 242, 254 (No. 11,558) (CC Va. 1833) (Marshall, C. J.). 

Because it is necessary to reach Citizens United’s broader 
argument that Austin should be overruled, the debate over 
whether to consider this claim on an as-applied or facial basis 
strikes me as largely beside the point. Citizens United 
has standing—it is being injured by the Government’s en­
forcement of the Act. Citizens United has a constitutional 
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claim—the Act violates the First Amendment, because it 
prohibits political speech. The Government has a defense— 
the Act may be enforced, consistent with the First Amend­
ment, against corporations. Whether the claim or the de­
fense prevails is the question before us. 

Given the nature of that claim and defense, it makes no 
difference of any substance whether this case is resolved by 
invalidating the statute on its face or only as applied to Citi­
zens United. Even if considered in as-applied terms, a hold­
ing in this case that the Act may not be applied to Citizens 
United—because corporations as well as individuals enjoy 
the pertinent First Amendment rights—would mean that 
any other corporation raising the same challenge would also 
win. Likewise, a conclusion that the Act may be applied 
to Citizens United—because it is constitutional to prohibit 
corporate political speech—would similarly govern future 
cases. Regardless whether we label Citizens United’s claim 
a “facial” or “as-applied” challenge, the consequences of the 
Court’s decision are the same.1 

II 

The text and purpose of the First Amendment point in the 
same direction: Congress may not prohibit political speech, 
even if the speaker is a corporation or union. What makes 
this case difficult is the need to confront our prior decision 
in Austin. 

This is the first case in which we have been asked to over­
rule Austin, and thus it is also the first in which we have 
had reason to consider how much weight to give stare decisis 
in assessing its continued validity. The dissent erroneously 

1 The dissent suggests that I am “much too quick” to reach this conclu­
sion because I “ignore” Citizens United’s narrower arguments. Post, at 
405, n. 12. But in fact I do not ignore those arguments; on the contrary, 
I (and my colleagues in the majority) appropriately consider and reject 
them on their merits, before addressing Citizens United’s broader claims. 
Supra, at 373–375; ante, at 322–329. 
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declares that the Court “reaffirmed” Austin’s holding in sub­
sequent cases—namely, Federal Election Comm’n v. Beau­
mont, 539 U. S. 146 (2003); McConnell; and WRTL. Post, at 
439–441. Not so. Not a single party in any of those cases 
asked us to overrule Austin, and as the dissent points out, 
post, at 396–398, the Court generally does not consider con­
stitutional arguments that have not properly been raised. 
Austin’s validity was therefore not directly at issue in the 
cases the dissent cites. The Court’s unwillingness to over­
turn Austin in those cases cannot be understood as a reaf­
firmation of that decision. 

A 

Fidelity to precedent—the policy of stare decisis—is vital 
to the proper exercise of the judicial function. “Stare deci­
sis is the preferred course because it promotes the even­
handed, predictable, and consistent development of legal 
principles, fosters reliance on judicial decisions, and contrib­
utes to the actual and perceived integrity of the judicial proc­
ess.” Payne v. Tennessee, 501 U. S. 808, 827 (1991). For 
these reasons, we have long recognized that departures from 
precedent are inappropriate in the absence of a “special justi­
fication.” Arizona v. Rumsey, 467 U. S. 203, 212 (1984). 

At the same time, stare decisis is neither an “inexorable 
command,” Lawrence v. Texas, 539 U. S. 558, 577 (2003), 
nor “a mechanical formula of adherence to the latest deci­
sion,” Helvering v. Hallock, 309 U. S. 106, 119 (1940), 
especially in constitutional cases, see United States v. Scott, 
437 U. S. 82, 101 (1978). If it were, segregation would be 
legal, minimum wage laws would be unconstitutional, and the 
Government could wiretap ordinary criminal suspects with­
out first obtaining warrants. See Plessy v. Ferguson, 163 
U. S. 537 (1896), overruled by Brown v. Board of Education, 
347 U. S. 483 (1954); Adkins v. Children’s Hospital of D. C., 
261 U. S. 525 (1923), overruled by West Coast Hotel Co. v. 
Parrish, 300 U. S. 379 (1937); Olmstead v. United States, 
277 U. S. 438 (1928), overruled by Katz v. United States, 
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389 U. S. 347 (1967). As the dissent properly notes, none of 
us has viewed stare decisis in such absolute terms. Post, at 
408; see also, e. g., Randall v. Sorrell, 548 U. S. 230, 274–281 
(2006) (Stevens, J., dissenting) (urging the Court to over­
rule its invalidation of limits on independent expenditures 
on political speech in Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U. S. 1 (1976) 
(per curiam)). 

Stare decisis is instead a “principle of policy.” Helvering, 
supra, at 119. When considering whether to reexamine a 
prior erroneous holding, we must balance the importance of 
having constitutional questions decided against the impor­
tance of having them decided right. As Justice Jackson ex­
plained, this requires a “sober appraisal of the disadvantages 
of the innovation as well as those of the questioned case, 
a weighing of practical effects of one against the other.” 
Jackson, Decisional Law and Stare Decisis, 30 A. B. A. J. 
334 (1944). 

In conducting this balancing, we must keep in mind that 
stare decisis is not an end in itself. It is instead “the means 
by which we ensure that the law will not merely change er­
ratically, but will develop in a principled and intelligible fash­
ion.” Vasquez v. Hillery, 474 U. S. 254, 265 (1986). Its 
greatest purpose is to serve a constitutional ideal—the rule 
of law. It follows that in the unusual circumstance when 
fidelity to any particular precedent does more to damage this 
constitutional ideal than to advance it, we must be more will­
ing to depart from that precedent. 

Thus, for example, if the precedent under consideration 
itself departed from the Court’s jurisprudence, returning to 
the “ ‘intrinsically sounder’ doctrine established in prior 
cases” may “better serv[e] the values of stare decisis than 
would following [the] more recently decided case inconsistent 
with the decisions that came before it.” Adarand Construc­
tors, Inc. v. Peñ a, 515 U. S. 200, 231 (1995); see also Helve-
ring, supra, at 119; Randall, supra, at 274 (Stevens, J., 
dissenting). Abrogating the errant precedent, rather than 
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reaffirming or extending it, might better preserve the law’s 
coherence and curtail the precedent’s disruptive effects. 

Likewise, if adherence to a precedent actually impedes the 
stable and orderly adjudication of future cases, its stare deci­
sis effect is also diminished. This can happen in a number 
of circumstances, such as when the precedent’s validity is so 
hotly contested that it cannot reliably function as a basis for 
decision in future cases, when its rationale threatens to 
upend our settled jurisprudence in related areas of law, and 
when the precedent’s underlying reasoning has become so 
discredited that the Court cannot keep the precedent alive 
without jury-rigging new and different justifications to shore 
up the original mistake. See, e. g., Pearson v. Callahan, 555 
U. S. 223, 235 (2009); Montejo v. Louisiana, 556 U. S. 778, 
792 (2009) (stare decisis does not control when adherence to 
the prior decision requires “fundamentally revising its theo­
retical basis”). 

B 

These considerations weigh against retaining our decision 
in Austin. First, as the majority explains, that decision was 
an “aberration” insofar as it departed from the robust protec­
tions we had granted political speech in our earlier cases. 
Ante, at 355; see also Buckley, supra; First Nat. Bank of 
Boston v. Bellotti, 435 U. S. 765 (1978). Austin undermined 
the careful line that Buckley drew to distinguish limits on 
contributions to candidates from limits on independent ex­
penditures on speech. Buckley rejected the asserted gov­
ernment interest in regulating independent expenditures, 
concluding that “restrict[ing] the speech of some elements of 
our society in order to enhance the relative voice of others 
is wholly foreign to the First Amendment.” 424 U. S., at 
48–49; see also Bellotti, supra, at 790–791; Citizens Against 
Rent Control/Coalition for Fair Housing v. Berkeley, 454 
U. S. 290, 295 (1981). Austin, however, allowed the Govern­
ment to prohibit these same expenditures out of concern for 
“the corrosive and distorting effects of immense aggrega­
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tions of wealth” in the marketplace of ideas. 494 U. S., 
at 660. Austin’s reasoning was—and remains—inconsistent 
with Buckley’s explicit repudiation of any government inter­
est in “equalizing the relative ability of individuals and 
groups to influence the outcome of elections.” 424 U. S., at 
48–49. 

Austin was also inconsistent with Bellotti’s clear rejection 
of the idea that “speech that otherwise would be within the 
protection of the First Amendment loses that protection sim­
ply because its source is a corporation.” 435 U. S., at 784. 
The dissent correctly points out that Bellotti involved a ref­
erendum rather than a candidate election, and that Bellotti 
itself noted this factual distinction, id., at 788, n. 26; post, 
at 442–443. But this distinction does not explain why corpo­
rations may be subject to prohibitions on speech in candidate 
elections when individuals may not. 

Second, the validity of Austin’s rationale—itself adopted 
over two “spirited dissents,” Payne, 501 U. S., at 829—has 
proved to be the consistent subject of dispute among Mem­
bers of this Court ever since. See, e. g., WRTL, 551 U. S., at 
483 (Scalia, J., joined by Kennedy and Thomas, JJ., concur­
ring in part and concurring in judgment); McConnell, 540 
U. S., at 247, 264, 286 (opinions of Scalia, Thomas, and Ken­

nedy, JJ.); Beaumont, 539 U. S., at 163, 164 (opinions of Ken­

nedy and Thomas, JJ.). The simple fact that one of our 
decisions remains controversial is, of course, insufficient to 
justify overruling it. But it does undermine the precedent’s 
ability to contribute to the stable and orderly development 
of the law. In such circumstances, it is entirely appropriate 
for the Court—which in this case is squarely asked to recon­
sider Austin’s validity for the first time—to address the mat­
ter with a greater willingness to consider new approaches 
capable of restoring our doctrine to sounder footing. 

Third, the Austin decision is uniquely destabilizing be­
cause it threatens to subvert our Court’s decisions even out­
side the particular context of corporate express advocacy. 
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The First Amendment theory underlying Austin’s holding is 
extraordinarily broad. Austin’s logic would authorize gov­
ernment prohibition of political speech by a category of 
speakers in the name of equality—a point that most scholars 
acknowledge (and many celebrate), but that the dissent de­
nies. Compare, e. g., Garrett, New Voices in Politics: Justice 
Marshall’s Jurisprudence on Law and Politics, 52 How. L. J. 
655, 669 (2009) (Austin “has been understood by most com­
mentators to be an opinion driven by equality considerations, 
albeit disguised in the language of ‘political corruption’ ”), 
with post, at 464 (Austin’s rationale “is manifestly not just 
an ‘equalizing’ ideal in disguise”).2 

It should not be surprising, then, that Members of the 
Court have relied on Austin’s expansive logic to justify 
greater incursions on the First Amendment, even outside the 
original context of corporate advocacy on behalf of candi­
dates running for office. See, e. g., Davis v. Federal Elec­
tion Comm’n, 554 U. S. 724, 756 (2008) (Stevens, J., concur­
ring in part and dissenting in part) (relying on Austin and 
other cases to justify restrictions on campaign spending by 
individual candidates, explaining that “there is no reason 
that their logic—specifically, their concerns about the corro­
sive and distorting effects of wealth on our political proc­
ess—is not equally applicable in the context of individual 
wealth”); McConnell, supra, at 203–209 (extending Austin 
beyond its original context to cover not only the “functional 
equivalent” of express advocacy by corporations, but also 

2 See also, e. g., R. Hasen, The Supreme Court and Election Law: Judg­
ing Equality from Baker v. Carr to Bush v. Gore 114 (2003) (“Austin repre­
sents the first and only case [before McConnell] in which a majority of 
the Court accepted, in deed if not in word, the equality rationale as a 
permissible state interest”); Strauss, Corruption, Equality, and Campaign 
Finance Reform, 94 Colum. L. Rev. 1369, and n. 1 (1994) (noting that Aus­
tin’s rationale was based on equalizing political speech); Ashdown, Con­
trolling Campaign Spending and the “New Corruption”: Waiting for the 
Court, 44 Vand. L. Rev. 767, 781 (1991); Eule, Promoting Speaker Diver­
sity: Austin and Metro Broadcasting, 1990 S. Ct. Rev. 105, 108–111. 
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electioneering speech conducted by labor unions). The dis­
sent in this case succumbs to the same temptation, sug­
gesting that Austin justifies prohibiting corporate speech 
because such speech might unduly influence “the market for 
legislation.” Post, at 471. The dissent reads Austin to per­
mit restrictions on corporate speech based on nothing more 
than the fact that the corporate form may help individuals 
coordinate and present their views more effectively. Post, 
at 471–472. A speaker’s ability to persuade, however, pro­
vides no basis for government regulation of free and open 
public debate on what the laws should be. 

If taken seriously, Austin’s logic would apply most directly 
to newspapers and other media corporations. They have a 
more profound impact on public discourse than most other 
speakers. These corporate entities are, for the time being, 
not subject to § 441b’s otherwise generally applicable prohi­
bitions on corporate political speech. But this is simply a 
matter of legislative grace. The fact that the law currently 
grants a favored position to media corporations is no rea­
son to overlook the danger inherent in accepting a theory 
that would allow government restrictions on their politi­
cal speech. See generally McConnell, supra, at 283–286 
(Thomas, J., concurring in part, concurring in judgment in 
part, and dissenting in part). 

These readings of Austin do no more than carry that deci­
sion’s reasoning to its logical endpoint. In doing so, they 
highlight the threat Austin poses to First Amendment 
rights generally, even outside its specific factual context of 
corporate express advocacy. Because Austin is so difficult 
to confine to its facts—and because its logic threatens to un­
dermine our First Amendment jurisprudence and the nature 
of public discourse more broadly—the costs of giving it stare 
decisis effect are unusually high. 

Finally and most importantly, the Government’s own ef­
fort to defend Austin—or, more accurately, to defend some­
thing that is not quite Austin—underscores its weakness as 
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a precedent of the Court. The Government concedes that 
Austin “is not the most lucid opinion,” yet asks us to reaffirm 
its holding. Tr. of Oral Arg. 62 (Sept. 9, 2009). But while 
invoking stare decisis to support this position, the Govern­
ment never once even mentions the compelling interest that 
Austin relied upon in the first place: the need to diminish 
“the corrosive and distorting effects of immense aggrega­
tions of wealth that are accumulated with the help of the 
corporate form and that have little or no correlation to the 
public’s support for the corporation’s political ideas.” 494 
U. S., at 660. 

Instead of endorsing Austin on its own terms, the Govern­
ment urges us to reaffirm Austin’s specific holding on the 
basis of two new and potentially expansive interests—the 
need to prevent actual or apparent quid pro quo corruption, 
and the need to protect corporate shareholders. See Supp. 
Brief for Appellee 8–10, 12–13. Those interests may or may 
not support the result in Austin, but they were plainly not 
part of the reasoning on which Austin relied. 

To its credit, the Government forthrightly concedes that 
Austin did not embrace either of the new rationales it now 
urges upon us. See, e. g., Supp. Brief for Appellee 11 (“The 
Court did not decide in Austin . . . whether the compelling 
interest in preventing actual or apparent corruption provides 
a constitutionally sufficient justification for prohibiting the 
use of corporate treasury funds for independent electioneer­
ing”); Tr. of Oral Arg. 45 (Sept. 9, 2009) (“Austin did not 
articulate what we believe to be the strongest compelling 
interest”); id., at 61 (“[The Court:] I take it we have never 
accepted your shareholder protection interest. This is a 
new argument. [The Government:] I think that that’s fair”); 
id., at 64 (“[The Court:] In other words, you are asking us to 
uphold Austin on the basis of two arguments, two principles, 
two compelling interests we have never accepted, in [the con­
text of limits on political expenditures]. [The Government:] 
[I]n this particular context, fair enough”). 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



384 CITIZENS UNITED v. FEDERAL ELECTION COMM’N 

Roberts, C. J., concurring 

To be clear: The Court in Austin nowhere relied upon the 
only arguments the Government now raises to support that 
decision. In fact, the only opinion in Austin endorsing the 
Government’s argument based on the threat of quid pro quo 
corruption was Justice Stevens’s concurrence. 494 U. S., 
at 678. The Court itself did not do so, despite the fact that 
the concurrence highlighted the argument. Moreover, the 
Court’s only discussion of shareholder protection in Austin 
appeared in a section of the opinion that sought merely to 
distinguish Austin’s facts from those of Federal Election 
Comm’n v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, Inc., 479 U. S. 
238 (1986). Austin, supra, at 663. Nowhere did Austin 
suggest that the goal of protecting shareholders is itself a 
compelling interest authorizing restrictions on First Amend­
ment rights. 

To the extent that the Government’s case for reaffirming 
Austin depends on radically reconceptualizing its reasoning, 
that argument is at odds with itself. Stare decisis is a doc­
trine of preservation, not transformation. It counsels defer­
ence to past mistakes, but provides no justification for mak­
ing new ones. There is therefore no basis for the Court to 
give precedential sway to reasoning that it has never ac­
cepted, simply because that reasoning happens to support a 
conclusion reached on different grounds that have since been 
abandoned or discredited. 

Doing so would undermine the rule-of-law values that jus­
tify stare decisis in the first place. It would effectively li­
cense the Court to invent and adopt new principles of consti­
tutional law solely for the purpose of rationalizing its past 
errors, without a proper analysis of whether those principles 
have merit on their own. This approach would allow the 
Court’s past missteps to spawn future mistakes, undercut­
ting the very rule-of-law values that stare decisis is designed 
to protect. 

None of this is to say that the Government is barred from 
making new arguments to support the outcome in Austin. 
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On the contrary, it is free to do so. And of course the Court 
is free to accept them. But the Government’s new argu­
ments must stand or fall on their own; they are not entitled 
to receive the special deference we accord to precedent. 
They are, as grounds to support Austin, literally unprece­
dented. Moreover, to the extent the Government relies on 
new arguments—and declines to defend Austin on its own 
terms—we may reasonably infer that it lacks confidence in 
that decision’s original justification. 

Because continued adherence to Austin threatens to sub­
vert the “principled and intelligible” development of our 
First Amendment jurisprudence, Vasquez, 474 U. S., at 
265, I support the Court’s determination to overrule that 
decision. 

* * * 

We have had two rounds of briefing in this case, two oral 
arguments, and 54 amicus briefs to help us carry out our 
obligation to decide the necessary constitutional questions 
according to law. We have also had the benefit of a compre­
hensive dissent that has helped ensure that the Court has 
considered all the relevant issues. This careful consider­
ation convinces me that Congress violates the First Amend­
ment when it decrees that some speakers may not engage in 
political speech at election time, when it matters most. 

Justice Scalia, with whom Justice Alito joins, and 
with whom Justice Thomas joins in part, concurring. 

I join the opinion of the Court.1 

I write separately to address Justice Stevens’ discus­
sion of “Original Understandings,” post, at 425 (opinion con­
curring in part and dissenting in part) (hereinafter referred 
to as the dissent). This section of the dissent purports to 
show that today’s decision is not supported by the original 
understanding of the First Amendment. The dissent at­

1 
Justice Thomas does not join Part IV of the Court’s opinion. 
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tempts this demonstration, however, in splendid isolation 
from the text of the First Amendment. It never shows why 
“the freedom of speech” that was the right of Englishmen 
did not include the freedom to speak in association with other 
individuals, including association in the corporate form. To 
be sure, in 1791 (as now) corporations could pursue only the 
objectives set forth in their charters; but the dissent pro­
vides no evidence that their speech in the pursuit of those 
objectives could be censored. 

Instead of taking this straightforward approach to deter­
mining the Amendment’s meaning, the dissent embarks on a 
detailed exploration of the Framers’ views about the “role of 
corporations in society.” Post, at 426. The Framers did not 
like corporations, the dissent concludes, and therefore it fol­
lows (as night the day) that corporations had no rights of 
free speech. Of course the Framers’ personal affection or 
disaffection for corporations is relevant only insofar as it can 
be thought to be reflected in the understood meaning of the 
text they enacted—not, as the dissent suggests, as a free­
standing substitute for that text. But the dissent’s distor­
tion of proper analysis is even worse than that. Though 
faced with a constitutional text that makes no distinction be­
tween types of speakers, the dissent feels no necessity to 
provide even an isolated statement from the founding era to 
the effect that corporations are not covered, but places the 
burden on appellant to bring forward statements showing 
that they are. Ibid. (“[T]here is not a scintilla of evidence 
to support the notion that anyone believed [the First Amend­
ment] would preclude regulatory distinctions based on the 
corporate form”). 

Despite the corporation-hating quotations the dissent has 
dredged up, it is far from clear that by the end of the 18th 
century corporations were despised. If so, how came there 
to be so many of them? The dissent’s statement that there 
were few business corporations during the 18th century— 
“only a few hundred during all of the 18th century”—is mis­
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leading. Post, at 426, n. 53. There were approximately 335 
charters issued to business corporations in the United States 
by the end of the 18th century.2 See 2 J. Davis, Essays in 
the Earlier History of American Corporations 24 (1917) (re­
printed 2006) (hereinafter Davis). This was a “considerable 
extension of corporate enterprise in the field of business,” 
id., at 8, and represented “unprecedented growth,” id., at 
309. Moreover, what seems like a small number by today’s 
standards surely does not indicate the relative importance of 
corporations when the Nation was considerably smaller. As 
I have previously noted, “[b]y the end of the eighteenth cen­
tury the corporation was a familiar figure in American eco­
nomic life.” McConnell v. Federal Election Comm’n, 540 
U. S. 93, 256 (2003) (Scalia, J., concurring in part, concurring 
in judgment in part, and dissenting in part) (quoting C. 
Cooke, Corporation Trust and Company 92 (1951) (herein­
after Cooke); internal quotation marks omitted). 

Even if we thought it proper to apply the dissent’s ap­
proach of excluding from First Amendment coverage what 
the Founders disliked, and even if we agreed that the Found­
ers disliked founding-era corporations, modern corporations 
might not qualify for exclusion. Most of the Founders’ re­
sentment toward corporations was directed at the state-
granted monopoly privileges that individually chartered cor­
porations enjoyed.3 Modern corporations do not have such 

2 The dissent protests that 1791 rather than 1800 should be the relevant 
date, and that “[m]ore than half of the century’s total business charters 
were issued between 1796 and 1800.” Post, at 426, n. 53. I used 1800 
only because the dissent did. But in any case, it is surely fanciful to think 
that a consensus of hostility toward corporations was transformed into 
general favor at some magical moment between 1791 and 1796. 

3 “[P]eople in 1800 identified corporations with franchised monopolies.” 
L. Friedman, A History of American Law 194 (2d ed. 1985) (hereinafter 
Friedman). “The chief cause for the changed popular attitude towards 
business corporations that marked the opening of the nineteenth century 
was the elimination of their inherent monopolistic character. This was 
accomplished primarily by an extension of the principle of free incorpora­
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privileges, and would probably have been favored by most 
of our enterprising Founders—excluding, perhaps, Thomas 
Jefferson and others favoring perpetuation of an agrarian so­
ciety. Moreover, if the Founders’ specific intent with re­
spect to corporations is what matters, why does the dissent 
ignore the Founders’ views about other legal entities that 
have more in common with modern business corporations 
than the founding-era corporations? At the time of the 
founding, religious, educational, and literary corporations 
were incorporated under general incorporation statutes, 
much as business corporations are today.4 See Davis 16–17; 
R. Seavoy, Origins of the American Business Corporation, 
1784–1855, p. 5 (1982); Cooke 94. There were also small 
unincorporated business associations, which some have ar­
gued were the “ ‘true progenitors’ ” of today’s business 
corporations. Friedman 200 (quoting S. Livermore, Early 
American Land Companies: Their Influence on Corporate 
Development 216 (1939)); see also Davis 33. Were all of 
these silently excluded from the protections of the First 
Amendment? 

The lack of a textual exception for speech by corporations 
cannot be explained on the ground that such organizations 
did not exist or did not speak. To the contrary, colleges, 
towns and cities, religious institutions, and guilds had long 
been organized as corporations at common law and under the 
King’s charter, see 1 W. Blackstone, Commentaries on the 
Laws of England 455–473 (1765); 1 S. Kyd, A Treatise on the 
Law of Corporations 1–32, 63 (1793) (reprinted 2006), and as 

tion under general laws.” 1 W. Fletcher, Cyclopedia of the Law of Corpo­
rations § 2, p. 8 (rev. ed. 2006). 

4 At times (though not always) the dissent seems to exclude such non­
“business corporations” from its denial of free-speech rights. See post, 
at 428. Finding in a seemingly categorical text a distinction between the 
rights of business corporations and the rights of nonbusiness corporations 
is even more imaginative than finding a distinction between the rights of 
all corporations and the rights of other associations. 
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I have discussed, the practice of incorporation only expanded 
in the United States. Both corporations and voluntary asso­
ciations actively petitioned the Government and expressed 
their views in newspapers and pamphlets. For example: An 
antislavery Quaker corporation petitioned the First Con­
gress, distributed pamphlets, and communicated through the 
press in 1790. W. diGiacomantonio, “For the Gratification 
of a Volunteering Society”: Antislavery and Pressure Group 
Politics in the First Federal Congress, 15 J. Early Republic 
169 (1995). The New York Sons of Liberty sent a circu­
lar to Colonies farther south in 1766. P. Maier, From Re­
sistance to Revolution 79–80 (1972). And the Society for 
the Relief and Instruction of Poor Germans circulated a 
biweekly paper from 1755 to 1757. Adams, The Colonial 
German-language Press and the American Revolution, in 
The Press & the American Revolution 151, 161–162 (B. Bai­
lyn & J. Hench eds. 1980). The dissent offers no evidence— 
none whatever—that the First Amendment’s unqualified 
text was originally understood to exclude such associational 
speech from its protection.5 

5 The best the dissent can come up with is that “[p]ostratification prac­
tice” supports its reading of the First Amendment. Post, at 431, n. 56. 
For this proposition, the dissent cites Justice White’s statement (in dis­
sent) that “[t]he common law was generally interpreted as prohibiting cor­
porate political participation,” First Nat. Bank of Boston v. Bellotti, 435 
U. S. 765, 819 (1978). The sole authority Justice White cited for this prop­
osition, id., at 819, n. 14, was a law-review note that made no such claim. 
To the contrary, it stated that the cases dealing with the propriety of 
corporate political expenditures were “few.” Note, Corporate Political 
Affairs Programs, 70 Yale L. J. 821, 852 (1961). More specifically, the note 
cites only two holdings to that effect, one by a Federal District Court, and 
one by the Supreme Court of Montana. Ibid., n. 197. Of course even if 
the common law was “generally interpreted” to prohibit corporate political 
expenditures as ultra vires, that would have nothing to do with whether 
political expenditures that were authorized by a corporation’s charter 
could constitutionally be suppressed. 

As additional “[p]ostratification practice,” the dissent notes that the 
Court “did not recognize any First Amendment protections for corpora­
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Historical evidence relating to the textually similar clause 
“the freedom of . . .  the  press” also provides no support for 
the proposition that the First Amendment excludes conduct 
of artificial legal entities from the scope of its protection. 
The freedom of “the press” was widely understood to protect 
the publishing activities of individual editors and printers. 
See McIntyre v. Ohio Elections Comm’n, 514 U. S. 334, 360 
(1995) (Thomas, J., concurring in judgment); see also McCon­
nell, 540 U. S., at 252–253 (opinion of Scalia, J.). But these 
individuals often acted through newspapers, which (much 
like corporations) had their own names, outlived the individ­
uals who had founded them, could be bought and sold, were 
sometimes owned by more than one person, and were oper­
ated for profit. See generally F. Mott, American Journal­
ism: A History of Newspapers in the United States Through 
250 Years 3–164 (1941); J. Smith, Freedom’s Fetters (1956). 
Their activities were not stripped of First Amendment pro­
tection simply because they were carried out under the ban­
ner of an artificial legal entity. And the notion which fol­
lows from the dissent’s view, that modern newspapers, since 
they are incorporated, have free-speech rights only at the 
sufferance of Congress, boggles the mind.6 

tions until the middle part of the 20th century.” Post, at 431, n. 56. But 
it did that in Grosjean v. American Press Co., 297 U. S. 233 (1936), a case 
involving freedom of the press—which the dissent acknowledges did cover 
corporations from the outset. The relative recency of that first case is 
unsurprising. All of our First Amendment jurisprudence was slow to de­
velop. We did not consider application of the First Amendment to speech 
restrictions other than prior restraints until 1919, see Schenck v. United 
States, 249 U. S. 47; we did not invalidate a state law on First Amendment 
grounds until 1931, see Stromberg v. California, 283 U. S. 359, and a fed­
eral law until 1965, see Lamont v. Postmaster General, 381 U. S. 301. 

6 The dissent seeks to avoid this conclusion (and to turn a liability into 
an asset) by interpreting the Freedom of the Press Clause to refer to the 
institutional press (thus demonstrating, according to the dissent, that the 
Founders “did draw distinctions—explicit distinctions—between types of 
‘speakers,’ or speech outlets or forms”). Post, at 431, and n. 57. It is 
passing strange to interpret the phrase “the freedom of speech, or of the 
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In passing, the dissent also claims that the Court’s concep­
tion of corruption is unhistorical. The Framers “would have 
been appalled,” it says, by the evidence of corruption in the 
congressional findings supporting the Bipartisan Campaign 
Reform Act of 2002. Post, at 451–452. For this proposi­
tion, the dissent cites a law-review article arguing that “cor­
ruption” was originally understood to include “moral decay” 
and even actions taken by citizens in pursuit of private 
rather than public ends. Teachout, The Anti-Corruption 
Principle, 94 Cornell L. Rev. 341, 373, 378 (2009). It is hard 
to see how this has anything to do with what sort of corrup­
tion can be combated by restrictions on political speech. 
Moreover, if speech can be prohibited because, in the view 
of the Government, it leads to “moral decay” or does not 
serve “public ends,” then there is no limit to the Govern­
ment’s censorship power. 

The dissent says that when the Framers “constitutional­
ized the right to free speech in the First Amendment, it was 
the free speech of individual Americans that they had in 
mind.” Post, at 428. That is no doubt true. All the provi­
sions of the Bill of Rights set forth the rights of individual 

press” to mean, not everyone’s right to speak or publish, but rather every­
one’s right to speak or the institutional press’s right to publish. No one 
thought that is what it meant. Patriot Noah Webster’s 1828 dictionary 
contains, under the word “press,” the following entry: 

“Liberty of the press, in civil policy, is the free right of publishing books, 
pamphlets or papers without previous restraint; or the unrestrained right 
which every citizen enjoys of publishing his thoughts and opinions, subject 
only to punishment for publishing what is pernicious to morals or to the 
peace of the state.” 2 American Dictionary of the English Language 
(1828) (reprinted 1970). 

As the Court’s opinion describes, ante, at 352, our jurisprudence agrees 
with Noah Webster and contradicts the dissent. 

“The liberty of the press is not confined to newspapers and periodicals. 
It necessarily embraces pamphlets and leaflets. . . . The press in its histori­
cal connotation comprehends every sort of publication which affords a ve­
hicle of information and opinion.” Lovell v. City of Griffin, 303 U. S. 444, 
452 (1938). 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



392 CITIZENS UNITED v. FEDERAL ELECTION COMM’N 

Scalia, J., concurring 

men and women—not, for example, of trees or polar bears. 
But the individual person’s right to speak includes the right 
to speak in association with other individual persons. 
Surely the dissent does not believe that speech by the Re­
publican Party or the Democratic Party can be censored be­
cause it is not the speech of “an individual American.” It is 
the speech of many individual Americans, who have associ­
ated in a common cause, giving the leadership of the party 
the right to speak on their behalf. The association of indi­
viduals in a business corporation is no different—or at least 
it cannot be denied the right to speak on the simplistic 
ground that it is not “an individual American.” 7 

But to return to, and summarize, my principal point, which 
is the conformity of today’s opinion with the original mean­
ing of the First Amendment. The Amendment is written in 
terms of “speech,” not speakers. Its text offers no foothold 

7 The dissent says that “ ‘speech’ ” refers to oral communications of 
human beings, and since corporations are not human beings they cannot 
speak. Post, at 428, n. 55. This is sophistry. The authorized spokesman 
of a corporation is a human being, who speaks on behalf of the human 
beings who have formed that association—just as the spokesman of an 
unincorporated association speaks on behalf of its members. The power 
to publish thoughts, no less than the power to speak thoughts, belongs 
only to human beings, but the dissent sees no problem with a corporation’s 
enjoying the freedom of the press. 

The same footnote asserts that “it has been ‘claimed that the notion of 
institutional speech . . . did not exist in post-revolutionary America.’ ” 
This is quoted from a law-review article by a Bigelow Fellow at the Uni­
versity of Chicago (Fagundes, State Actors as First Amendment Speakers, 
100 Nw. U. L. Rev. 1637, 1654 (2006)), which offers as the sole support for 
its statement a treatise dealing with government speech, M. Yudof, When 
Government Speaks 42–50 (1983). The cited pages of that treatise pro­
vide no support whatever for the statement—unless, as seems overwhelm­
ingly likely, the “institutional speech” referred to was speech by the 
subject of the law-review article, governmental institutions. 

The other authority cited in the footnote, a law-review article by a pro­
fessor at Washington and Lee Law School, Bezanson, Institutional Speech, 
80 Iowa L. Rev. 735, 775 (1995), in fact contradicts the dissent, in that it 
would accord free-speech protection to associations. 
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for excluding any category of speaker, from single individu­
als to partnerships of individuals, to unincorporated associa­
tions of individuals, to incorporated associations of individu­
als—and the dissent offers no evidence about the original 
meaning of the text to support any such exclusion. We are 
therefore simply left with the question whether the speech 
at issue in this case is “speech” covered by the First Amend­
ment. No one says otherwise. A documentary film critical 
of a potential Presidential candidate is core political speech, 
and its nature as such does not change simply because it 
was funded by a corporation. Nor does the character of that 
funding produce any reduction whatever in the “inherent 
worth of the speech” and “its capacity for informing the pub­
lic,” First Nat. Bank of Boston v. Bellotti, 435 U. S. 765, 777 
(1978). Indeed, to exclude or impede corporate speech is to 
muzzle the principal agents of the modern free economy. 
We should celebrate rather than condemn the addition of this 
speech to the public debate. 

Justice Stevens, with whom Justice Ginsburg, Jus­

tice Breyer, and Justice Sotomayor join, concurring in 
part and dissenting in part. 

The real issue in this case concerns how, not if, the appel­
lant may finance its electioneering. Citizens United is a 
wealthy nonprofit corporation that runs a political action 
committee (PAC) with millions of dollars in assets. Under 
the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 (BCRA), it 
could have used those assets to televise and promote Hil­
lary: The Movie wherever and whenever it wanted to. It 
also could have spent unrestricted sums to broadcast Hillary 
at any time other than the 30 days before the last primary 
election. Neither Citizens United’s nor any other corpora­
tion’s speech has been “banned,” ante, at 319. All that the 
parties dispute is whether Citizens United had a right to use 
the funds in its general treasury to pay for broadcasts during 
the 30-day period. The notion that the First Amendment 
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dictates an affirmative answer to that question is, in my 
judgment, profoundly misguided. Even more misguided is 
the notion that the Court must rewrite the law relating to 
campaign expenditures by for-profit corporations and unions 
to decide this case. 

The basic premise underlying the Court’s ruling is its iter­
ation, and constant reiteration, of the proposition that the 
First Amendment bars regulatory distinctions based on a 
speaker’s identity, including its “identity” as a corporation. 
While that glittering generality has rhetorical appeal, it is 
not a correct statement of the law. Nor does it tell us when 
a corporation may engage in electioneering that some of its 
shareholders oppose. It does not even resolve the specific 
question whether Citizens United may be required to finance 
some of its messages with the money in its PAC. The con­
ceit that corporations must be treated identically to natural 
persons in the political sphere is not only inaccurate but also 
inadequate to justify the Court’s disposition of this case. 

In the context of election to public office, the distinction 
between corporate and human speakers is significant. Al­
though they make enormous contributions to our society, cor­
porations are not actually members of it. They cannot vote 
or run for office. Because they may be managed and con­
trolled by nonresidents, their interests may conflict in funda­
mental respects with the interests of eligible voters. The 
financial resources, legal structure, and instrumental orien­
tation of corporations raise legitimate concerns about their 
role in the electoral process. Our lawmakers have a compel­
ling constitutional basis, if not also a democratic duty, to take 
measures designed to guard against the potentially deleteri­
ous effects of corporate spending in local and national races. 

The majority’s approach to corporate electioneering marks 
a dramatic break from our past. Congress has placed spe­
cial limitations on campaign spending by corporations ever 
since the passage of the Tillman Act in 1907, ch. 420, 34 Stat. 
864. We have unanimously concluded that this “reflects a 
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permissible assessment of the dangers posed by those enti­
ties to the electoral process,” FEC v. National Right to 
Work Comm., 459 U. S. 197, 209 (1982) (NRWC), and have 
accepted the “legislative judgment that the special charac­
teristics of the corporate structure require particularly care­
ful regulation,” id., at 209–210. The Court today rejects a 
century of history when it treats the distinction between cor­
porate and individual campaign spending as an invidious nov­
elty born of Austin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce, 494 
U. S. 652 (1990). Relying largely on individual dissenting 
opinions, the majority blazes through our precedents, over­
ruling or disavowing a body of case law including FEC v. 
Wisconsin Right to Life, Inc., 551 U. S. 449 (2007) (WRTL), 
McConnell v. FEC, 540 U. S. 93 (2003), FEC v. Beaumont, 
539 U. S. 146 (2003), FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, 
Inc., 479 U. S. 238 (1986) (MCFL), NRWC, 459 U. S. 197, and 
California Medical Assn. v. FEC, 453 U. S. 182 (1981). 

In his landmark concurrence in Ashwander v. TVA, 297 
U. S. 288, 346 (1936), Justice Brandeis stressed the impor­
tance of adhering to rules the Court has “developed . . . for  
its own governance” when deciding constitutional questions. 
Because departures from those rules always enhance the 
risk of error, I shall review the background of this case in 
some detail before explaining why the Court’s analysis rests 
on a faulty understanding of Austin and McConnell and of 
our campaign finance jurisprudence more generally.1 I re­
gret the length of what follows, but the importance and nov­
elty of the Court’s opinion require a full response. Although 

1 Specifically, Part I, infra, at 396–408, addresses the procedural history 
of the case and the narrower grounds of decision the majority has by­
passed. Part II, infra, at 408–414, addresses stare decisis. Part III, 
infra, at 414–446, addresses the Court’s assumptions that BCRA “bans” 
corporate speech, that identity-based distinctions may not be drawn in the 
political realm, and that Austin and McConnell were outliers in our First 
Amendment tradition. Part IV, infra, at 447–478, addresses the Court’s 
treatment of the anticorruption, antidistortion, and shareholder protection 
rationales for regulating corporate electioneering. 
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I concur in the Court’s decision to sustain BCRA’s disclosure 
provisions and join Part IV of its opinion, I emphatically 
dissent from its principal holding. 

I 

The Court’s ruling threatens to undermine the integrity of 
elected institutions across the Nation. The path it has 
taken to reach its outcome will, I fear, do damage to this 
institution. Before turning to the question whether to over­
rule Austin and part of McConnell, it is important to explain 
why the Court should not be deciding that question. 

Scope of the Case 

The first reason is that the question was not properly 
brought before us. In declaring § 203 of BCRA facially un­
constitutional on the ground that corporations’ electoral ex­
penditures may not be regulated any more stringently than 
those of individuals, the majority decides this case on a basis 
relinquished below, not included in the questions presented 
to us by the litigants, and argued here only in response to 
the Court’s invitation. This procedure is unusual and inad­
visable for a court.2 Our colleagues’ suggestion that “we are 
asked to reconsider Austin and, in effect, McConnell,” ante, 
at 319, would be more accurate if rephrased to state that “we 
have asked ourselves” to reconsider those cases. 

In the District Court, Citizens United initially raised a fa­
cial challenge to the constitutionality of § 203. App. 23a– 

2 See Yee v. Escondido, 503 U. S. 519, 535 (1992) (“[U]nder this Court’s 
Rule 14.1(a), only the questions set forth in the petition, or fairly included 
therein, will be considered by the Court” (internal quotation marks and 
alteration omitted)); Wood v. Allen, ante, at 304 (“[T]he fact that petitioner 
discussed [an] issue in the text of his petition for certiorari does not bring 
it before us. Rule 14.1(a) requires that a subsidiary question be fairly 
included in the question presented for our review” (internal quotation 
marks and brackets omitted)); Cooper Industries, Inc. v. Aviall Services, 
Inc., 543 U. S. 157, 168–169 (2004) (“We ordinarily do not decide in the first 
instance issues not decided below” (internal quotation marks omitted)). 
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24a. In its motion for summary judgment, however, Citi­
zens United expressly abandoned its facial challenge, 1:07– 
cv–2240–RCL–RWR, Docket Entry No. 52, pp. 1–2 (May 
16, 2008), and the parties stipulated to the dismissal of that 
claim, id., Nos. 53 (May 22, 2008), 54 (May 23, 2008), App. 6a. 
The District Court therefore resolved the case on alternative 
grounds,3 and in its jurisdictional statement to this Court, 
Citizens United properly advised us that it was raising only 
“an as-applied challenge to the constitutionality of . . . BCRA 
§ 203.” Juris. Statement 5. The jurisdictional statement 
never so much as cited Austin, the key case the majority 
today overrules. And not one of the questions presented 
suggested that Citizens United was surreptitiously raising 
the facial challenge to § 203 that it previously agreed to dis­
miss. In fact, not one of those questions raised an issue 
based on Citizens United’s corporate status. Juris. State­
ment (i). Moreover, even in its merits briefing, when Citi­
zens United injected its request to overrule Austin, it never 
sought a declaration that § 203 was facially unconstitutional 
as to all corporations and unions; instead it argued only that 
the statute could not be applied to it because it was “funded 
overwhelmingly by individuals.” Brief for Appellant 29; see 
also id., at 10, 12, 16, 28 (affirming “as applied” character of 
challenge to § 203); Tr. of Oral Arg. 4–9 (Mar. 24, 2009) (coun­

3 The majority states that, in denying Citizens United’s motion for a 
preliminary injunction, the District Court “addressed” the facial validity 
of BCRA § 203. Ante, at 330. That is true, in the narrow sense that the 
court observed the issue was foreclosed by McConnell v. FEC, 540 U. S. 
93 (2003). See 530 F. Supp. 2d 274, 278 (DC 2008) (per curiam). Yet as 
explained above, Citizens United subsequently dismissed its facial chal­
lenge, so that by the time the District Court granted the Federal Election 
Commission’s (FEC) motion for summary judgment, App. 261a–262a, any 
question about statutory validity had dropped out of the case. That latter 
ruling by the District Court was the “final decision” from which Citizens 
United appealed to this Court under BCRA § 403(a)(3). As regards the 
lower court decision that has come before us, the claim that § 203 is facially 
unconstitutional was neither pressed nor passed upon in any form. 
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sel for Citizens United conceding that § 203 could be applied 
to General Motors); id., at 55 (counsel for Citizens United 
stating that “we accept the Court’s decision in [WRTL]”). 

“ ‘It is only in exceptional cases coming here from the fed­
eral courts that questions not pressed or passed upon below 
are reviewed,’ ” Youakim v. Miller, 425 U. S. 231, 234 (1976) 
(per curiam) (quoting Duignan v. United States, 274 U. S. 
195, 200 (1927)), and it is “only in the most exceptional cases” 
that we will consider issues outside the questions presented, 
Stone v. Powell, 428 U. S. 465, 481, n. 15 (1976). The appel­
lant in this case did not so much as assert an exceptional 
circumstance, and one searches the majority opinion in vain 
for the mention of any. That is unsurprising, for none 
exists. 

Setting the case for reargument was a constructive step, 
but it did not cure this fundamental problem. Essentially, 
five Justices were unhappy with the limited nature of the 
case before us, so they changed the case to give themselves 
an opportunity to change the law. 

As-Applied and Facial Challenges 

This Court has repeatedly emphasized in recent years 
that “[f]acial challenges are disfavored.” Washington State 
Grange v. Washington State Republican Party, 552 U. S. 
442, 450 (2008); see also Ayotte v. Planned Parenthood of 
Northern New Eng., 546 U. S. 320, 329 (2006) (“[T]he ‘normal 
rule’ is that ‘partial, rather than facial, invalidation is the 
required course,’ such that a ‘statute may . . . be  declared 
invalid to the extent that it reaches too far, but otherwise 
left intact’ ” (quoting Brockett v. Spokane Arcades, Inc., 472 
U. S. 491, 504 (1985); alteration in original)). By declaring 
§ 203 facially unconstitutional, our colleagues have turned an 
as-applied challenge into a facial challenge, in defiance of 
this principle. 

This is not merely a technical defect in the Court’s deci­
sion. The unnecessary resort to a facial inquiry “run[s] con­
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trary to the fundamental principle of judicial restraint that 
courts should neither anticipate a question of constitutional 
law in advance of the necessity of deciding it nor formulate 
a rule of constitutional law broader than is required by the 
precise facts to which it is to be applied.” Washington State 
Grange, 552 U. S., at 450 (internal quotation marks omitted). 
Scanting that principle “threaten[s] to short circuit the dem­
ocratic process by preventing laws embodying the will of the 
people from being implemented in a manner consistent with 
the Constitution.” Id., at 451. These concerns are height­
ened when judges overrule settled doctrine upon which the 
legislature has relied. The Court operates with a sledge 
hammer rather than a scalpel when it strikes down one of 
Congress’ most significant efforts to regulate the role that 
corporations and unions play in electoral politics. It com­
pounds the offense by implicitly striking down a great many 
state laws as well. 

The problem goes still deeper, for the Court does all of 
this on the basis of pure speculation. Had Citizens United 
maintained a facial challenge, and thus argued that there 
are virtually no circumstances in which BCRA § 203 can be 
applied constitutionally, the parties could have developed, 
through the normal process of litigation, a record about the 
actual effects of § 203, its actual burdens and its actual bene­
fits, on all manner of corporations and unions.4 “Claims of 
facial invalidity often rest on speculation,” and consequently 
“raise the risk of premature interpretation of statutes on the 

4 Shortly before Citizens United mooted the issue by abandoning its fa­
cial challenge, the Government advised the District Court that it “re­
quire[d] time to develop a factual record regarding [the] facial challenge.” 
1:07–cv–2240–RCL–RWR, Docket Entry No. 47, p. 4 (Mar. 26, 2008). By 
reinstating a claim that Citizens United abandoned, the Court gives it 
a perverse litigating advantage over its adversary, which was deprived 
of the opportunity to gather and present information necessary to its 
rebuttal. 
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basis of factually barebones records.” Id., at 450 (internal 
quotation marks omitted). In this case, the record is not 
simply incomplete or unsatisfactory; it is nonexistent. Con­
gress crafted BCRA in response to a virtual mountain of 
research on the corruption that previous legislation had 
failed to avert. The Court now negates Congress’ efforts 
without a shred of evidence on how § 203 or its state-law 
counterparts have been affecting any entity other than Citi­
zens United.5 

Faced with this gaping empirical hole, the majority throws 
up its hands. Were we to confine our inquiry to Citizens 
United’s as-applied challenge, it protests, we would com­
mence an “extended” process of “draw[ing], and then re­
draw[ing], constitutional lines based on the particular media 
or technology used to disseminate political speech from a 
particular speaker.” Ante, at 326. While tacitly acknowl­
edging that some applications of § 203 might be found consti­
tutional, the majority thus posits a future in which novel 
First Amendment standards must be devised on an ad hoc 
basis, and then leaps from this unfounded prediction to the 
unfounded conclusion that such complexity counsels the 
abandonment of all normal restraint. Yet it is a pervasive 

5 In fact, we do not even have a good evidentiary record of how § 203 
has been affecting Citizens United, which never submitted to the District 
Court the details of Hillary’s funding or its own finances. We likewise 
have no evidence of how § 203 and comparable state laws were expected 
to affect corporations and unions in the future. 

It is true, as the majority points out, that the McConnell Court evalu­
ated the facial validity of § 203 in light of an extensive record. See ante, 
at 331–332. But that record is not before us in this case. And in any 
event, the majority’s argument for striking down § 203 depends on its con­
tention that the statute has proved too “chilling” in practice—and in par­
ticular on the contention that the controlling opinion in WRTL, 551 U. S. 
449 (2007), failed to bring sufficient clarity and “breathing space” to this 
area of law. See ante, at 329, 333–336. We have no record with which 
to assess that claim. The Court complains at length about the burdens of 
complying with § 203, but we have no meaningful evidence to show how 
regulated corporations and unions have experienced its restrictions. 
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feature of regulatory systems that unanticipated events, 
such as new technologies, may raise some unanticipated dif­
ficulties at the margins. The fluid nature of electioneering 
communications does not make this case special. The fact 
that a Court can hypothesize situations in which a statute 
might, at some point down the line, pose some unforeseen 
as-applied problems, does not come close to meeting the 
standard for a facial challenge.6 

The majority proposes several other justifications for the 
sweep of its ruling. It suggests that a facial ruling is neces­
sary because, if the Court were to continue on its normal 
course of resolving as-applied challenges as they present 
themselves, that process would itself run afoul of the First 
Amendment. See, e. g., ante, at 326 (as-applied review proc­
ess “would raise questions as to the courts’ own lawful au­
thority”); ibid. (“Courts, too, are bound by the First Amend­
ment”). This suggestion is perplexing. Our colleagues 
elsewhere trumpet “our duty ‘to say what the law is,’ ” even 
when our predecessors on the bench and our counterparts in 
Congress have interpreted the law differently. Ante, at 365 
(quoting Marbury v. Madison, 1 Cranch 137, 177 (1803)). 
We do not typically say what the law is not as a hedge 
against future judicial error. The possibility that later 
courts will misapply a constitutional provision does not give 

6 Our cases recognize a “type of facial challenge in the First Amendment 
context under which a law may be overturned as impermissibly overbroad 
because a substantial number of its applications are unconstitutional.” 
Washington State Grange v. Washington State Republican Party, 552 
U. S. 442, 449, n. 6 (2008) (internal quotation marks omitted). Citizens 
United has not made an overbreadth argument, and “[w]e generally do not 
apply the strong medicine of overbreadth analysis where the parties fail 
to describe the instances of arguable overbreadth of the contested law,” 
ibid. (internal quotation marks omitted). If our colleagues nonetheless 
concluded that § 203’s fatal flaw is that it affects too much protected 
speech, they should have invalidated it for overbreadth and given guidance 
as to which applications are permissible, so that Congress could go about 
repairing the error. 
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us a basis for pretermitting litigation relating to that 
provision.7 

The majority suggests that a facial ruling is necessary be­
cause anything less would chill too much protected speech. 
See ante, at 326–327, 329, 333–336. In addition to begging 
the question what types of corporate spending are constitu­
tionally protected and to what extent, this claim rests on the 
assertion that some significant number of corporations have 
been cowed into quiescence by FEC “ ‘censor[ship].’ ” Ante, 
at 335. That assertion is unsubstantiated, and it is hard to 
square with practical experience. It is particularly hard to 
square with the legal landscape following WRTL, which held 
that a corporate communication could be regulated under 
§ 203 only if it was “susceptible of no reasonable interpreta­
tion other than as an appeal to vote for or against a specific 
candidate.” 551 U. S., at 470 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.) (em­
phasis added). The whole point of this test was to make 
§ 203 as simple and speech-protective as possible. The 
Court does not explain how, in the span of a single election 
cycle, it has determined The Chief Justice’s project to be 
a failure. In this respect, too, the majority’s critique of 
line-drawing collapses into a critique of the as-applied review 
method generally.8 

7 Also perplexing is the majority’s attempt to pass blame to the Govern­
ment for its litigating position. By “hold[ing] out the possibility of ruling 
for Citizens United on a narrow ground yet refrain[ing] from adopting that 
position,” the majority says, the Government has caused “added uncer­
tainty [that] demonstrates the necessity to address the question of statu­
tory validity.” Ante, at 333. Our colleagues have apparently never heard 
of an alternative argument. Like every litigant, the Government would 
prefer to win its case outright; failing that, it would prefer to lose on a 
narrow ground. The fact that there are numerous different ways this 
case could be decided, and that the Government acknowledges as much, 
does not demonstrate anything about the propriety of a facial ruling. 

8 The majority’s “chilling” argument is particularly inapposite with re­
spect to 2 U. S. C. § 441b’s longstanding restriction on the use of corporate 
general treasury funds for express advocacy. If there was ever any sig­
nificant uncertainty about what counts as the functional equivalent of ex­
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The majority suggests that, even though it expressly dis­
missed its facial challenge, Citizens United nevertheless pre­
served it—not as a freestanding “claim,” but as a potential 
argument in support of “a claim that the FEC has violated 
its First Amendment right to free speech.” Ante, at 330; 
see also ante, at 376 (Roberts, C. J., concurring) (describing 
Citizens United’s claim as: “[T]he Act violates the First 
Amendment”). By this novel logic, virtually any submission 
could be reconceptualized as “a claim that the Government 
has violated my rights,” and it would then be available to 
the Court to entertain any conceivable issue that might be 
relevant to that claim’s disposition. Not only the as-applied/ 
facial distinction, but the basic relationship between litigants 
and courts, would be upended if the latter had free rein to 
construe the former’s claims at such high levels of generality. 
There would be no need for plaintiffs to argue their case; 
they could just cite the constitutional provisions they think 
relevant, and leave the rest to us.9 

Finally, the majority suggests that though the scope of Cit­
izens United’s claim may be narrow, a facial ruling is neces­
sary as a matter of remedy. Relying on a law review article, 
it asserts that Citizens United’s dismissal of the facial chal­
lenge does not prevent us “ ‘from making broader pronounce­
ments of invalidity in properly “as-applied” cases.’ ” Ante, 
at 331 (quoting Fallon, As-Applied and Facial Challenges and 

press advocacy, there has been little doubt about what counts as express 
advocacy since the “magic words” test of Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U. S. 1, 44, 
n. 52 (1976) (per curiam). Yet even though Citizens United’s briefs never 
once mention § 441b’s restriction on express advocacy; even though this 
restriction does not generate chilling concerns; and even though no one 
has suggested that Hillary counts as express advocacy; the majority none­
theless reaches out to opine that this statutory provision is “invalid” as 
well. Ante, at 365. 

9 The majority adds that the distinction between facial and as-applied 
challenges does not have “some automatic effect” that mechanically con­
trols the judicial task. Ante, at 331. I agree, but it does not follow that 
in any given case we should ignore the distinction, much less invert it. 
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Third-Party Standing, 113 Harv. L. Rev. 1321, 1339 (2000) 
(hereinafter Fallon)); accord, ante, at 376 (opinion of Rob­

erts, C. J.) (“Regardless whether we label Citizens United’s 
claim a ‘facial’ or ‘as-applied’ challenge, the consequences of 
the Court’s decision are the same”). The majority is on 
firmer conceptual ground here. Yet even if one accepts this 
part of Professor Fallon’s thesis, one must proceed to ask 
which as-applied challenges, if successful, will “properly” in­
vite or entail invalidation of the underlying statute.10 The 
paradigmatic case is a judicial determination that the legis­
lature acted with an impermissible purpose in enacting a 
provision, as this carries the necessary implication that all 
future as-applied challenges to the provision must prevail. 
See Fallon 1339–1340. 

Citizens United’s as-applied challenge was not of this sort. 
Until this Court ordered reargument, its contention was that 
BCRA § 203 could not lawfully be applied to a feature-length 
video-on-demand film (such as Hillary) or to a nonprofit cor­
poration exempt from taxation under 26 U. S. C. § 501(c)(4)11 

and funded overwhelmingly by individuals (such as itself). 
See Brief for Appellant 16–41. Success on either of these 
claims would not necessarily carry any implications for the 
validity of § 203 as applied to other types of broadcasts, other 

10 Professor Fallon proposes an intricate answer to this question that 
the majority ignores. Fallon 1327–1359. It bears mention that our col­
leagues have previously cited Professor Fallon’s article for the exact oppo­
site point from the one they wish to make today. In Gonzales v. Carhart, 
550 U. S. 124 (2007), the Court explained that “[i]t is neither our obligation 
nor within our traditional institutional role to resolve questions of consti­
tutionality with respect to each potential situation that might develop,” 
and “[f]or this reason, ‘[a]s-applied challenges are the basic building blocks 
of constitutional adjudication.’ ” Id., at 168 (opinion for the Court by 
Kennedy, J.) (quoting Fallon 1328 (second alteration in original)). 

11 Internal Revenue Code § 501(c)(4) applies, inter alia, to nonprofit or­
ganizations “operated exclusively for the promotion of social welfare, . . .  
the net earnings of which are devoted exclusively to charitable, educa­
tional, or recreational purposes.” 
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types of corporations, or unions. It certainly would not in­
validate the statute as applied to a large for-profit corpora­
tion. See Tr. of Oral Arg. 8, 4 (Mar. 24, 2009) (counsel for 
Citizens United emphasizing that appellant is “a small, non­
profit organization, which is very much like [an MCFL corpo­
ration],” and affirming that its argument “definitely would 
not be the same” if Hillary were distributed by General Mo­
tors).12 There is no legitimate basis for resurrecting a facial 
challenge that dropped out of this case 20 months ago. 
Narrower Grounds 

It is all the more distressing that our colleagues have man­
ufactured a facial challenge, because the parties have ad­
vanced numerous ways to resolve the case that would facili­
tate electioneering by nonprofit advocacy corporations such 
as Citizens United, without toppling statutes and precedents. 
Which is to say, the majority has transgressed yet another 
“cardinal” principle of the judicial process: “[I]f it is not nec­
essary to decide more, it is necessary not to decide more,” 
PDK Labs. Inc. v. Drug Enforcement Admin., 362 F. 3d 786, 

12 
The Chief Justice is therefore much too quick when he suggests 

that, “[e]ven if considered in as-applied terms, a holding in this case that 
the Act may not be applied to Citizens United—because corporations as 
well as individuals enjoy the pertinent First Amendment rights—would 
mean that any other corporation raising the same challenge would also 
win.” Ante, at 376 (concurring opinion). That conclusion would only fol­
low if the Court were to ignore Citizens United’s plausible as-applied argu­
ments and instead take the implausible position that all corporations and 
all types of expenditures enjoy the same First Amendment protections, 
which always trump the interests in regulation. At times, the majority 
appears to endorse this extreme view. At other times, however, it ap­
pears to suggest that nonprofit corporations have a better claim to First 
Amendment protection than for-profit corporations, see ante, at 337, 355, 
“advocacy” organizations have a better claim than other nonprofits, ante, 
at 337, domestic corporations have a better claim than foreign corpora­
tions, ante, at 362, small corporations have a better claim than large corpo­
rations, ante, at 354–356, and printed matter has a better claim than 
broadcast communications, ante, at 349. The majority never uses a multi­
national business corporation in its hypotheticals. 
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799 (CADC 2004) (Roberts, J., concurring in part and concur­
ring in judgment). 

Consider just three of the narrower grounds of decision 
that the majority has bypassed. First, the Court could have 
ruled, on statutory grounds, that a feature-length film 
distributed through video-on-demand does not qualify as 
an “electioneering communication” under § 203 of BCRA, 
2 U. S. C. § 441b. BCRA defines that term to encompass 
certain communications transmitted by “broadcast, cable, or 
satellite.” § 434(f)(3)(A). When Congress was developing 
BCRA, the video-on-demand medium was still in its infancy, 
and legislators were focused on a very different sort of pro­
gramming: short advertisements run on television or radio. 
See McConnell, 540 U. S., at 207. The sponsors of BCRA 
acknowledge that the FEC’s implementing regulations do 
not clearly apply to video-on-demand transmissions. See 
Brief for Senator John McCain et al. as Amici Curiae 17–18. 
In light of this ambiguity, the distinctive characteristics of 
video-on-demand, and “[t]he elementary rule . . . that every 
reasonable construction must be resorted to, in order to save 
a statute from unconstitutionality,” Hooper v. California, 
155 U. S. 648, 657 (1895), the Court could have reasonably 
ruled that § 203 does not apply to Hillary.13 

Second, the Court could have expanded the MCFL exemp­
tion to cover § 501(c)(4) nonprofits that accept only a de mini-
mis amount of money from for-profit corporations. Citizens 
United professes to be such a group: Its brief says it “is 
funded predominantly by donations from individuals who 
support [its] ideological message.” Brief for Appellant 5. 
Numerous Courts of Appeals have held that de minimis 
business support does not, in itself, remove an otherwise 

13 The Court entirely ignores this statutory argument. It concludes 
that § 203 applies to Hillary on the basis of the film’s content, ante, at 
324–326, without considering the possibility that § 203 does not apply to 
video-on-demand transmissions generally. 
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qualifying organization from the ambit of MCFL.14 This 
Court could have simply followed their lead.15 

Finally, let us not forget Citizens United’s as-applied 
constitutional challenge. Precisely because Citizens United 
looks so much like the MCFL organizations we have ex­
empted from regulation, while a feature-length video-on­
demand film looks so unlike the types of electoral advocacy 
Congress has found deserving of regulation, this challenge is 
a substantial one. As the appellant’s own arguments show, 
the Court could have easily limited the breadth of its consti­
tutional holding had it declined to adopt the novel notion that 
speakers and speech acts must always be treated identi­
cally—and always spared expenditures restrictions—in the 
political realm. Yet the Court nonetheless turns its back on 
the as-applied review process that has been a staple of cam­
paign finance litigation since Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U. S. 1 

14 See Colorado Right to Life Comm., Inc. v. Coffman, 498 F. 3d 1137, 
1148 (CA10 2007) (adopting this rule and noting that “every other circuit 
to have addressed this issue” has done likewise); Brief for Independent 
Sector as Amicus Curiae 10–11 (collecting cases). The Court rejects this 
solution in part because the Government “merely suggest[s] it” and “does 
not say that it agrees with the interpretation.” Ante, at 328, 329. Our 
colleagues would thus punish a defendant for showing insufficient excite­
ment about a ground it has advanced, at the same time that they decide 
the case on a ground the plaintiff expressly abandoned. The Court also 
protests that a de minimis standard would “requir[e] intricate case-by­
case determinations.” Ante, at 329. But de minimis tests need not be 
intricate at all. A test that granted MCFL status to § 501(c)(4) organiza­
tions if they received less than a fixed dollar amount of business donations 
in the previous year, or if such donations represent less than a fixed per­
centage of their total assets, would be perfectly easy to understand and 
administer. 

15 Another bypassed ground, not briefed by the parties, would have been 
to revive the Snowe-Jeffords Amendment in BCRA § 203(c), allowing cer­
tain nonprofit corporations to pay for electioneering communications with 
general treasury funds, to the extent they can trace the payments to indi­
vidual contributions. See Brief for National Rifle Association as Amicus 
Curiae 5–15 (arguing forcefully that Congress intended this result). 
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(1976) (per curiam), and that was affirmed and expanded 
just two Terms ago in WRTL, 551 U. S. 449. 

This brief tour of alternative grounds on which the case 
could have been decided is not meant to show that any of 
these grounds is ideal, though each is perfectly “valid,” ante, 
at 329 (majority opinion).16 It is meant to show that there 
were principled, narrower paths that a Court that was seri­
ous about judicial restraint could have taken. There was 
also the straightforward path: applying Austin and McCon­
nell, just as the District Court did in holding that the funding 
of Citizens United’s film can be regulated under them. The 
only thing preventing the majority from affirming the Dis­
trict Court, or adopting a narrower ground that would retain 
Austin, is its disdain for Austin. 

II 

The final principle of judicial process that the majority vio­
lates is the most transparent: stare decisis. I am not an ab­
solutist when it comes to stare decisis, in the campaign fi­
nance area or in any other. No one is. But if this principle 
is to do any meaningful work in supporting the rule of law, 
it must at least demand a significant justification, beyond the 
preferences of five Justices, for overturning settled doctrine. 
“[A] decision to overrule should rest on some special reason 

16 
The Chief Justice finds our discussion of these narrower solutions 

“quite perplexing” because we suggest that the Court should “latch on to 
one of them in order to avoid reaching the broader constitutional ques­
tion,” without doing the same ourselves. Ante, at 375. There is nothing 
perplexing about the matter, because we are not similarly situated to our 
colleagues in the majority. We do not share their view of the First 
Amendment. Our reading of the Constitution would not lead us to strike 
down any statutes or overturn any precedents in this case, and we there­
fore have no occasion to practice constitutional avoidance or to vindicate 
Citizens United’s as-applied challenge. Each of the arguments made 
above is surely at least as strong as the statutory argument the Court 
accepted in last year’s Voting Rights Act case, Northwest Austin Munici­
pal Util. Dist. No. One v. Holder, 557 U. S. 193 (2009). 
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over and above the belief that a prior case was wrongly de­
cided.” Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pa. v. Casey, 
505 U. S. 833, 864 (1992). No such justification exists in this 
case, and to the contrary there are powerful prudential rea­
sons to keep faith with our precedents.17 

The Court’s central argument for why stare decisis ought 
to be trumped is that it does not like Austin. The opin­
ion “was not well reasoned,” our colleagues assert, and it 
conflicts with First Amendment principles. Ante, at 363. 
This, of course, is the Court’s merits argument, the many 
defects in which we will soon consider. I am perfectly will­
ing to concede that if one of our precedents were dead wrong 
in its reasoning or irreconcilable with the rest of our doc­
trine, there would be a compelling basis for revisiting it. 
But neither is true of Austin, as I explain at length in Parts 
III and IV, infra, at 414–478, and restating a merits argu­
ment with additional vigor does not give it extra weight in 
the stare decisis calculus. 

Perhaps in recognition of this point, the Court supple­
ments its merits case with a smattering of assertions. The 
Court proclaims that “Austin is undermined by experience 
since its announcement.” Ante, at 364. This is a curious 
claim to make in a case that lacks a developed record. The 
majority has no empirical evidence with which to substanti­
ate the claim; we just have its ipse dixit that the real world 
has not been kind to Austin. Nor does the majority bother 
to specify in what sense Austin has been “undermined.” In­
stead it treats the reader to a string of non sequiturs: “Our 
Nation’s speech dynamic is changing,” ante, at 364; “[s]peak­
ers have become adept at presenting citizens with sound 
bites, talking points, and scripted messages,” ibid.; “[c]orpo­
rations . . . do not  have monolithic views,” ibid. How any 

17 I will have more to say shortly about the merits—about why Austin 
and McConnell are not doctrinal outliers, as the Court contends, and why 
their logic is not only defensible but also compelling. For present pur­
poses, I limit the discussion to stare-decisis-specific considerations. 
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of these ruminations weakens the force of stare decisis es­
capes my comprehension.18 

The majority also contends that the Government’s hesi­
tation to rely on Austin’s antidistortion rationale “dimin­
ishe[s]” “the principle of adhering to that precedent.” Ante, 
at 363; see also ante, at 382 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.) (Gov­
ernment’s litigating position is “most importan[t]” factor un­
dermining Austin). Why it diminishes the value of stare 
decisis is left unexplained. We have never thought fit to 
overrule a precedent because a litigant has taken any partic­
ular tack. Nor should we. Our decisions can often be de­
fended on multiple grounds, and a litigant may have strategic 
or case-specific reasons for emphasizing only a subset of 
them. Members of the public, moreover, often rely on our 
bottom-line holdings far more than our precise legal argu­
ments; surely this is true for the legislatures that have been 
regulating corporate electioneering since Austin. The task 
of evaluating the continued viability of precedents falls to 
this Court, not to the parties.19 

18 
The Chief Justice suggests that Austin has been undermined by 

subsequent dissenting opinions. Ante, at 380. Under this view, it ap­
pears that the more times the Court stands by a precedent in the face of 
requests to overrule it, the weaker that precedent becomes. The Chief 
Justice further suggests that Austin “is uniquely destabilizing because 
it threatens to subvert our Court’s decisions even outside” its particular 
facts, as when we applied its reasoning in McConnell. Ante, at 380. 
Once again, the theory seems to be that the more we utilize a precedent, 
the more we call it into question. For those who believe Austin was 
correctly decided—as the Federal Government and the States have long 
believed, as the majority of Justices to have served on the Court since 
Austin have believed, and as we continue to believe—there is nothing 
“destabilizing” about the prospect of its continued application. It is gut­
ting campaign finance laws across the country, as the Court does today, 
that will be destabilizing. 

19 Additionally, the majority cites some recent scholarship challenging 
the historical account of campaign finance law given in United States v. 
Automobile Workers, 352 U. S. 567 (1957). Ante, at 363–364. Austin did 
not so much as allude to this historical account, much less rely on it. Even 
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Although the majority opinion spends several pages mak­
ing these surprising arguments, it says almost nothing about 
the standard considerations we have used to determine stare 
decisis value, such as the antiquity of the precedent, the 
workability of its legal rule, and the reliance interests at 
stake. It is also conspicuously silent about McConnell, even 
though the McConnell Court’s decision to uphold BCRA 
§ 203 relied not only on the antidistortion logic of Austin but 
also on the statute’s historical pedigree, see, e. g., 540 U. S., 
at 115–132, 223–224, and the need to preserve the integrity 
of federal campaigns, see id., at 126–129, 205–208, and n. 88. 

We have recognized that “[s]tare decisis has special force 
when legislators or citizens ‘have acted in reliance on a previ­
ous decision, for in this instance overruling the decision 
would dislodge settled rights and expectations or require an 
extensive legislative response.’ ” Hubbard v. United States, 
514 U. S. 695, 714 (1995) (plurality opinion) (quoting Hilton 
v. South Carolina Public Railways Comm’n, 502 U. S. 197, 
202 (1991)). Stare decisis protects not only personal rights 
involving property or contract but also the ability of the 
elected branches to shape their laws in an effective and co­
herent fashion. Today’s decision takes away a power that 
we have long permitted these branches to exercise. State 
legislatures have relied on their authority to regulate corpo­
rate electioneering, confirmed in Austin, for more than a 
century.20 The Federal Congress has relied on this author­
ity for a comparable stretch of time, and it specifically relied 
on Austin throughout the years it spent developing and de­

if the scholarship cited by the majority is correct that certain campaign 
finance reforms were less deliberate or less benignly motivated than Auto­
mobile Workers suggested, the point remains that this body of law has 
played a significant and broadly accepted role in American political life for 
decades upon decades. 

20 See Brief for State of Montana et al. as Amici Curiae 5–13; see also 
Supp. Brief for Senator John McCain et al. as Amici Curiae 1a–8a (listing 
24 States that presently limit or prohibit independent electioneering ex­
penditures from corporate general treasuries). 
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bating BCRA. The total record it compiled was 100,000 
pages long.21 Pulling out the rug beneath Congress after 
affirming the constitutionality of § 203 six years ago shows 
great disrespect for a coequal branch. 

By removing one of its central components, today’s ruling 
makes a hash out of BCRA’s “delicate and interconnected 
regulatory scheme.” McConnell, 540 U. S., at 172. Con­
sider just one example of the distortions that will follow: 
Political parties are barred under BCRA from soliciting or 
spending “soft money,” funds that are not subject to the stat­
ute’s disclosure requirements or its source and amount limi­
tations. 2 U. S. C. § 441i; McConnell, 540 U. S., at 122–126. 
Going forward, corporations and unions will be free to spend 
as much general treasury money as they wish on ads that 
support or attack specific candidates, whereas national par­
ties will not be able to spend a dime of soft money on ads of 
any kind. The Court’s ruling thus dramatically enhances 
the role of corporations and unions—and the narrow inter­
ests they represent—vis-à-vis the role of political parties— 
and the broad coalitions they represent—in determining who 
will hold public office.22 

Beyond the reliance interests at stake, the other stare de­
cisis factors also cut against the Court. Considerations of 
antiquity are significant for similar reasons. McConnell is 
only six years old, but Austin has been on the books for two 
decades, and many of the statutes called into question by 
today’s opinion have been on the books for a half century or 
more. The Court points to no intervening change in circum­
stances that warrants revisiting Austin. Certainly nothing 

21 Magleby, The Importance of the Record in McConnell v. FEC, 3 Elec­
tion L. J. 285 (2004). 

22 To be sure, the majority may respond that Congress can correct the 
imbalance by removing BCRA’s soft-money limits. Cf. Tr. of Oral Arg. 
24 (Sept. 9, 2009) (query of Kennedy, J.). But this is no response to any 
legislature that takes campaign finance regulation seriously. It merely 
illustrates the breadth of the majority’s deregulatory vision. 
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relevant has changed since we decided WRTL two Terms 
ago. And the Court gives no reason to think that Austin 
and McConnell are unworkable. 

In fact, no one has argued to us that Austin’s rule has 
proved impracticable, and not a single for-profit corporation, 
union, or State has asked us to overrule it. Quite to the 
contrary, leading groups representing the business commu­
nity,23 organized labor,24 and the nonprofit sector,25 together 
with more than half of the States,26 urge that we preserve 
Austin. As for McConnell, the portions of BCRA it upheld 
may be prolix, but all three branches of Government have 
worked to make § 203 as user-friendly as possible. For in­
stance, Congress established a special mechanism for expe­
dited review of constitutional challenges, see note following 
2 U. S. C. § 437h; the FEC has established a standardized 
process, with clearly defined safe harbors, for corporations 
to claim that a particular electioneering communication is 
permissible under WRTL, see 11 CFR § 114.15 (2009); 27 and, 
as noted above, The Chief Justice crafted his controlling 
opinion in WRTL with the express goal of maximizing clarity 
and administrability, 551 U. S., at 469–470, 473–474. The 
case for stare decisis may be bolstered, we have said, when 

23 See Brief for Committee for Economic Development as Amicus Cu­
riae; Brief for American Independent Business Alliance as Amicus Cu­
riae. But see Supp. Brief for Chamber of Commerce of the United States 
of America as Amicus Curiae. 

24 See Brief for American Federation of Labor and Congress of Indus­
trial Organizations as Amicus Curiae 3, 9. 

25 See Brief for Independent Sector as Amicus Curiae 16–20. 
26 See Brief for State of Montana et al. as Amici Curiae. 
27 The FEC established this process following the Court’s June 2007 de­

cision in that case, 551 U. S. 449. In the brief interval between the estab­
lishment of this process and the 2008 election, corporations and unions 
used it to make $108.5 million in electioneering communications. Supp. 
Brief for Appellee 22–23; FEC, Electioneering Communication Summary, 
online at http://fec.gov/finance/disclosure/ECSummary.shtml (all Internet 
materials as visited Jan. 18, 2010, and available in Clerk of Court’s case 
file). 
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subsequent rulings “have reduced the impact” of a precedent 
“while reaffirming the decision’s core ruling.” Dickerson v. 
United States, 530 U. S. 428, 443 (2000).28 

In the end, the Court’s rejection of Austin and McConnell 
comes down to nothing more than its disagreement with 
their results. Virtually every one of its arguments was 
made and rejected in those cases, and the majority opinion 
is essentially an amalgamation of resuscitated dissents. The 
only relevant thing that has changed since Austin and Mc­
Connell is the composition of this Court. Today’s ruling 
thus strikes at the vitals of stare decisis, “the means by 
which we ensure that the law will not merely change errati­
cally, but will develop in a principled and intelligible fashion” 
that “permits society to presume that bedrock principles are 
founded in the law rather than in the proclivities of individu­
als.” Vasquez v. Hillery, 474 U. S. 254, 265 (1986). 

III 

The novelty of the Court’s procedural dereliction and its 
approach to stare decisis is matched by the novelty of its 
ruling on the merits. The ruling rests on several premises. 
First, the Court claims that Austin and McConnell have 
“banned” corporate speech. Second, it claims that the First 
Amendment precludes regulatory distinctions based on 
speaker identity, including the speaker’s identity as a corpo­

28 Concededly, Austin and McConnell were constitutional decisions, and 
we have often said that “claims of stare decisis are at their weakest in 
that field, where our mistakes cannot be corrected by Congress.” Vieth 
v. Jubelirer, 541 U. S. 267, 305 (2004) (plurality opinion). As a general 
matter, this principle is a sound one. But the principle only takes on real 
force when an earlier ruling has obstructed the normal democratic proc­
ess; it is the fear of making “mistakes [that] cannot be corrected by Con­
gress,” ibid., that motivates us to review constitutional precedents with a 
more critical eye. Austin and McConnell did not obstruct state or con­
gressional legislative power in any way. Although it is unclear how high 
a bar today’s decision will pose to future attempts to regulate corporate 
electioneering, it will clearly restrain much legislative action. 
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ration. Third, it claims that Austin and McConnell were 
radical outliers in our First Amendment tradition and our 
campaign finance jurisprudence. Each of these claims is 
wrong. 

The So-Called “Ban” 

Pervading the Court’s analysis is the ominous image of a 
“categorical ba[n]” on corporate speech. Ante, at 361. In­
deed, the majority invokes the specter of a “ban” on nearly 
every page of its opinion. Ante, at 319, 321, 324, 327, 328, 
329, 330, 333, 337, 339, 340, 343, 344, 345, 346, 347, 349, 351, 
354, 355, 358, 360, 361, 362, 364, 369. This characterization 
is highly misleading, and needs to be corrected. 

In fact it already has been. Our cases have repeatedly 
pointed out that, “[c]ontrary to the [majority’s] critical as­
sumptions,” the statutes upheld in Austin and McConnell do 
“not impose an absolute ban on all forms of corporate politi­
cal spending.” Austin, 494 U. S., at 660; see also McCon­
nell, 540 U. S., at 203–204; Beaumont, 539 U. S., at 162–163. 
For starters, both statutes provide exemptions for PACs, 
separate segregated funds established by a corporation 
for political purposes. See 2 U. S. C. § 441b(b)(2)(C); Mich. 
Comp. Laws Ann. § 169.255 (West 2005). “The ability to 
form and administer separate segregated funds,” we ob­
served in McConnell, “has provided corporations and unions 
with a constitutionally sufficient opportunity to engage in 
express advocacy. That has been this Court’s unanimous 
view.” 540 U. S., at 203. 

Under BCRA, any corporation’s “stockholders and their 
families and its executive or administrative personnel and 
their families” can pool their resources to finance electioneer­
ing communications. 2 U. S. C. § 441b(b)(4)(A)(i). A sig­
nificant and growing number of corporations avail them­
selves of this option; 29 during the most recent election cycle, 

29 See FEC, Number of Federal PAC’s Increases, http://fec.gov/press/ 
press2008/20080812paccount.shtml. 
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corporate and union PACs raised nearly a billion dollars.30 

Administering a PAC entails some administrative burden, 
but so does complying with the disclaimer, disclosure, and 
reporting requirements that the Court today upholds, see 
ante, at 366–367, and no one has suggested that the burden 
is severe for a sophisticated for-profit corporation. To the 
extent the majority is worried about this issue, it is impor­
tant to keep in mind that we have no record to show how 
substantial the burden really is, just the majority’s own un­
supported factfinding, see ante, at 337–339. Like all other 
natural persons, every shareholder of every corporation 
remains entirely free under Austin and McConnell to do 
however much electioneering she pleases outside of the cor­
porate form. The owners of a “mom & pop” store can sim­
ply place ads in their own names, rather than the store’s. 
If ideologically aligned individuals wish to make unlimited 
expenditures through the corporate form, they may utilize 
an MCFL organization that has policies in place to avoid 
becoming a conduit for business or union interests. See 
MCFL, 479 U. S., at 263–264. 

The laws upheld in Austin and McConnell leave open 
many additional avenues for corporations’ political speech. 
Consider the statutory provision we are ostensibly evaluat­
ing in this case, BCRA § 203. It has no application to genu­
ine issue advertising—a category of corporate speech Con­
gress found to be far more substantial than election-related 
advertising, see McConnell, 540 U. S., at 207—or to Internet, 

30 See Supp. Brief for Appellee 16 (citing FEC statistics placing this 
figure at $840 million). The majority finds the PAC option inadequate in 
part because “[a] PAC is a separate association from the corporation.” 
Ante, at 337. The formal “separateness” of PACs from their host corpora-
tions—which administer and control the PACs but which cannot funnel 
general treasury funds into them or force members to support them—is, 
of course, the whole point of the PAC mechanism. 
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telephone, and print advocacy.31 Like numerous statutes, it 
exempts media companies’ news stories, commentaries, and 
editorials from its electioneering restrictions, in recognition 
of the unique role played by the institutional press in sus­
taining public debate.32 See 2 U. S. C. § 434(f)(3)(B)(i); Mc­
Connell, 540 U. S., at 208–209; see also Austin, 494 U. S., at 
666–668. It also allows corporations to spend unlimited 
sums on political communications with their executives and 
shareholders, § 441b(b)(2)(A); 11 CFR § 114.3(a)(1), to fund 
additional PAC activity through trade associations, 2 U. S. C. 
§ 441b(b)(4)(D), to distribute voting guides and voting rec­
ords, 11 CFR §§ 114.4(c)(4)–(5), to underwrite voter registra­
tion and voter turnout activities, § 114.3(c)(4); § 114.4(c)(2), to 
host fundraising events for candidates within certain limits, 

31 Roaming far afield from the case at hand, the majority worries that 
the Government will use § 203 to ban books, pamphlets, and blogs. Ante, 
at 333, 337, 349, 364. Yet by its plain terms, § 203 does not apply to 
printed material. See 2 U. S. C. § 434(f)(3)(A)(i); see also 11 CFR 
§ 100.29(c)(1) (“[E]lectioneering communication does not include communi­
cations appearing in print media”). And in light of the ordinary under­
standing of the terms “broadcast, cable, [and] satellite,” 2 U. S. C. 
§ 434(f)(3)(A)(i), coupled with Congress’ clear aim of targeting “a virtual 
torrent of televised election-related ads,” McConnell, 540 U. S., at 207, we 
highly doubt that § 203 could be interpreted to apply to a Web site or book 
that happens to be transmitted at some stage over airwaves or cable lines, 
or that the FEC would ever try to do so. See 11 CFR § 100.26 (exempting 
most Internet communications from regulation as advertising); § 100.155 
(exempting uncompensated Internet activity from regulation as an ex­
penditure); Supp. Brief for Center for Independent Media et al. as Amici 
Curiae 14 (explaining that “the FEC has consistently construed [BCRA’s] 
media exemption to apply to a variety of non-traditional media”). If it 
should, the Government acknowledges “there would be quite [a] good as-
applied challenge.” Tr. of Oral Arg. 65 (Sept. 9, 2009). 

32 As the Government points out, with a media corporation there is also 
a lesser risk that investors will not understand, learn about, or support 
the advocacy messages that the corporation disseminates. Supp. Reply 
Brief for Appellee 10. Everyone knows and expects that media outlets 
may seek to influence elections in this way. 
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§ 114.4(c); § 114.2(f)(2), and to publicly endorse candidates 
through a press release and press conference, § 114.4(c)(6). 

At the time Citizens United brought this lawsuit, the only 
types of speech that could be regulated under § 203 were: 
(1) broadcast, cable, or satellite communications; 33 (2) capable 
of reaching at least 50,000 persons in the relevant elector­
ate; 34 (3) made within 30 days of a primary or 60 days of a 
general federal election; 35 (4) by a labor union or a non-
MCFL, nonmedia corporation; 36 (5) paid for with general 
treasury funds; 37 and (6) “susceptible of no reasonable in­
terpretation other than as an appeal to vote for or against 
a specific candidate.” 38 The category of communications 
meeting all of these criteria is not trivial, but the notion that 
corporate political speech has been “suppress[ed] . . . alto­
gether,” ante, at 319, that corporations have been “exclu[ded] 
. . . from the general public dialogue,” ante, at 341, or that a 
work of fiction such as Mr. Smith Goes to Washington might 
be covered, ante, at 371–372, is nonsense.39 Even the plain­
tiffs in McConnell, who had every incentive to depict BCRA 
as negatively as possible, declined to argue that § 203’s prohi­
bition on certain uses of general treasury funds amounts to 
a complete ban. See 540 U. S., at 204. 

33 2 U. S. C. § 434(f)(3)(A)(i). 
34 § 434(f)(3)(C). 
35 § 434(f)(3)(A)(i)(II). 
36 § 441b(b); McConnell, 540 U. S., at 211. 
37 § 441b(b)(2)(C). 
38 WRTL, 551 U. S. 449, 470 (2007) (opinion of Roberts, C. J.). 
39 It is likewise nonsense to suggest that the FEC’s “ ‘business is to cen­

sor.’ ” Ante, at 335 (quoting Freedman v. Maryland, 380 U. S. 51, 57 
(1965)). The FEC’s business is to administer and enforce the campaign 
finance laws. The regulatory body at issue in Freedman was a state 
board of censors that had virtually unfettered discretion to bar distribu­
tion of motion picture films it deemed not to be “ ‘moral and proper.’ ” See 
id., at 52–53, and n. 2. No movie could be shown in the State of Maryland 
that was not first approved and licensed by the board of censors. Id., at 
52, n. 1. It is an understatement to say that Freedman is not on point, 
and the majority’s characterization of the FEC is deeply disconcerting. 
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In many ways, then, § 203 functions as a source restriction 
or a time, place, and manner restriction. It applies in a 
viewpoint-neutral fashion to a narrow subset of advocacy 
messages about clearly identified candidates for federal of­
fice, made during discrete time periods through discrete 
channels. In the case at hand, all Citizens United needed to 
do to broadcast Hillary right before the primary was to ab­
jure business contributions or use the funds in its PAC, 
which by its own account is “one of the most active conserva­
tive PACs in America,” Citizens United Political Victory 
Fund, http://www.cupvf.org/.40 

So let us be clear: Neither Austin nor McConnell held or 
implied that corporations may be silenced; the FEC is not a 
“censor”; and in the years since these cases were decided, 
corporations have continued to play a major role in the na­
tional dialogue. Laws such as § 203 target a class of commu­
nications that is especially likely to corrupt the political proc­
ess, that is at least one degree removed from the views of 
individual citizens, and that may not even reflect the views 
of those who pay for it. Such laws burden political speech, 
and that is always a serious matter, demanding careful scru­
tiny. But the majority’s incessant talk of a “ban” aims at 
a straw man. 

Identity-Based Distinctions 

The second pillar of the Court’s opinion is its assertion that 
“the Government cannot restrict political speech based on 
the speaker’s . . . identity.” Ante, at 346; accord, ante, at 
319, 340–341, 342–343, 346–347, 347, 348, 349, 350, 364, 365. 

40 Citizens United has administered this PAC for over a decade. See 
Defendant FEC’s Memorandum in Opposition to Plaintiff ’s Second Motion 
for Preliminary Injunction in No. 07–2240 (ARR, RCL, RWR) (DC), p. 20. 
Citizens United also operates multiple “527” organizations that engage in 
partisan political activity. See Defendant FEC’s Statement of Material 
Facts as to Which There Is No Genuine Dispute in No. 07–2240 (DC), 
¶¶ 22–24. 
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The case on which it relies for this proposition is First Nat. 
Bank of Boston v. Bellotti, 435 U. S. 765 (1978). As I shall 
explain, infra, at 442–446, the holding in that case was far 
narrower than the Court implies. Like its paeans to unfet­
tered discourse, the Court’s denunciation of identity-based 
distinctions may have rhetorical appeal but it obscures 
reality. 

“Our jurisprudence over the past 216 years has rejected 
an absolutist interpretation” of the First Amendment. 
WRTL, 551 U. S., at 482 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.). The 
First Amendment provides that “Congress shall make no law 
. . . abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press.” Apart 
perhaps from measures designed to protect the press, that 
text might seem to permit no distinctions of any kind. Yet 
in a variety of contexts, we have held that speech can be 
regulated differentially on account of the speaker’s identity, 
when identity is understood in categorical or institutional 
terms. The Government routinely places special restric­
tions on the speech rights of students,41 prisoners,42 members 
of the Armed Forces,43 foreigners,44 and its own employees.45 

41 See, e. g., Bethel School Dist. No. 403 v. Fraser, 478 U. S. 675, 682 
(1986) (“[T]he constitutional rights of students in public school are not 
automatically coextensive with the rights of adults in other settings”). 

42 See, e. g., Jones v. North Carolina Prisoners’ Labor Union, Inc., 433 
U. S. 119, 129 (1977) (“In a prison context, an inmate does not retain those 
First Amendment rights that are inconsistent with his status as a prisoner 
or with the legitimate penological objectives of the corrections system” 
(internal quotation marks omitted)). 

43 See, e. g., Parker v. Levy, 417 U. S. 733, 758 (1974) (“While the mem­
bers of the military are not excluded from the protection granted by 
the First Amendment, the different character of the military community 
and of the military mission requires a different application of those 
protections”). 

44 See, e. g., 2 U. S. C. § 441e(a)(1) (foreign nationals may not directly or 
indirectly make contributions or independent expenditures in connection 
with a U. S. election). 

45 See, e. g., Civil Service Comm’n v. Letter Carriers, 413 U. S. 548, 550 
(1973) (upholding statute prohibiting Executive Branch employees from 
taking “an active part in political management or in political campaigns” 
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When such restrictions are justified by a legitimate govern­
mental interest, they do not necessarily raise constitutional 
problems.46 In contrast to the blanket rule that the major­
ity espouses, our cases recognize that the Government’s in­
terests may be more or less compelling with respect to dif­
ferent classes of speakers,47 cf. Minneapolis Star & Tribune 
Co. v. Minnesota Comm’r of Revenue, 460 U. S. 575, 585 
(1983) (“[D]ifferential treatment” is constitutionally suspect 
“unless justified by some special characteristic” of the regu­
lated class of speakers (emphasis added)), and that the con­
stitutional rights of certain categories of speakers, in cer­
tain contexts, “ ‘are not automatically coextensive with the 
rights’ ” that are normally accorded to members of our soci­

(internal quotation marks omitted)); Public Workers v. Mitchell, 330 U. S. 
75 (1947) (same); United States v. Wurzbach, 280 U. S. 396, 398 (1930) (up­
holding statute prohibiting federal employees from making contributions 
to Members of Congress for “any political purpose whatever” (internal 
quotation marks omitted)); Ex parte Curtis, 106 U. S. 371 (1882) (upholding 
statute prohibiting certain federal employees from giving money to other 
employees for political purposes). 

46 The majority states that the cases just cited are “inapposite” because 
they “stand only for the proposition that there are certain governmental 
functions that cannot operate without some restrictions on particular 
kinds of speech.” Ante, at 341. The majority’s creative suggestion that 
these cases stand only for that one proposition is quite implausible. In 
any event, the proposition lies at the heart of this case, as Congress and 
half the state legislatures have concluded, over many decades, that their 
core functions of administering elections and passing legislation cannot 
operate effectively without some narrow restrictions on corporate elec­
tioneering paid for by general treasury funds. 

47 Outside of the law, of course, it is a commonplace that the identity and 
incentives of the speaker might be relevant to an assessment of his speech. 
See Aristotle, Poetics § 11.2(vi), pp. 43–44 (M. Heath transl. 1996) (“In eval­
uating any utterance or action, one must take into account not just the 
moral qualities of what is actually done or said, but also the identity of 
the agent or speaker, the addressee, the occasion, the means, and the mo­
tive”). The insight that the identity of speakers is a proper subject of 
regulatory concern, it bears noting, motivates the disclaimer and disclo­
sure provisions that the Court today upholds. 
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ety, Morse v. Frederick, 551 U. S. 393, 396–397, 404 (2007) 
(quoting Bethel School Dist. No. 403 v. Fraser, 478 U. S. 675, 
682 (1986)). 

The free speech guarantee thus does not render every 
other public interest an illegitimate basis for qualifying a 
speaker’s autonomy; society could scarcely function if it 
did. It is fair to say that our First Amendment doctrine 
has “frowned on” certain identity-based distinctions, Los 
Angeles Police Dept. v. United Reporting Publishing Corp., 
528 U. S. 32, 47, n. 4 (1999) (Stevens, J., dissenting), particu­
larly those that may reflect invidious discrimination or pref­
erential treatment of a politically powerful group. But it 
is simply incorrect to suggest that we have prohibited all 
legislative distinctions based on identity or content. Not 
even close. 

The election context is distinctive in many ways, and the 
Court, of course, is right that the First Amendment closely 
guards political speech. But in this context, too, the author­
ity of legislatures to enact viewpoint-neutral regulations 
based on content and identity is well settled. We have, for 
example, allowed state-run broadcasters to exclude inde­
pendent candidates from televised debates. Arkansas Ed. 
Television Comm’n v. Forbes, 523 U. S. 666 (1998).48 We 
have upheld statutes that prohibit the distribution or display 
of campaign materials near a polling place. Burson v. Free­
man, 504 U. S. 191 (1992).49 Although we have not reviewed 

48 I dissented in Forbes because the broadcaster’s decision to exclude the 
respondent from its debate was done “on the basis of entirely subjective, 
ad hoc judgments,” 523 U. S., at 690, that suggested anticompetitive view­
point discrimination, id., at 693–694, and lacked a compelling justification. 
Needless to say, my concerns do not apply to the instant case. 

49 The law at issue in Burson was far from unusual. “[A]ll 50 States,” 
the Court observed, “limit access to the areas in or around polling places.” 
504 U. S., at 206 (plurality opinion); see also Note, 91 Ky. L. J. 715, 729, 
n. 89, 747–769 (2003) (collecting statutes). I dissented in Burson because 
the evidence adduced to justify Tennessee’s law was “exceptionally thin,” 
504 U. S., at 219, and “the reason for [the] restriction [had] disappear[ed]” 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit

http:1992).49
http:1998).48


Cite as: 558 U. S. 310 (2010) 423 

Opinion of Stevens, J. 

them directly, we have never cast doubt on laws that place 
special restrictions on campaign spending by foreign nation­
als. See, e. g., 2 U. S. C. § 441e(a)(1). And we have consist­
ently approved laws that bar Government employees, but 
not others, from contributing to or participating in political 
activities. See n. 45, supra. These statutes burden the po­
litical expression of one class of speakers, namely, civil serv­
ants. Yet we have sustained them on the basis of longstand­
ing practice and Congress’ reasoned judgment that certain 
regulations which leave “untouched full participation . . . in  
political decisions at the ballot box,” Civil Service Comm’n 
v. Letter Carriers, 413 U. S. 548, 556 (1973) (internal quota­
tion marks omitted), help ensure that public officials are “suf­
ficiently free from improper influences,” id., at 564, and that 
“confidence in the system of representative Government is 
not . . . eroded to a disastrous extent,” id., at 565. 

The same logic applies to this case with additional force 
because it is the identity of corporations, rather than individ­
uals, that the Legislature has taken into account. As we 
have unanimously observed, legislatures are entitled to de­
cide “that the special characteristics of the corporate struc­
ture require particularly careful regulation” in an electoral 
context. NRWC, 459 U. S., at 209–210.50 Not only has the 
distinctive potential of corporations to corrupt the electoral 
process long been recognized, but within the area of cam­
paign finance, corporate spending is also “furthest from the 
core of political expression, since corporations’ First Amend­
ment speech and association interests are derived largely 

over time, id., at 223. “In short,” I concluded, “Tennessee ha[d] failed to 
point to any legitimate interest that would justify its selective regulation 
of campaign-related expression.” Id., at 225. These criticisms are inap­
plicable to the case before us. 

50 They are likewise entitled to regulate media corporations differently 
from other corporations “to ensure that the law ‘does not hinder or pre­
vent the institutional press from reporting on, and publishing editorials 
about, newsworthy events.’ ” McConnell, 540 U. S., at 208 (quoting Aus­
tin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce, 494 U. S. 652, 668 (1990)). 
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from those of their members and of the public in receiving 
information,” Beaumont, 539 U. S., at 161, n. 8 (citation omit­
ted). Campaign finance distinctions based on corporate 
identity tend to be less worrisome, in other words, because 
the “speakers” are not natural persons, much less members 
of our political community, and the governmental interests 
are of the highest order. Furthermore, when corporations, 
as a class, are distinguished from noncorporations, as a class, 
there is a lesser risk that regulatory distinctions will reflect 
invidious discrimination or political favoritism. 

If taken seriously, our colleagues’ assumption that the 
identity of a speaker has no relevance to the Government’s 
ability to regulate political speech would lead to some re­
markable conclusions. Such an assumption would have ac­
corded the propaganda broadcasts to our troops by “Tokyo 
Rose” during World War II the same protection as speech 
by Allied commanders. More pertinently, it would appear 
to afford the same protection to multinational corporations 
controlled by foreigners as to individual Americans: To do 
otherwise, after all, could “ ‘enhance the relative voice’ ” of 
some (i. e., humans) over others (i. e., nonhumans). Ante, at 
349–350 (quoting Buckley, 424 U. S., at 49).51 Under the 

51 The Court all but confesses that a categorical approach to speaker 
identity is untenable when it acknowledges that Congress might be al­
lowed to take measures aimed at “preventing foreign individuals or associ­
ations from influencing our Nation’s political process.” Ante, at 362. 
Such measures have been a part of U. S. campaign finance law for many 
years. The notion that Congress might lack the authority to distinguish 
foreigners from citizens in the regulation of electioneering would certainly 
have surprised the Framers, whose “obsession with foreign influence de­
rived from a fear that foreign powers and individuals had no basic invest­
ment in the well-being of the country.” Teachout, The Anti-Corruption 
Principle, 94 Cornell L. Rev. 341, 393, n. 245 (2009) (hereinafter Teachout); 
see also U. S. Const., Art. I, § 9, cl. 8 (“[N]o Person holding any Office of 
Profit or Trust . . . shall, without the Consent of the Congress, accept of 
any present, Emolument, Office, or Title, of any kind whatever, from any 
King, Prince, or foreign State”). Professor Teachout observes that a cor­
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majority’s view, I suppose it may be a First Amendment 
problem that corporations are not permitted to vote, given 
that voting is, among other things, a form of speech.52 

In short, the Court dramatically overstates its critique of 
identity-based distinctions, without ever explaining why 
corporate identity demands the same treatment as individ­
ual identity. Only the most wooden approach to the First 
Amendment could justify the unprecedented line it seeks to 
draw. 

Our First Amendment Tradition 

A third fulcrum of the Court’s opinion is the idea that Aus­
tin and McConnell are radical outliers, “aberration[s],” in our 
First Amendment tradition. Ante, at 355; see also ante, at 
361, 372 (professing fidelity to “our law and our tradition”). 
The Court has it exactly backwards. It is today’s holding 
that is the radical departure from what had been settled 
First Amendment law. To see why, it is useful to take a 
long view. 

1. Original Understandings 

Let us start from the beginning. The Court invokes “an­
cient First Amendment principles,” ante, at 319 (internal 
quotation marks omitted), and original understandings, ante, 
at 353–354, to defend today’s ruling, yet it makes only a per­
functory attempt to ground its analysis in the principles or 

poration might be analogized to a foreign power in this respect, “inasmuch 
as its legal loyalties necessarily exclude patriotism.” Teachout 393, 
n. 245. 

52 See A. Bickel, The Supreme Court and the Idea of Progress 59–60 
(1978); A. Meiklejohn, Political Freedom: The Constitutional Powers of 
the People 39–40 (1965); Tokaji, First Amendment Equal Protection: On 
Discretion, Inequality, and Participation, 101 Mich. L. Rev. 2409, 2508– 
2509 (2003). Of course, voting is not speech in a pure or formal sense, 
but then again neither is a campaign expenditure; both are nevertheless 
communicative acts aimed at influencing electoral outcomes. Cf. Strauss, 
Corruption, Equality, and Campaign Finance Reform, 94 Colum. L. Rev. 
1369, 1383–1384 (1994) (hereinafter Strauss). 
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understandings of those who drafted and ratified the Amend­
ment. Perhaps this is because there is not a scintilla of evi­
dence to support the notion that anyone believed it would 
preclude regulatory distinctions based on the corporate 
form. To the extent that the Framers’ views are discernible 
and relevant to the disposition of this case, they would ap­
pear to cut strongly against the majority’s position. 

This is not only because the Framers and their contempo­
raries conceived of speech more narrowly than we now think 
of it, see Bork, Neutral Principles and Some First Amend­
ment Problems, 47 Ind. L. J. 1, 22 (1971), but also because 
they held very different views about the nature of the First 
Amendment right and the role of corporations in society. 
Those few corporations that existed at the founding were 
authorized by grant of a special legislative charter.53 Cor­
porate sponsors would petition the legislature, and the legis­
lature, if amenable, would issue a charter that specified the 
corporation’s powers and purposes and “authoritatively fixed 

53 Scholars have found that only a handful of business corporations were 
issued charters during the colonial period, and only a few hundred during 
all of the 18th century. See E. Dodd, American Business Corporations 
Until 1860, p. 197 (1954); L. Friedman, A History of American Law 188– 
189 (2d ed. 1985); Baldwin, American Business Corporations Before 1789, 8 
Am. Hist. Rev. 449, 450–459 (1903). Justice Scalia quibbles with these 
figures; whereas we say that “a few hundred” charters were issued to 
business corporations during the 18th century, he says that the number is 
“approximately 335.” Ante, at 387 (concurring opinion). Justice 
Scalia also raises the more serious point that it is improper to assess 
these figures by today’s standards, ibid., though I believe he fails to sub­
stantiate his claim that “the corporation was a familiar figure in American 
economic life” by the century’s end, ibid. (internal quotation marks omit­
ted). His formulation of that claim is also misleading, because the rele­
vant reference point is not 1800 but the date of the First Amendment’s 
ratification, in 1791. And at that time, the number of business charters 
must have been significantly smaller than 335, because the pace of charter­
ing only began to pick up steam in the last decade of the 18th century. 
More than half of the century’s total business charters were issued be­
tween 1796 and 1800. Friedman, History of American Law, at 189. 
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the scope and content of corporate organization,” including 
“the internal structure of the corporation.” J. Hurst, The 
Legitimacy of the Business Corporation in the Law of the 
United States 1780–1970, pp. 15–16 (1970) (reprinted 2004). 
Corporations were created, supervised, and conceptualized 
as quasi-public entities, “designed to serve a social function 
for the state.” Handlin & Handlin, Origins of the American 
Business Corporation, 5 J. Econ. Hist. 1, 22 (1945). It was 
“assumed that [they] were legally privileged organizations 
that had to be closely scrutinized by the legislature because 
their purposes had to be made consistent with public wel­
fare.” R. Seavoy, Origins of the American Business Corpo­
ration, 1784–1855, p. 5 (1982). 

The individualized charter mode of incorporation reflected 
the “cloud of disfavor under which corporations labored” in 
the early years of this Nation. 1 W. Fletcher, Cyclopedia of 
the Law of Corporations § 2, p. 8 (rev. ed. 2006); see also 
Louis K. Liggett Co.  v. Lee, 288 U. S. 517, 548–549 (1933) 
(Brandeis, J., dissenting) (discussing fears of the “evils” of 
business corporations); L. Friedman, A History of American 
Law 194 (2d ed. 1985) (“The word ‘soulless’ constantly recurs 
in debates over corporations. . . . Corporations, it was feared, 
could concentrate the worst urges of whole groups of men”). 
Thomas Jefferson famously fretted that corporations would 
subvert the Republic.54 General incorporation statutes, and 
widespread acceptance of business corporations as socially 
useful actors, did not emerge until the 1800’s. See Hans­
mann & Kraakman, The End of History for Corporate Law, 
89 Geo. L. J. 439, 440 (2001) (hereinafter Hansmann & Kraak­
man) (“[A]ll general business corporation statutes appear to 
date from well after 1800”). 

54 See Letter from Thomas Jefferson to Tom Logan (Nov. 12, 1816), in 
12 The Works of Thomas Jefferson 42, 44 (P. Ford ed. 1905) (“I hope we 
shall . . . crush in  [its] birth the aristocracy of our monied corporations 
which dare already to challenge our government to a trial of strength and 
bid defiance to the laws of our country”). 
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The Framers thus took it as a given that corporations 
could be comprehensively regulated in the service of the 
public welfare. Unlike our colleagues, they had little trou­
ble distinguishing corporations from human beings, and 
when they constitutionalized the right to free speech in the 
First Amendment, it was the free speech of individual 
Americans that they had in mind.55 While individuals might 
join together to exercise their speech rights, business corpo­
rations, at least, were plainly not seen as facilitating such 
associational or expressive ends. Even “the notion that 
business corporations could invoke the First Amendment 
would probably have been quite a novelty,” given that “at 
the time, the legitimacy of every corporate activity was 
thought to rest entirely in a concession of the sovereign.” 
Shelledy, Autonomy, Debate, and Corporate Speech, 18 Has­
tings Const. L. Q. 541, 578 (1991); cf. Trustees of Dartmouth 
College v. Woodward, 4 Wheat. 518, 636 (1819) (Marshall, 

55 In normal usage then, as now, the term “speech” referred to oral com­
munications by individuals. See, e. g., 2 S. Johnson, Dictionary of the 
English Language 1853–1854 (4th ed. 1773) (reprinted 1978) (listing as 
primary definition of “speech”: “The power of articulate utterance; the 
power of expressing thoughts by vocal words”); 2 N. Webster, American 
Dictionary of the English Language (1828) (reprinted 1970) (listing as pri­
mary definition of “speech”: “The faculty of uttering articulate sounds or 
words, as in human beings; the faculty of expressing thoughts by words 
or articulate sounds. Speech was given to man by his Creator for the 
noblest purposes”). Indeed, it has been “claimed that the notion of insti­
tutional speech . . . did not  exist in post-revolutionary America.” Fagun­
des, State Actors as First Amendment Speakers, 100 Nw. U. L. Rev. 1637, 
1654 (2006); see also Bezanson, Institutional Speech, 80 Iowa L. Rev. 735, 
775 (1995) (“In the intellectual heritage of the eighteenth century, the idea 
that free speech was individual and personal was deeply rooted and clearly 
manifest in the writings of Locke, Milton, and others on whom the framers 
of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights drew”). Given that corporations 
were conceived of as artificial entities and do not have the technical capac­
ity to “speak,” the burden of establishing that the Framers and ratifiers 
understood “the freedom of speech” to encompass corporate speech is, 
I believe, far heavier than the majority acknowledges. 
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C. J.) (“A corporation is an artificial being, invisible, intangi­
ble, and existing only in contemplation of law. Being the 
mere creature of law, it possesses only those properties 
which the charter of its creation confers upon it”); Eule, Pro­
moting Speaker Diversity: Austin and Metro Broadcasting, 
1990 S. Ct. Rev. 105, 129 (“The framers of the First Amend­
ment could scarcely have anticipated its application to the 
corporation form. That, of course, ought not to be disposi­
tive. What is compelling, however, is an understanding of 
who was supposed to be the beneficiary of the free speech 
guaranty—the individual”). In light of these background 
practices and understandings, it seems to me implausible 
that the Framers believed “the freedom of speech” would 
extend equally to all corporate speakers, much less that it 
would preclude legislatures from taking limited measures to 
guard against corporate capture of elections. 

The Court observes that the Framers drew on diverse in­
tellectual sources, communicated through newspapers, and 
aimed to provide greater freedom of speech than had existed 
in England. Ante, at 353. From these (accurate) observa­
tions, the Court concludes that “[t]he First Amendment was 
certainly not understood to condone the suppression of politi­
cal speech in society’s most salient media.” Ibid. This con­
clusion is far from certain, given that many historians believe 
the Framers were focused on prior restraints on publication 
and did not understand the First Amendment to “prevent 
the subsequent punishment of such [publications] as may be 
deemed contrary to the public welfare.” Near v. Minnesota 
ex rel. Olson, 283 U. S. 697, 714 (1931) (internal quotation 
marks omitted). Yet, even if the majority’s conclusion were 
correct, it would tell us only that the First Amendment was 
understood to protect political speech in certain media. It 
would tell us little about whether the Amendment was un­
derstood to protect general treasury electioneering expendi­
tures by corporations, and to what extent. 
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As a matter of original expectations, then, it seems absurd 
to think that the First Amendment prohibits legislatures 
from taking into account the corporate identity of a sponsor 
of electoral advocacy. As a matter of original meaning, it 
likewise seems baseless—unless one evaluates the First 
Amendment’s “principles,” ante, at 319, 363, or its “purpose,” 
ante, at 376 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.), at such a high level 
of generality that the historical understandings of the 
Amendment cease to be a meaningful constraint on the judi­
cial task. This case sheds a revelatory light on the assump­
tion of some that an impartial judge’s application of an origi­
nalist methodology is likely to yield more determinate 
answers, or to play a more decisive role in the decisional 
process, than his or her views about sound policy. 

Justice Scalia criticizes the foregoing discussion for fail­
ing to adduce statements from the founding era showing that 
corporations were understood to be excluded from the First 
Amendment’s free speech guarantee. Ante, at 386, 393. Of 
course, Justice Scalia adduces no statements to suggest 
the contrary proposition, or even to suggest that the con­
trary proposition better reflects the kind of right that the 
drafters and ratifiers of the Free Speech Clause thought they 
were enshrining. Although Justice Scalia makes a per­
fectly sensible argument that an individual’s right to speak 
entails a right to speak with others for a common cause, 
cf. MCFL, 479 U. S. 238, he does not explain why those two 
rights must be precisely identical, or why that principle ap­
plies to electioneering by corporations that serve no “com­
mon cause.” Ante, at 392. Nothing in his account dislodges 
my basic point that members of the founding generation held 
a cautious view of corporate power and a narrow view of 
corporate rights (not that they “despised” corporations, ante, 
at 386), and that they conceptualized speech in individualistic 
terms. If no prominent Framer bothered to articulate that 
corporate speech would have lesser status than individual 
speech, that may well be because the contrary proposition— 
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if not also the very notion of “corporate speech”—was 
inconceivable.56 

Justice Scalia also emphasizes the unqualified nature of 
the First Amendment text. Ante, at 386, 392–393. Yet he 
would seemingly read out the Free Press Clause: How else 
could he claim that my purported views on newspapers must 
track my views on corporations generally? Ante, at 390.57 

Like virtually all modern lawyers, Justice Scalia presum­
ably believes that the First Amendment restricts the Execu­
tive, even though its language refers to Congress alone. In 
any event, the text only leads us back to the questions who 
or what is guaranteed “the freedom of speech,” and, just as 
critically, what that freedom consists of and under what cir­
cumstances it may be limited. Justice Scalia appears to 
believe that because corporations are created and utilized by 
individuals, it follows (as night the day) that their election­
eering must be equally protected by the First Amendment 

56 Postratification practice bolsters the conclusion that the First Amend­
ment, “as originally understood,” ante, at 353, did not give corporations 
political speech rights on a par with the rights of individuals. Well into 
the modern era of general incorporation statutes, “[t]he common law was 
generally interpreted as prohibiting corporate political participation,” 
First Nat. Bank of Boston v. Bellotti, 435 U. S. 765, 819 (1978) (White, 
J., dissenting), and this Court did not recognize any First Amendment 
protections for corporations until the middle part of the 20th century, see 
ante, at 342 (listing cases). 

57 In fact, the Free Press Clause might be turned against Justice 
Scalia, for two reasons. First, we learn from it that the drafters of the 
First Amendment did draw distinctions—explicit distinctions—between 
types of “speakers,” or speech outlets or forms. Second, the Court’s 
strongest historical evidence all relates to the Framers’ views on the 
press, see ante, at 353–354; ante, at 388–390 (Scalia, J., concurring), yet 
while the Court tries to sweep this evidence into the Free Speech Clause, 
the Free Press Clause provides a more natural textual home. The text 
and history highlighted by our colleagues suggests why one type of corpo­
ration, those that are part of the press, might be able to claim special First 
Amendment status, and therefore why some kinds of “identity”-based dis­
tinctions might be permissible after all. Once one accepts that much, the 
intellectual edifice of the majority opinion crumbles. 
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and equally immunized from expenditure limits. See ante, 
at 391–392. That conclusion certainly does not follow as a 
logical matter, and Justice Scalia fails to explain why the 
original public meaning leads it to follow as a matter of 
interpretation. 

The truth is we cannot be certain how a law such as BCRA 
§ 203 meshes with the original meaning of the First Amend­
ment.58 I have given several reasons why I believe the Con­
stitution would have been understood then, and ought to be 
understood now, to permit reasonable restrictions on corpo­
rate electioneering, and I will give many more reasons in the 
pages to come. The Court enlists the Framers in its defense 
without seriously grappling with their understandings of 
corporations or the free speech right, or with the republican 
principles that underlay those understandings. 

In fairness, our campaign finance jurisprudence has never 
attended very closely to the views of the Framers, see Ran­
dall v. Sorrell, 548 U. S. 230, 280 (2006) (Stevens, J., dissent­
ing), whose political universe differed profoundly from that 
of today. We have long since held that corporations are cov­
ered by the First Amendment, and many legal scholars have 
long since rejected the concession theory of the corporation. 
But “historical context is usually relevant,” ibid. (internal 
quotation marks omitted), and in light of the Court’s effort 
to cast itself as guardian of ancient values, it pays to remem­
ber that nothing in our constitutional history dictates today’s 
outcome. To the contrary, this history helps illuminate just 
how extraordinarily dissonant the decision is. 

2. Legislative and Judicial Interpretation 

A century of more recent history puts to rest any notion 
that today’s ruling is faithful to our First Amendment tradi­

58 Cf. L. Levy, Legacy of Suppression: Freedom of Speech and Press in 
Early American History 4 (1960) (“The meaning of no other clause of the 
Bill of Rights at the time of its framing and ratification has been so obscure 
to us” as the Free Speech and Press Clause). 
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tion. At the federal level, the express distinction between 
corporate and individual political spending on elections 
stretches back to 1907, when Congress passed the Tillman 
Act, ch. 420, 34 Stat. 864, banning all corporate contributions 
to candidates. The Senate Report on the legislation ob­
served that “[t]he evils of the use of [corporate] money in 
connection with political elections are so generally recog­
nized that the committee deems it unnecessary to make any 
argument in favor of the general purpose of this measure. 
It is in the interest of good government and calculated to 
promote purity in the selection of public officials.” S. Rep. 
No. 3056, 59th Cong., 1st Sess., 2 (1906). President Roose­
velt, in his 1905 annual message to Congress, declared: 

“ ‘All contributions by corporations to any political com­
mittee or for any political purpose should be forbidden 
by law; directors should not be permitted to use stock­
holders’ money for such purposes; and, moreover, a pro­
hibition of this kind would be, as far as it went, an effec­
tive method of stopping the evils aimed at in corrupt 
practices acts.’ ” United States v. Automobile Workers, 
352 U. S. 567, 572 (1957) (quoting 40 Cong. Rec. 96). 

The Court has surveyed the history leading up to the Till­
man Act several times, see WRTL, 551 U. S., at 508–510 
(Souter, J., dissenting); McConnell, 540 U. S., at 115; Auto­
mobile Workers, 352 U. S., at 570–575, and I will refrain from 
doing so again. It is enough to say that the Act was primar­
ily driven by two pressing concerns: first, the enormous 
power corporations had come to wield in federal elections, 
with the accompanying threat of both actual corruption and 
a public perception of corruption; and second, a respect for 
the interest of shareholders and members in preventing the 
use of their money to support candidates they opposed. See 
ibid.; United States v. CIO, 335 U. S. 106, 113 (1948); Winkler, 
“Other People’s Money”: Corporations, Agency Costs, and 
Campaign Finance Law, 92 Geo. L. J. 871 (2004). 
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Over the years, the limitations on corporate political 
spending have been modified in a number of ways, as Con­
gress responded to changes in the American economy and 
political practices that threatened to displace the common­
weal. Justice Souter recently traced these developments at 
length.59 WRTL, 551 U. S., at 507–519 (dissenting opinion); 
see also McConnell, 540 U. S., at 115–133; McConnell, 251 
F. Supp. 2d, at 188–205. The Taft-Hartley Act of 1947 is of 
special significance for this case. In that Act passed more 
than 60 years ago, Congress extended the prohibition on cor­
porate support of candidates to cover not only direct contri­
butions, but independent expenditures as well. Labor Man­
agement Relations Act, 1947, § 304, 61 Stat. 159. The bar on 
contributions “was being so narrowly construed” that corpo­
rations were easily able to defeat the purposes of the Act 
by supporting candidates through other means. WRTL, 551 
U. S., at 511 (Souter, J., dissenting) (citing S. Rep. No. 1, 80th 
Cong., 1st Sess., 38–39 (1947)). 

Our colleagues emphasize that in two cases from the mid­
dle of the 20th century, several Justices wrote separately to 
criticize the expenditure restriction as applied to unions, 
even though the Court declined to pass on its constitutional­
ity. Ante, at 343–344. Two features of these cases are of 
far greater relevance. First, those Justices were writing 
separately; which is to say, their position failed to command 
a majority. Prior to today, this was a fact we found signifi­

59 As the majority notes, there is some academic debate about the pre­
cise origins of these developments. Ante, at 363–364; see also n. 19, 
supra. There is always some academic debate about such developments; 
the motives of legislatures are never entirely clear or unitary. Yet the 
basic shape and trajectory of 20th-century campaign finance reform are 
clear, and one need not take a naive or triumphalist view of this history 
to find it highly relevant. The Court’s skepticism does nothing to mitigate 
the absurdity of its claim that Austin and McConnell were outliers. Nor 
does it alter the fact that five Justices today destroy a longstanding Ameri­
can practice. 
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cant in evaluating precedents. Second, each case in this line 
expressed support for the principle that corporate and union 
political speech financed with PAC funds, collected voluntar­
ily from the organization’s stockholders or members, receives 
greater protection than speech financed with general treas­
ury funds.60 

This principle was carried forward when Congress enacted 
comprehensive campaign finance reform in the Federal Elec­
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (FECA), 86 Stat. 3, which re­
tained the restriction on using general treasury funds for 
contributions and expenditures, 2 U. S. C. § 441b(a). FECA 

60 See Pipefitters v. United States, 407 U. S. 385, 409, 414–415 (1972) 
(reading the statutory bar on corporate and union campaign spending not 
to apply to “the voluntary donations of employees,” when maintained in a 
separate account, because “[t]he dominant [legislative] concern in requir­
ing that contributions be voluntary was, after all, to protect the dissenting 
stockholder or union member”); Automobile Workers, 352 U. S., at 592 
(advising the District Court to consider on remand whether the broadcast 
in question was “paid for out of the general dues of the union membership 
or [whether] the funds [could] be fairly said to have been obtained on a 
voluntary basis”); United States v. CIO, 335 U. S. 106, 123 (1948) (observing 
that “funds voluntarily contributed [by union members or corporate stock­
holders] for election purposes” might not be covered by the expenditure 
bar). Both the Pipefitters and the Automobile Workers Courts approv­
ingly referenced Congress’ goal of reducing “the effect of aggregated 
wealth on federal elections,” understood as wealth drawn from a corporate 
or union general treasury without the stockholders’ or members’ “free and 
knowing choice.” Pipefitters, 407 U. S., at 416; see Automobile Workers, 
352 U. S., at 582. 

The two dissenters in Pipefitters would not have read the statutory 
provision in question, a successor to § 304 of the Taft-Hartley Act, to allow 
such robust use of corporate and union funds to finance otherwise prohib­
ited electioneering. “This opening of the door to extensive corporate and 
union influence on the elective and legislative processes,” Justice Powell 
wrote, “must be viewed with genuine concern. This seems to me to be a 
regressive step as contrasted with the numerous legislative and judicial 
actions in recent years designed to assure that elections are indeed free 
and representative.” 407 U. S., at 450 (opinion of Powell, J., joined by 
Burger, C. J.). 
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codified the option for corporations and unions to create 
PACs to finance contributions and expenditures forbidden to 
the corporation or union itself. § 441b(b). 

By the time Congress passed FECA in 1971, the bar on 
corporate contributions and expenditures had become such 
an accepted part of federal campaign finance regulation that 
when a large number of plaintiffs, including several nonprofit 
corporations, challenged virtually every aspect of FECA in 
Buckley, 424 U. S. 1, no one even bothered to argue that 
the bar as such was unconstitutional. Buckley famously (or 
infamously) distinguished direct contributions from inde­
pendent expenditures, id., at 58–59, but its silence on cor­
porations only reinforced the understanding that corporate 
expenditures could be treated differently from individual 
expenditures. “Since our decision in Buckley, Congress’ 
power to prohibit corporations and unions from using funds 
in their treasuries to finance advertisements expressly advo­
cating the election or defeat of candidates in federal elections 
has been firmly embedded in our law.” McConnell, 540 
U. S., at 203. 

Thus, it was unremarkable, in a 1982 case holding that 
Congress could bar nonprofit corporations from soliciting 
nonmembers for PAC funds, that then-Justice Rehnquist 
wrote for a unanimous Court that Congress’ “careful legisla­
tive adjustment of the federal electoral laws, in a cautious 
advance, step by step, to account for the particular legal and 
economic attributes of corporations . . . warrants consider­
able deference,” and “reflects a permissible assessment of 
the dangers posed by those entities to the electoral process.” 
NRWC, 459 U. S., at 209 (internal quotation marks and cita­
tion omitted). “The governmental interest in preventing 
both actual corruption and the appearance of corruption of 
elected representatives has long been recognized,” the unan­
imous Court observed, “and there is no reason why it may 
not . . . be accomplished by treating . . . corporations . . . 
differently from individuals.” Id., at 210–211. 
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The corporate/individual distinction was not questioned by 
the Court’s disposition, in 1986, of a challenge to the expendi­
ture restriction as applied to a distinctive type of nonprofit 
corporation. In MCFL, 479 U. S. 238, we stated again “that 
‘the special characteristics of the corporate structure require 
particularly careful regulation,’ ” id., at 256 (quoting NRWC, 
459 U. S., at 209–210), and again we acknowledged that the 
Government has a legitimate interest in “regulat[ing] the 
substantial aggregations of wealth amassed by the special 
advantages which go with the corporate form,” 479 U. S., at 
257 (internal quotation marks omitted). Those aggregations 
can distort the “free trade in ideas” crucial to candidate elec­
tions, ibid. (internal quotation marks omitted), at the ex­
pense of members or shareholders who may disagree with 
the object of the expenditures, id., at 260. What the Court 
held by a 5-to-4 vote was that a limited class of corporations 
must be allowed to use their general treasury funds for inde­
pendent expenditures, because Congress’ interests in pro­
tecting shareholders and “restrict[ing] ‘the influence of polit­
ical war chests funneled through the corporate form,’ ” id., at 
257 (quoting FEC v. National Conservative Political Action 
Comm., 470 U. S. 480, 501 (1985) (NCPAC)), did not apply to 
corporations that were structurally insulated from those 
concerns.61 

It is worth remembering for present purposes that the 
four MCFL dissenters, led by Chief Justice Rehnquist, 
thought the Court was carrying the First Amendment too 

61 Specifically, these corporations had to meet three conditions. First, 
they had to be formed “for the express purpose of promoting political 
ideas,” so that their resources reflected political support rather than com­
mercial success. MCFL, 479 U. S., at 264. Next, they had to have no 
shareholders, so that “persons connected with the organization will have 
no economic disincentive for disassociating with it if they disagree with 
its political activity.” Ibid. Finally, they could not be “established by a 
business corporation or a labor union,” nor “accept contributions from such 
entities,” lest they “serv[e] as conduits for the type of direct spending that 
creates a threat to the political marketplace.” Ibid. 
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far. They would have recognized congressional authority to 
bar general treasury electioneering expenditures even by 
this class of nonprofits; they acknowledged that “the threat 
from corporate political activity will vary depending on the 
particular characteristics of a given corporation,” but be­
lieved these “distinctions among corporations” were “distinc­
tions in degree,” not “in kind,” and thus “more properly 
drawn by the Legislature than by the Judiciary.” 479 U. S., 
at 268 (opinion of Rehnquist, C. J.) (internal quotation marks 
omitted). Not a single Justice suggested that regulation of 
corporate political speech could be no more stringent than of 
speech by an individual. 

Four years later, in Austin, 494 U. S. 652, we considered 
whether corporations falling outside the MCFL exception 
could be barred from using general treasury funds to make 
independent expenditures in support of, or in opposition to, 
candidates. We held they could be. Once again recognizing 
the importance of “the integrity of the marketplace of politi­
cal ideas” in candidate elections, MCFL, 479 U. S., at 257, we 
noted that corporations have “special advantages—such as 
limited liability, perpetual life, and favorable treatment of 
the accumulation and distribution of assets,” 494 U. S., at 
658–659—that allow them to spend prodigious general treas­
ury sums on campaign messages that have “little or no corre­
lation” with the beliefs held by actual persons, id., at 660. 
In light of the corrupting effects such spending might have 
on the political process, ibid., we permitted the State of 
Michigan to limit corporate expenditures on candidate elec­
tions to corporations’ PACs, which rely on voluntary contri­
butions and thus “reflect actual public support for the politi­
cal ideas espoused by corporations,” ibid. Notwithstanding 
our colleagues’ insinuations that Austin deprived the public 
of general “ideas,” “facts,” and “ ‘knowledge,’ ” ante, at 354, 
355, the decision addressed only candidate-focused expendi­
tures and gave the State no license to regulate corporate 
spending on other matters. 
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In the 20 years since Austin, we have reaffirmed its hold­
ing and rationale a number of times, see, e. g., Beaumont, 539 
U. S., at 153–156, most importantly in McConnell, 540 U. S. 
93, where we upheld the provision challenged here, § 203 of 
BCRA.62 Congress crafted § 203 in response to a problem 
created by Buckley. The Buckley Court had construed 
FECA’s definition of prohibited “expenditures” narrowly to 
avoid any problems of constitutional vagueness, holding it 
applicable only to “communications that expressly advocate 
the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate,” 424 
U. S., at 80, i. e., statements containing so-called “magic 
words” like “ ‘vote for,’ ‘elect,’ ‘support,’ ‘cast your ballot for,’ 
‘Smith for Congress,’ ‘vote against,’ ‘defeat,’ [or] ‘reject,’ ” 
id., at 43–44, and n. 52. After Buckley, corporations and 
unions figured out how to circumvent the limits on express 
advocacy by using sham “issue ads” that “eschewed the use 
of magic words” but nonetheless “advocate[d] the election or 
defeat of clearly identified federal candidates.” McConnell, 
540 U. S., at 126. “Corporations and unions spent hundreds 

62 According to The Chief Justice, we are “erroneou[s]” in claiming 
that McConnell and Beaumont “ ‘reaffirmed’ ” Austin. Ante, at 376–377. 
In both cases, the Court explicitly relied on Austin and quoted from it at 
length. See 540 U. S., at 204–205; 539 U. S., at 153–155, 158, 160, 163; see 
also ante, at 332 (opinion of the Court) (“The holding and validity of Aus­
tin were essential to the reasoning of the McConnell majority opinion”); 
Brief for Appellants National Rifle Association et al., O. T. 2003, 
No. 02–1675, p. 21 (“Beaumont reaffirmed . . . the Austin rationale for 
restricting expenditures”). The McConnell Court did so in the teeth of 
vigorous protests by Justices in today’s majority that Austin should be 
overruled. See ante, at 332 (citing relevant passages); see also Beau­
mont, 539 U. S., at 163–164 (Kennedy, J., concurring in judgment). Both 
Courts also heard criticisms of Austin from parties or amici. See Brief 
for Appellants Chamber of Commerce of the United States et al., O. T. 
2003, No. 02–1756, p. 35, n. 22; Reply Brief for Appellants/Cross-Appellees 
Senator Mitch McConnell et al., O. T. 2003, No. 02–1674, pp. 13–14; Brief 
for Pacific Legal Foundation as Amicus Curiae in FEC v. Beaumont, O. T. 
2002, No. 02–403, passim. If this does not qualify as reaffirmation of a 
precedent, then I do not know what would. 
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of millions of dollars of their general funds to pay for these 
ads.” Id., at 127. Congress passed § 203 to address this cir­
cumvention, prohibiting corporations and unions from using 
general treasury funds for electioneering communications 
that “refe[r] to a clearly identified candidate,” whether or not 
those communications use the magic words. 2 U. S. C. 
§ 434(f)(3)(A)(i)(I). 

When we asked in McConnell “whether a compelling gov­
ernmental interest justifie[d]” § 203, we found the question 
“easily answered”: “We have repeatedly sustained legislation 
aimed at ‘the corrosive and distorting effects of immense ag­
gregations of wealth that are accumulated with the help of 
the corporate form and that have little or no correlation to 
the public’s support for the corporation’s political ideas.’ ” 
540 U. S., at 205 (quoting Austin, 494 U. S., at 660). These 
precedents “represent respect for the legislative judgment 
that the special characteristics of the corporate structure re­
quire particularly careful regulation.” 540 U. S., at 205 (in­
ternal quotation marks omitted). “Moreover, recent cases 
have recognized that certain restrictions on corporate elec­
toral involvement permissibly hedge against ‘ “circumvention 
of [valid] contribution limits.” ’ ” Ibid. (quoting Beaumont, 
539 U. S., at 155, in turn quoting FEC v. Colorado Republi­
can Federal Campaign Comm., 533 U. S. 431, 456, and n. 18 
(2001) (Colorado II); alteration in original). BCRA, we 
found, is faithful to the compelling governmental interests in 
“ ‘preserving the integrity of the electoral process, prevent­
ing corruption, . . . sustaining the active, alert responsibility 
of the individual citizen in a democracy for the wise conduct 
of the government,’ ” and maintaining “ ‘the individual citi­
zen’s confidence in government.’ ” 540 U. S., at 206–207, 
n. 88 (quoting Bellotti, 435 U. S., at 788–789; some internal 
quotation marks and brackets omitted). What made the an­
swer even easier than it might have been otherwise was the 
option to form PACs, which give corporations, at the least, 
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“a constitutionally sufficient opportunity to engage in” inde­
pendent expenditures. 540 U. S., at 203. 

3. Buckley and Bellotti 

Against this extensive background of congressional reg­
ulation of corporate campaign spending, and our repeated 
affirmation of this regulation as constitutionally sound, the 
majority dismisses Austin as “a significant departure from 
ancient First Amendment principles,” ante, at 319 (internal 
quotation marks omitted). How does the majority attempt 
to justify this claim? Selected passages from two cases, 
Buckley, 424 U. S. 1, and Bellotti, 435 U. S. 765, do all of the 
work. In the Court’s view, Buckley and Bellotti decisively 
rejected the possibility of distinguishing corporations from 
natural persons in the 1970’s; it just so happens that in every 
single case in which the Court has reviewed campaign fi­
nance legislation in the decades since, the majority failed to 
grasp this truth. The Federal Congress and dozens of state 
legislatures, we now know, have been similarly deluded. 

The majority emphasizes Buckley’s statement that “ ‘[t]he 
concept that government may restrict the speech of some 
elements of our society in order to enhance the relative voice 
of others is wholly foreign to the First Amendment.’ ” 
Ante, at 349–350 (quoting 424 U. S., at 48–49); ante, at 379 
(opinion of Roberts, C. J.). But this elegant phrase cannot 
bear the weight that our colleagues have placed on it. For 
one thing, the Constitution does, in fact, permit numerous 
“restrictions on the speech of some in order to prevent a few 
from drowning out the many”: for example, restrictions on 
ballot access and on legislators’ floor time. Nixon v. Shrink 
Missouri Government PAC, 528 U. S. 377, 402 (2000) 
(Breyer, J., concurring). For another, the Buckley Court 
used this line in evaluating “the ancillary governmental in­
terest in equalizing the relative ability of individuals and 
groups to influence the outcome of elections.” 424 U. S., 
at 48. It is not apparent why this is relevant to the case 
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before us. The majority suggests that Austin rests on the 
foreign concept of speech equalization, ante, at 350; ante, at 
379–381 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.), but we made it clear in 
Austin (as in several cases before and since) that a restric­
tion on the way corporations spend their money is no mere 
exercise in disfavoring the voice of some elements of our so­
ciety in preference to others. Indeed, we expressly ruled 
that the compelling interest supporting Michigan’s statute 
was not one of “ ‘equaliz[ing] the relative influence of speak­
ers on elections,’ ” Austin, 494 U. S., at 660 (quoting id., at 
705 (Kennedy, J., dissenting)), but rather the need to confront 
the distinctive corrupting potential of corporate electoral 
advocacy financed by general treasury dollars, id., at 659–660. 

For that matter, it should go without saying that when we 
made this statement in Buckley, we could not have been 
casting doubt on the restriction on corporate expenditures 
in candidate elections, which had not been challenged as “for­
eign to the First Amendment,” ante, at 350 (quoting Buckley, 
424 U. S., at 49), or for any other reason. Buckley’s inde­
pendent expenditure analysis was focused on a very different 
statutory provision, 18 U. S. C. § 608(e)(1) (1970 ed., Supp. V). 
It is implausible to think, as the majority suggests, ante, at 
346, that Buckley covertly invalidated FECA’s separate cor­
porate and union campaign expenditure restriction, § 610 
(now codified at 2 U. S. C. § 441b), even though that restric­
tion had been on the books for decades before Buckley and 
would remain on the books, undisturbed, for decades after. 

The case on which the majority places even greater weight 
than Buckley, however, is Bellotti, 435 U. S. 765, claiming it 
“could not have been clearer” that Bellotti’s holding forbade 
distinctions between corporate and individual expenditures 
like the one at issue here, ante, at 346. The Court’s reliance 
is odd. The only thing about Bellotti that could not be 
clearer is that it declined to adopt the majority’s position. 
Bellotti ruled, in an explicit limitation on the scope of its 
holding, that “our consideration of a corporation’s right to 
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speak on issues of general public interest implies no compa­
rable right in the quite different context of participation in 
a political campaign for election to public office.” 435 U. S., 
at 788, n. 26; see also id., at 787–788 (acknowledging that the 
interests in preserving public confidence in Government and 
protecting dissenting shareholders may be “weighty . . . in 
the context of partisan candidate elections”). Bellotti, in 
other words, did not touch the question presented in Austin 
and McConnell, and the opinion squarely disavowed the 
proposition for which the majority cites it. 

The majority attempts to explain away the distinction Bel­
lotti drew—between general corporate speech and campaign 
speech intended to promote or prevent the election of specific 
candidates for office—as inconsistent with the rest of the 
opinion and with Buckley. Ante, at 347, 357–360. Yet the 
basis for this distinction is perfectly coherent: The anticor­
ruption interests that animate regulations of corporate par­
ticipation in candidate elections, the “importance” of which 
“has never been doubted,” 435 U. S., at 788, n. 26, do not 
apply equally to regulations of corporate participation in ref­
erenda. A referendum cannot owe a political debt to a cor­
poration, seek to curry favor with a corporation, or fear the 
corporation’s retaliation. Cf. Austin, 494 U. S., at 678 (Ste­

vens, J., concurring); Citizens Against Rent Control/Coali­
tion for Fair Housing v. Berkeley, 454 U. S. 290, 299 (1981). 
The majority likewise overlooks the fact that, over the past 
30 years, our cases have repeatedly recognized the candi­
date/issue distinction. See, e. g., Austin, 494 U. S., at 659; 
NCPAC, 470 U. S., at 495–496; FCC v. League of Women Vot­
ers of Cal.,  468 U. S. 364, 371, n. 9 (1984); NRWC, 459 U. S., 
at 210, n. 7. The Court’s critique of Bellotti’s footnote 26 
puts it in the strange position of trying to elevate Bellotti to 
canonical status, while simultaneously disparaging a critical 
piece of its analysis as unsupported and irreconcilable with 
Buckley. Bellotti, apparently, is both the font of all wisdom 
and internally incoherent. 
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The Bellotti Court confronted a dramatically different fac­
tual situation from the one that confronts us in this case: a 
state statute that barred business corporations’ expenditures 
on some referenda but not others. Specifically, the statute 
barred a business corporation “from making contributions or 
expenditures ‘for the purpose of . . . influencing or affecting 
the vote on any question submitted to the voters, other than 
one materially affecting any of the property, business or 
assets of the corporation,’ ” 435 U. S., at 768 (quoting Mass. 
Gen. Laws Ann., ch. 55, § 8 (West Supp. 1977); alteration in 
original), and it went so far as to provide that referenda re­
lated to income taxation would not “ ‘be deemed materially 
to affect the property, business or assets of the corpora­
tion,’ ” 435 U. S., at 768. As might be guessed, the legisla­
ture had enacted this statute in order to limit corporate 
speech on a proposed state constitutional amendment to 
authorize a graduated income tax. The statute was a 
transparent attempt to prevent corporations from spending 
money to defeat this amendment, which was favored by a 
majority of legislators but had been repeatedly rejected by 
the voters. See id., at 769–770, and n. 3. We said that 
“where, as here, the legislature’s suppression of speech sug­
gests an attempt to give one side of a debatable public ques­
tion an advantage in expressing its views to the people, the 
First Amendment is plainly offended.” Id., at 785–786 (foot­
note omitted). 

Bellotti thus involved a viewpoint-discriminatory statute, 
created to effect a particular policy outcome. Even Justice 
Rehnquist, in dissent, had to acknowledge that “a very per­
suasive argument could be made that the [Massachusetts 
Legislature], desiring to impose a personal income tax but 
more than once defeated in that desire by the combination 
of the Commonwealth’s referendum provision and corporate 
expenditures in opposition to such a tax, simply decided to 
muzzle corporations on this sort of issue so that it could suc­
ceed in its desire.” Id., at 827, n. 6. To make matters 
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worse, the law at issue did not make any allowance for corpo­
rations to spend money through PACs. Id., at 768, n. 2 
(opinion of the Court). This really was a complete ban on a 
specific, preidentified subject. See MCFL, 479 U. S., at 259, 
n. 12 (stating that 2 U. S. C. § 441b’s expenditure restriction 
“is of course distinguishable from the complete foreclosure 
of any opportunity for political speech that we invalidated in 
the state referendum context in . . .  Bellotti” (emphasis 
added)). 

The majority grasps a quotational straw from Bellotti, 
that speech does not fall entirely outside the protection of 
the First Amendment merely because it comes from a corpo­
ration. Ante, at 346–347. Of course not, but no one sug­
gests the contrary, and neither Austin nor McConnell held 
otherwise. They held that even though the expenditures at 
issue were subject to First Amendment scrutiny, the restric­
tions on those expenditures were justified by a compelling 
state interest. See McConnell, 540 U. S., at 205; Austin, 494 
U. S., at 658, 660. We acknowledged in Bellotti that numer­
ous “interests of the highest importance” can justify cam­
paign finance regulation. 435 U. S., at 788–789. But we 
found no evidence that these interests were served by the 
Massachusetts law. Id., at 789. We left open the possibility 
that our decision might have been different if there had been 
“record or legislative findings that corporate advocacy 
threatened imminently to undermine democratic processes, 
thereby denigrating rather than serving First Amendment 
interests.” Ibid. 

Austin and McConnell, then, sit perfectly well with Bel­
lotti. Indeed, all six Members of the Austin majority had 
been on the Court at the time of Bellotti, and none so much 
as hinted in Austin that they saw any tension between the 
decisions. The difference between the cases is not that Aus­
tin and McConnell rejected First Amendment protection for 
corporations whereas Bellotti accepted it. The difference is 
that the statute at issue in Bellotti smacked of viewpoint 
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discrimination, targeted one class of corporations, and pro­
vided no PAC option; and the State has a greater interest in 
regulating independent corporate expenditures on candidate 
elections than on referenda, because in a functioning democ­
racy the public must have faith that its representatives owe 
their positions to the people, not to the corporations with the 
deepest pockets. 

* * * 

In sum, over the course of the past century Congress has 
demonstrated a recurrent need to regulate corporate partici­
pation in candidate elections to “ ‘[p]reserv[e] the integrity 
of the electoral process, preven[t] corruption, . . .  sustai[n] 
the active, alert responsibility of the individual citizen,’ ” 
protect the expressive interests of shareholders, and “ ‘[p]re­
serv[e] . . . the individual citizen’s confidence in govern­
ment.’ ” McConnell, 540 U. S., at 206–207, n. 88 (quoting 
Bellotti, 435 U. S., at 788–789; first alteration in original). 
These understandings provided the combined impetus be­
hind the Tillman Act in 1907, see Automobile Workers, 352 
U. S., at 570–575, the Taft-Hartley Act in 1947, see WRTL, 
551 U. S., at 511 (Souter, J., dissenting), FECA in 1971, see 
NRWC, 459 U. S., at 209–210, and BCRA in 2002, see McCon­
nell, 540 U. S., at 126–132. Continuously for over 100 years, 
this line of “[c]ampaign finance reform has been a series of 
reactions to documented threats to electoral integrity obvi­
ous to any voter, posed by large sums of money from corpo­
rate or union treasuries.” WRTL, 551 U. S., at 522 (Souter, 
J., dissenting). Time and again, we have recognized these 
realities in approving measures that Congress and the States 
have taken. None of the cases the majority cites is to the 
contrary. The only thing new about Austin was the dissent, 
with its stunning failure to appreciate the legitimacy of inter­
ests recognized in the name of democratic integrity since the 
days of the Progressives. 
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IV 

Having explained why this is not an appropriate case in 
which to revisit Austin and McConnell and why these deci­
sions sit perfectly well with “First Amendment principles,” 
ante, at 319, 363, I come at last to the interests that are at 
stake. The majority recognizes that Austin and McConnell 
may be defended on anticorruption, antidistortion, and 
shareholder protection rationales. Ante, at 348–362. It 
badly errs both in explaining the nature of these rationales, 
which overlap and complement each other, and in applying 
them to the case at hand. 

The Anticorruption Interest 

Undergirding the majority’s approach to the merits is the 
claim that the only “sufficiently important governmental in­
terest in preventing corruption or the appearance of corrup­
tion” is one that is “limited to quid pro quo corruption.” 
Ante, at 359. This is the same “crabbed view of corruption” 
that was espoused by Justice Kennedy in McConnell and 
squarely rejected by the Court in that case. 540 U. S., at 
152. While it is true that we have not always spoken about 
corruption in a clear or consistent voice, the approach taken 
by the majority cannot be right, in my judgment. It disre­
gards our constitutional history and the fundamental de­
mands of a democratic society. 

On numerous occasions we have recognized Congress’ le­
gitimate interest in preventing the money that is spent on 
elections from exerting an “ ‘undue influence on an office­
holder’s judgment’ ” and from creating “ ‘the appearance of 
such influence,’ ” beyond the sphere of quid pro quo relation­
ships. Id., at 150; see also, e. g., id., at 143–144, 152–154; 
Colorado II, 533 U. S., at 441; Shrink Missouri, 528 U. S., at 
389. Corruption can take many forms. Bribery may be the 
paradigm case. But the difference between selling a vote 
and selling access is a matter of degree, not kind. And sell­
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ing access is not qualitatively different from giving special 
preference to those who spent money on one’s behalf. Cor­
ruption operates along a spectrum, and the majority’s appar­
ent belief that quid pro quo arrangements can be neatly de­
marcated from other improper influences does not accord 
with the theory or reality of politics. It certainly does not 
accord with the record Congress developed in passing 
BCRA, a record that stands as a remarkable testament to 
the energy and ingenuity with which corporations, unions, 
lobbyists, and politicians may go about scratching each 
other’s backs—and which amply supported Congress’ deter­
mination to target a limited set of especially destructive 
practices. 

The District Court that adjudicated the initial challenge to 
BCRA pored over this record. In a careful analysis, Judge 
Kollar-Kotelly made numerous findings about the corrupting 
consequences of corporate and union independent expendi­
tures in the years preceding BCRA’s passage. See McCon­
nell, 251 F. Supp. 2d, at 555–560, 622–625; see also id., at 
804–805, 813, n. 143 (Leon, J.) (indicating agreement). As 
summarized in her own words: 

“The factual findings of the Court illustrate that cor­
porations and labor unions routinely notify Members of 
Congress as soon as they air electioneering communica­
tions relevant to the Members’ elections. The record 
also indicates that Members express appreciation to or­
ganizations for the airing of these election-related ad­
vertisements. Indeed, Members of Congress are par­
ticularly grateful when negative issue advertisements 
are run by these organizations, leaving the candidates 
free to run positive advertisements and be seen as 
‘above the fray.’ Political consultants testify that cam­
paigns are quite aware of who is running advertisements 
on the candidate’s behalf, when they are being run, and 
where they are being run. Likewise, a prominent lob­
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byist testifies that these organizations use issue ad­
vocacy as a means to influence various Members of 
Congress. 

“The Findings also demonstrate that Members of Con­
gress seek to have corporations and unions run these 
advertisements on their behalf. The Findings show 
that Members suggest that corporations or individuals 
make donations to interest groups with the understand­
ing that the money contributed to these groups will 
assist the Member in a campaign. After the elec­
tion, these organizations often seek credit for their 
support. . . . Finally, a  large majority of Americans (80%) 
are of the view that corporations and other organiza­
tions that engage in electioneering communications, 
which benefit specific elected officials, receive special 
consideration from those officials when matters arise 
that affect these corporations and organizations.” Id., 
at 623–624 (citations and footnote omitted). 

Many of the relationships of dependency found by Judge 
Kollar-Kotelly seemed to have a quid pro quo basis, but 
other arrangements were more subtle. Her analysis shows 
the great difficulty in delimiting the precise scope of the quid 
pro quo category, as well as the adverse consequences that 
all such arrangements may have. There are threats of cor­
ruption that are far more destructive to a democratic society 
than the odd bribe. Yet the majority’s understanding of cor­
ruption would leave lawmakers impotent to address all but 
the most discrete abuses. 

Our “undue influence” cases have allowed the American 
people to cast a wider net through legislative experiments 
designed to ensure, to some minimal extent, “that office­
holders will decide issues . . . on the  merits or the  desires of 
their constituencies,” and not “according to the wishes of 
those who have made large financial contributions”—or ex­
penditures—“valued by the officeholder.” McConnell, 540 
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U. S., at 153.63 When private interests are seen to exert 
outsized control over officeholders solely on account of the 
money spent on (or withheld from) their campaigns, the re­
sult can depart so thoroughly “from what is pure or correct” 
in the conduct of Government, Webster’s Third New Interna­
tional Dictionary 512 (1966) (defining “corruption”), that it 
amounts to a “subversion . . . of the . .  .  electoral process,” 
Automobile Workers, 352 U. S., at 575. At stake in the leg­
islative efforts to address this threat is therefore not only 
the legitimacy and quality of Government but also the pub­
lic’s faith therein, not only “the capacity of this democracy 
to represent its constituents [but also] the confidence of its 
citizens in their capacity to govern themselves,” WRTL, 
551 U. S., at 507 (Souter, J., dissenting). “Take away Con­
gress’ authority to regulate the appearance of undue influ­
ence and ‘the cynical assumption that large donors call the 
tune could jeopardize the willingness of voters to take part 
in democratic governance.’ ” McConnell, 540 U. S., at 144 
(quoting Shrink Missouri, 528 U. S., at 390).64 

63 Cf. Nixon v. Shrink Missouri Government PAC, 528 U. S. 377, 389 
(2000) (recognizing “the broader threat from politicians too compliant with 
the wishes of large contributors”). Though discrete in scope, these exper­
iments must impose some meaningful limits if they are to have a chance 
at functioning effectively and preserving the public’s trust. “Even if it 
occurs only occasionally, the potential for such undue influence is manifest. 
And unlike straight cash-for-votes transactions, such corruption is neither 
easily detected nor practical to criminalize.” McConnell, 540 U. S., at 
153. There should be nothing controversial about the proposition that the 
influence being targeted is “undue.” In a democracy, officeholders should 
not make public decisions with the aim of placating a financial benefactor, 
except to the extent that the benefactor is seen as representative of a 
larger constituency or its arguments are seen as especially persuasive. 

64 The majority declares by fiat that the appearance of undue influence 
by high-spending corporations “will not cause the electorate to lose faith 
in our democracy.” Ante, at 360. The electorate itself has consistently 
indicated otherwise, both in opinion polls, see McConnell v. FEC, 251 
F. Supp. 2d 176, 557–558, 623–624 (DC 2003) (opinion of Kollar-Kotelly, J.), 
and in the laws its representatives have passed, and our colleagues have 
no basis for elevating their own optimism into a tenet of constitutional law. 
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The cluster of interrelated interests threatened by such 
undue influence and its appearance has been well captured 
under the rubric of “democratic integrity.” WRTL, 551 
U. S., at 522 (Souter, J., dissenting). This value has under­
lined a century of state and federal efforts to regulate the 
role of corporations in the electoral process.65 

Unlike the majority’s myopic focus on quid pro quo scenar­
ios and the free-floating “First Amendment principles” on 
which it rests so much weight, ante, at 319, 363, this broader 
understanding of corruption has deep roots in the Nation’s 
history. “During debates on the earliest [campaign finance] 
reform acts, the terms ‘corruption’ and ‘undue influence’ 
were used nearly interchangeably.” Pasquale, Reclaiming 
Egalitarianism in the Political Theory of Campaign Finance 
Reform, 2008 U. Ill. L. Rev. 599, 601. Long before Buckley, 
we appreciated that “[t]o say that Congress is without power 
to pass appropriate legislation to safeguard . . . an election 
from the improper use of money to influence the result is to 
deny to the nation in a vital particular the power of self 
protection.” Burroughs v. United States, 290 U. S. 534, 545 
(1934). And whereas we have no evidence to support the 
notion that the Framers would have wanted corporations to 
have the same rights as natural persons in the electoral con­
text, we have ample evidence to suggest that they would 

65 Quite distinct from the interest in preventing improper influences on 
the electoral process, I have long believed that “a number of [other] pur­
poses, both legitimate and substantial, may justify the imposition of rea­
sonable limitations on the expenditures permitted during the course of 
any single campaign.” Davis v. FEC, 554 U. S. 724, 751 (2008) (opinion 
concurring in part and dissenting in part). In my judgment, such limita­
tions may be justified to the extent they are tailored to “improving the 
quality of the exposition of ideas” that voters receive, ibid., “free[ing] can­
didates and their staffs from the interminable burden of fundraising,” ibid. 
(internal quotation marks omitted), and “protect[ing] equal access to the 
political arena,” Randall v. Sorrell, 548 U. S. 230, 278 (2006) (Stevens, J., 
dissenting) (internal quotation marks omitted). I continue to adhere to 
these beliefs, but they have not been briefed by the parties or amici in 
this case, and their soundness is immaterial to its proper disposition. 
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have been appalled by the evidence of corruption that Con­
gress unearthed in developing BCRA and that the Court 
today discounts to irrelevance. It is fair to say that “[t]he 
Framers were obsessed with corruption,” Teachout 348, 
which they understood to encompass the dependency of pub­
lic officeholders on private interests, see id., at 373–374; see 
also Randall, 548 U. S., at 280 (Stevens, J., dissenting). 
They discussed corruption “more often in the Constitutional 
Convention than factions, violence, or instability.” Teachout 
352. When they brought our constitutional order into being, 
the Framers had their minds trained on a threat to republi­
can self-government that this Court has lost sight of. 

Quid Pro Quo Corruption 

There is no need to take my side in the debate over the 
scope of the anticorruption interest to see that the Court’s 
merits holding is wrong. Even under the majority’s 
“crabbed view of corruption,” McConnell, 540 U. S., at 152, 
the Government should not lose this case. 

“The importance of the governmental interest in prevent­
ing [corruption through the creation of political debts] has 
never been doubted.” Bellotti, 435 U. S., at 788, n. 26. 
Even in the cases that have construed the anticorruption in­
terest most narrowly, we have never suggested that such 
quid pro quo debts must take the form of outright vote buy­
ing or bribes, which have long been distinct crimes. Rather, 
they encompass the myriad ways in which outside parties 
may induce an officeholder to confer a legislative benefit in 
direct response to, or anticipation of, some outlay of money 
the parties have made or will make on behalf of the office­
holder. See McConnell, 540 U. S., at 143 (“We have not lim­
ited [the anticorruption] interest to the elimination of cash­
for-votes exchanges. In Buckley, we expressly rejected the 
argument that antibribery laws provided a less restrictive 
alternative to FECA’s contribution limits, noting that such 
laws ‘deal[t] with only the most blatant and specific attempts 
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of those with money to influence governmental action’ ” 
(quoting 424 U. S., at 28; alteration in original)). It has like­
wise never been doubted that “[o]f almost equal concern as 
the danger of actual quid pro quo arrangements is the impact 
of the appearance of corruption.” Id., at 27. Congress may 
“legitimately conclude that the avoidance of the appearance 
of improper influence is also critical . . . if confidence in the 
system of representative Government is not to be eroded to 
a disastrous extent.” Ibid. (internal quotation marks omit­
ted; alteration in original). A democracy cannot function ef­
fectively when its constituent members believe laws are 
being bought and sold. 

In theory, our colleagues accept this much. As applied to 
BCRA § 203, however, they conclude “[t]he anticorrup­
tion interest is not sufficient to displace the speech here in 
question.” Ante, at 357. 

Although the Court suggests that Buckley compels its con­
clusion, ante, at 356–360, Buckley cannot sustain this read­
ing. It is true that, in evaluating FECA’s ceiling on inde­
pendent expenditures by all persons, the Buckley Court 
found the governmental interest in preventing corruption 
“inadequate.” 424 U. S., at 45. But Buckley did not evalu­
ate corporate expenditures specifically, nor did it rule out the 
possibility that a future Court might find otherwise. The 
opinion reasoned that an expenditure limitation covering 
only express advocacy (i. e., magic words) would likely be 
ineffectual, ibid., a problem that Congress tackled in BCRA, 
and it concluded that “the independent advocacy restricted 
by [FECA § 608(e)(1)] does not presently appear to pose 
dangers of real or apparent corruption comparable to those 
identified with large campaign contributions,” id., at 46 
(emphasis added). Buckley expressly contemplated that an 
anticorruption rationale might justify restrictions on inde­
pendent expenditures at a later date, “because it may be 
that, in some circumstances, ‘large independent expenditures 
pose the same dangers of actual or apparent quid pro quo 
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arrangements as do large contributions.’ ” WRTL, 551 U. S., 
at 478 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.) (quoting Buckley, 424 U. S., 
at 45). Certainly Buckley did not foreclose this possibility 
with respect to electioneering communications made with 
corporate general treasury funds, an issue the Court had no 
occasion to consider. 

The Austin Court did not rest its holding on quid pro quo 
corruption, as it found the broader corruption implicated by 
the antidistortion and shareholder protection rationales a 
sufficient basis for Michigan’s restriction on corporate elec­
tioneering. 494 U. S., at 658–660. Concurring in that opin­
ion, I took the position that “the danger of either the fact, 
or the appearance, of quid pro quo relationships [also] pro­
vides an adequate justification for state regulation” of these 
independent expenditures. Id., at 678. I did not see this 
position as inconsistent with Buckley’s analysis of individual 
expenditures. Corporations, as a class, tend to be more at­
tuned to the complexities of the legislative process and more 
directly affected by tax and appropriations measures that 
receive little public scrutiny; they also have vastly more 
money with which to try to buy access and votes. See Supp. 
Brief for Appellee 17 (stating that the Fortune 100 compa­
nies earned revenues of $13.1 trillion during the last elec­
tion cycle). Business corporations must engage the political 
process in instrumental terms if they are to maximize share­
holder value. The unparalleled resources, professional lob­
byists, and single-minded focus they bring to this effort, 
I believed, make quid pro quo corruption and its appearance 
inherently more likely when they (or their conduits or trade 
groups) spend unrestricted sums on elections. 

It is with regret rather than satisfaction that I can now 
say that time has borne out my concerns. The legislative 
and judicial proceedings relating to BCRA generated a sub­
stantial body of evidence suggesting that, as corporations 
grew more and more adept at crafting “issue ads” to help 
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or harm a particular candidate, these nominally independent 
expenditures began to corrupt the political process in a very 
direct sense. The sponsors of these ads were routinely 
granted special access after the campaign was over; “candi­
dates and officials knew who their friends were,” McConnell, 
540 U. S., at 129. Many corporate independent expendi­
tures, it seemed, had become essentially interchangeable 
with direct contributions in their capacity to generate quid 
pro quo arrangements. In an age in which money and tele­
vision ads are the coin of the campaign realm, it is hardly 
surprising that corporations deployed these ads to curry 
favor with, and to gain influence over, public officials. 

The majority appears to think it decisive that the BCRA 
record does not contain “direct examples of votes being ex­
changed for . . .  expenditures.” Ante, at 360 (internal quota­
tion marks omitted). It would have been quite remarkable 
if Congress had created a record detailing such behavior by 
its own Members. Proving that a specific vote was ex­
changed for a specific expenditure has always been next to 
impossible: Elected officials have diverse motivations, and no 
one will acknowledge that he sold a vote. Yet, even if “[i]n­
gratiation and access . . . are not corruption” themselves, 
ibid., they are necessary prerequisites to it; they can create 
both the opportunity for, and the appearance of, quid pro 
quo arrangements. The influx of unlimited corporate money 
into the electoral realm also creates new opportunities for 
the mirror image of quid pro quo deals: threats, both explicit 
and implicit. Starting today, corporations with large war 
chests to deploy on electioneering may find democratically 
elected bodies becoming much more attuned to their inter­
ests. The majority both misreads the facts and draws the 
wrong conclusions when it suggests that the BCRA record 
provides “only scant evidence that independent expenditures 
. . . ingratiate,” and that, “in any event,” none of it matters. 
Ibid. 
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In her analysis of the record, Judge Kollar-Kotelly docu­
mented the pervasiveness of this ingratiation and explained 
its significance under the majority’s own touchstone for de­
fining the scope of the anticorruption rationale, Buckley. 
See McConnell, 251 F. Supp. 2d, at 555–560, 622–625. Wit­
nesses explained how political parties and candidates used 
corporate independent expenditures to circumvent FECA’s 
“hard-money” limitations. See, e. g., id., at 478–479. One 
former Senator candidly admitted to the District Court that 
“ ‘[c]andidates whose campaigns benefit from [phony “issue 
ads”] greatly appreciate the help of these groups. In fact, 
Members will also be favorably disposed to those who finance 
these groups when they later seek access to discuss pending 
legislation.’ ” Id., at 556 (quoting declaration of Sen. Dale 
Bumpers). One prominent lobbyist went so far as to state, 
in uncontroverted testimony, that “ ‘unregulated expendi­
tures—whether soft money donations to the parties or issue 
ad campaigns—can sometimes generate far more influence 
than direct campaign contributions.’ ” Ibid. (quoting decla­
ration of Wright Andrews; emphasis added). In sum, Judge 
Kollar-Kotelly found, “[t]he record powerfully demonstrates 
that electioneering communications paid for with the general 
treasury funds of labor unions and corporations endears 
those entities to elected officials in a way that could be per­
ceived by the public as corrupting.” Id., at 622–623. She 
concluded that the Government’s interest in preventing the 
appearance of corruption, as that concept was defined in 
Buckley, was itself sufficient to uphold BCRA § 203. 251 
F. Supp. 2d, at 622–625. Judge Leon agreed. See id., at 
804–805 (dissenting only with respect to the Wellstone 
Amendment’s coverage of MCFL corporations). 

When the McConnell Court affirmed the judgment of the 
District Court regarding § 203, we did not rest our holding 
on a narrow notion of quid pro quo corruption. Instead we 
relied on the governmental interest in combating the unique 
forms of corruption threatened by corporations, as recog­
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nized in Austin’s antidistortion and shareholder protection 
rationales, 540 U. S., at 205 (citing Austin, 494 U. S., at 660), 
as well as the interest in preventing circumvention of contri­
bution limits, 540 U. S., at 128–129, 205, 206, n. 88. Had we 
felt constrained by the view of today’s Court that quid pro 
quo corruption and its appearance are the only interests that 
count in this field, ante, at 348–362, we of course would have 
looked closely at that issue. And as the analysis by Judge 
Kollar-Kotelly reflects, it is a very real possibility that we 
would have found one or both of those interests satisfied and 
§ 203 appropriately tailored to them. 

The majority’s rejection of the Buckley anticorruption ra­
tionale on the ground that independent corporate expendi­
tures “do not give rise to [quid pro quo] corruption or the 
appearance of corruption,” ante, at 357, is thus unfair as well 
as unreasonable. Congress and outside experts have gener­
ated significant evidence corroborating this rationale, and 
the only reason we do not have any of the relevant materials 
before us is that the Government had no reason to develop a 
record at trial for a facial challenge the plaintiff had aban­
doned. The Court cannot both sua sponte choose to reliti­
gate McConnell on appeal and then complain that the 
Government has failed to substantiate its case. If our 
colleagues were really serious about the interest in prevent­
ing quid pro quo corruption, they would remand to the 
District Court with instructions to commence evidentiary 
proceedings.66 

66 In fact, the notion that the “electioneering communications” covered 
by § 203 can breed quid pro quo corruption or the appearance of such 
corruption has only become more plausible since we decided McConnell. 
Recall that The Chief Justice’s controlling opinion in WRTL subse­
quently limited BCRA’s definition of “electioneering communications” to 
those that are “susceptible of no reasonable interpretation other than as 
an appeal to vote for or against a specific candidate.” 551 U. S., at 470. 
The upshot was that after WRTL, a corporate or union expenditure could 
be regulated under § 203 only if everyone would understand it as an en­
dorsement of or attack on a particular candidate for office. It does not 
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The insight that even technically independent expendi­
tures can be corrupting in much the same way as direct con­
tributions is bolstered by our decision last year in Caperton 
v. A. T. Massey Coal Co., 556 U. S. 868 (2009). In that case, 
Don Blankenship, the chief executive officer of a corporation 
with a lawsuit pending before the West Virginia high court, 
spent large sums on behalf of a particular candidate, Brent 
Benjamin, running for a seat on that court. “In addition 
to contributing the $1,000 statutory maximum to Benjamin’s 
campaign committee, Blankenship donated almost $2.5 mil­
lion to ‘And For The Sake Of The Kids,’ ” a § 527 corporation 
that ran ads targeting Benjamin’s opponent. Id., at 873. 
“This was not all. Blankenship spent, in addition, just over 
$500,000 on independent expenditures . . . ‘ “to support . . . 
Brent Benjamin.” ’ ” Ibid. (second alteration in original). 
Applying its common sense, this Court accepted petitioners’ 
argument that Blankenship’s “pivotal role in getting Justice 
Benjamin elected created a constitutionally intolerable prob­
ability of actual bias” when Benjamin later declined to recuse 
himself from the appeal by Blankenship’s corporation. Id., 
at 882. “Though n[o] . . . bribe or  criminal influence” was 
involved, we recognized that “Justice Benjamin would never­
theless feel a debt of gratitude to Blankenship for his ex­
traordinary efforts to get him elected.” Ibid. “The diffi­
culties of inquiring into actual bias,” we further noted, 
“simply underscore the need for objective rules,” id., at 
883—rules which will perforce turn on the appearance of 
bias rather than its actual existence. 

In Caperton, then, we accepted the premise that, at least 
in some circumstances, independent expenditures on candi­
date elections will raise an intolerable specter of quid pro 
quo corruption. Indeed, this premise struck the Court as 
so intuitive that it repeatedly referred to Blankenship’s 
spending on behalf of Benjamin—spending that consisted of 

take much imagination to perceive why this type of advocacy might be 
especially apt to look like or amount to a deal or a threat. 
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99.97% independent expenditures ($3 million) and 0.03% di­
rect contributions ($1,000)—as a “contribution.” See, e. g., 
id., at 872 (“The basis for the [recusal] motion was that the 
justice had received campaign contributions in an extraordi­
nary amount from” Blankenship); id., at 873 (referencing 
“Blankenship’s $3 million in contributions”); id., at 884 
(“Blankenship contributed some $3 million to unseat the in­
cumbent and replace him with Benjamin”); id., at 885 (“Blan­
kenship’s campaign contributions . . . had a significant and 
disproportionate influence on the electoral outcome”). The 
reason the Court so thoroughly conflated expenditures and 
contributions, one assumes, is that it realized that some ex­
penditures may be functionally equivalent to contributions 
in the way they influence the outcome of a race, the way they 
are interpreted by the candidates and the public, and the 
way they taint the decisions that the officeholder thereafter 
takes. 

Caperton is illuminating in several additional respects. It 
underscores the old insight that, on account of the extreme 
difficulty of proving corruption, “prophylactic measures, 
reaching some [campaign spending] not corrupt in purpose 
or effect, [may be] nonetheless required to guard against cor­
ruption.” Buckley, 424 U. S., at 30; see also Shrink Mis­
souri, 528 U. S., at 392, n. 5. It underscores that “certain 
restrictions on corporate electoral involvement” may like­
wise be needed to “hedge against circumvention of valid con­
tribution limits.” McConnell, 540 U. S., at 205 (internal 
quotation marks and brackets omitted); see also Colorado II, 
533 U. S., at 456 (“[A]ll Members of the Court agree that 
circumvention is a valid theory of corruption”). It under­
scores that for-profit corporations associated with election­
eering communications will often prefer to use nonprofit con­
duits with “misleading names,” such as And For The Sake 
Of The Kids, “to conceal their identity” as the sponsor of 
those communications, thereby frustrating the utility of dis­
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closure laws. McConnell, 540 U. S., at 128; see also id., at 
196–197. 

And it underscores that the consequences of today’s hold­
ing will not be limited to the legislative or executive context. 
The majority of the States select their judges through popu­
lar elections. At a time when concerns about the conduct of 
judicial elections have reached a fever pitch, see, e. g., O’Con­
nor, Justice for Sale, Wall St. Journal, Nov. 15, 2007, p. A25; 
Brief for Justice at Stake et al. as Amici Curiae 2, the Court 
today unleashes the floodgates of corporate and union gen­
eral treasury spending in these races. Perhaps “Caperton 
motions” will catch some of the worst abuses. This will be 
small comfort to those States that, after today, may no longer 
have the ability to place modest limits on corporate election­
eering even if they believe such limits to be critical to main­
taining the integrity of their judicial systems. 

Deference and Incumbent Self-Protection 

Rather than show any deference to a coordinate branch 
of Government, the majority thus rejects the anticorruption 
rationale without serious analysis.67 Today’s opinion pro­
vides no clear rationale for being so dismissive of Congress, 
but the prior individual opinions on which it relies have 
offered one: the incentives of the legislators who passed 
BCRA. Section 203, our colleagues have suggested, may be 
little more than “an incumbency protection plan,” McCon­
nell, 540 U. S., at 306 (Kennedy, J., concurring in judgment 
in part and dissenting in part); see also id., at 249–250, 260– 
263 (Scalia, J., concurring in part, concurring in judgment 
in part, and dissenting in part), a disreputable attempt at 
legislative self-dealing rather than an earnest effort to facili­
tate First Amendment values and safeguard the legitimacy 

67 “We must give weight” and “due deference” to Congress’ efforts to 
dispel corruption, the Court states at one point. Ante, at 361. It is un­
clear to me what these maxims mean, but as applied by the Court they 
clearly do not entail “deference” in any normal sense of that term. 
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of our political system. This possibility, the Court appar­
ently believes, licenses it to run roughshod over Congress’ 
handiwork. 

In my view, we should instead start by acknowledging that 
“Congress surely has both wisdom and experience in these 
matters that is far superior to ours.” Colorado Republican 
Federal Campaign Comm. v. FEC, 518 U. S. 604, 650 (1996) 
(Stevens, J., dissenting). Many of our campaign finance 
precedents explicitly and forcefully affirm the propriety of 
such presumptive deference. See, e. g., McConnell, 540 
U. S., at 158; Beaumont, 539 U. S., at 155–156; NRWC, 459 
U. S., at 209–210. Moreover, “[j]udicial deference is particu­
larly warranted where, as here, we deal with a congressional 
judgment that has remained essentially unchanged through­
out a century of careful legislative adjustment.” Beaumont, 
539 U. S., at 162, n. 9 (internal quotation marks omitted); 
cf. Shrink Missouri, 528 U. S., at 391 (“The quantum of em­
pirical evidence needed to satisfy heightened judicial scru­
tiny of legislative judgments will vary up or down with the 
novelty and plausibility of the justification raised”). In 
America, incumbent legislators pass the laws that govern 
campaign finance, just like all other laws. To apply a level 
of scrutiny that effectively bars them from regulating 
electioneering whenever there is the faintest whiff of 
self-interest, is to deprive them of the ability to regulate 
electioneering. 

This is not to say that deference would be appropriate if 
there were a solid basis for believing that a legislative action 
was motivated by the desire to protect incumbents or that it 
will degrade the competitiveness of the electoral process.68 

68 
Justice Breyer has suggested that we strike the balance as follows: 

“We should defer to [the legislature’s] political judgment that unlimited 
spending threatens the integrity of the electoral process. But we should 
not defer in respect to whether its solution . . . insulates legislators from 
effective electoral challenge.” Shrink Missouri, 528 U. S., at 403–404 
(concurring opinion). 
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See League of United Latin American Citizens v. Perry, 
548 U. S. 399, 447 (2006) (Stevens, J., concurring in part and 
dissenting in part); Vieth v. Jubelirer, 541 U. S. 267, 317 
(2004) (Stevens, J., dissenting). Along with our duty to 
balance competing constitutional concerns, we have a vital 
role to play in ensuring that elections remain at least mini­
mally open, fair, and competitive. But it is the height of 
recklessness to dismiss Congress’ years of bipartisan deliber­
ation and its reasoned judgment on this basis, without first 
confirming that the statute in question was intended to be, 
or will function as, a restraint on electoral competition. 
“Absent record evidence of invidious discrimination against 
challengers as a class, a court should generally be hesitant to 
invalidate legislation which on its face imposes evenhanded 
restrictions.” Buckley, 424 U. S., at 31. 

We have no record evidence from which to conclude that 
BCRA § 203, or any of the dozens of state laws that the Court 
today calls into question, reflects or fosters such invidious 
discrimination. Our colleagues have opined that “ ‘any re­
striction upon a type of campaign speech that is equally 
available to challengers and incumbents tends to favor in­
cumbents. ’ ” McConnell, 540 U. S., at 249 (opinion of 
Scalia, J.). This kind of airy speculation could easily be 
turned on its head. The electioneering prohibited by § 203 
might well tend to favor incumbents, because incumbents 
have pre-existing relationships with corporations and unions, 
and groups that wish to procure legislative benefits may tend 
to support the candidate who, as a sitting officeholder, is al­
ready in a position to dispense benefits and is statistically 
likely to retain office. If a corporation’s goal is to induce 
officeholders to do its bidding, the corporation would do well 
to cultivate stable, long-term relationships of dependency. 

So we do not have a solid theoretical basis for condemning 
§ 203 as a front for incumbent self-protection, and it seems 
equally if not more plausible that restrictions on corporate 
electioneering will be self-denying. Nor do we have a good 
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empirical case for skepticism, as the Court’s failure to cite 
any empirical research attests. Nor does the legislative his­
tory give reason for concern. Congress devoted years of 
careful study to the issues underlying BCRA; “[f]ew legisla­
tive proposals in recent years have received as much sus­
tained public commentary or news coverage”; “[p]olitical sci­
entists and academic experts . . . with no self-interest in 
incumbent protectio[n] were central figures in pressing the 
case for BCRA”; and the legislation commanded bipartisan 
support from the outset. Pildes, The Supreme Court 2003 
Term Foreword: The Constitutionalization of Democratic 
Politics, 118 Harv. L. Rev. 28, 137 (2004). Finally, it is im­
portant to remember just how incumbent-friendly congres­
sional races were prior to BCRA’s passage. As the Solicitor 
General aptly remarked at the time, “the evidence supports 
overwhelmingly that incumbents were able to get re-elected 
under the old system just fine.” Tr. of Oral Arg. in McCon­
nell v. FEC, O. T. 2003, No. 02–1674, p. 61. “It would be 
hard to develop a scheme that could be better for incum­
bents.” Id., at 63. 

In this case, then, “there is no convincing evidence that 
th[e] important interests favoring expenditure limits are 
fronts for incumbency protection.” Randall, 548 U. S., at 
279 (Stevens, J., dissenting). “In the meantime, a legisla­
tive judgment that ‘enough is enough’ should command the 
greatest possible deference from judges interpreting a con­
stitutional provision that, at best, has an indirect relation­
ship to activity that affects the quantity . . . of  repetitive 
speech in the marketplace of ideas.” Id., at 279–280. The 
majority cavalierly ignores Congress’ factual findings and its 
constitutional judgment: It acknowledges the validity of the 
interest in preventing corruption, but it effectively discounts 
the value of that interest to zero. This is quite different 
from conscientious policing for impermissibly anticompeti­
tive motive or effect in a sensitive First Amendment context. 
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It is the denial of Congress’ authority to regulate corporate 
spending on elections. 

Austin and Corporate Expenditures 

Just as the majority gives short shrift to the general soci­
etal interests at stake in campaign finance regulation, it also 
overlooks the distinctive considerations raised by the regula­
tion of corporate expenditures. The majority fails to ap­
preciate that Austin’s antidistortion rationale is itself an 
anticorruption rationale, see 494 U. S., at 660 (describing 
“a different type of corruption”), tied to the special concerns 
raised by corporations. Understood properly, “antidistor­
tion” is simply a variant on the classic governmental interest 
in protecting against improper influences on officeholders 
that debilitate the democratic process. It is manifestly not 
just an “ ‘equalizing’ ” ideal in disguise. Ante, at 350 (quot­
ing Buckley, 424 U. S., at 48).69 

69 
The Chief Justice denies this, ante, at 380–382, citing scholarship 

that has interpreted Austin to endorse an equality rationale, along with 
an article by Justice Thurgood Marshall’s former law clerk that states that 
Marshall, the author of Austin, accepted “equality of opportunity” and 
“equalizing access to the political process” as bases for campaign finance 
regulation, Garrett, New Voices in Politics: Justice Marshall’s Jurispru­
dence on Law and Politics, 52 How. L. J. 655, 667–668 (2009) (internal 
quotation marks omitted). It is fair to say that Austin can bear an egali­
tarian reading, and I have no reason to doubt this characterization of Jus­
tice Marshall’s beliefs. But the fact that Austin can be read a certain way 
hardly proves The Chief Justice’s charge that there is nothing more to 
it. Many of our precedents can bear multiple readings, and many of our 
doctrines have some “equalizing” implications but do not rest on an equal­
izing theory: for example, our takings jurisprudence and numerous rules 
of criminal procedure. More importantly, the Austin Court expressly de­
clined to rely on a speech-equalization rationale, see 494 U. S., at 660, and 
we have never understood Austin to stand for such a rationale. What­
ever his personal views, Justice Marshall simply did not write the opinion 
that The Chief Justice suggests he did; indeed, he “would have viewed 
it as irresponsible to write an opinion that boldly staked out a rationale 
based on equality that no one other than perhaps Justice White would 
have even considered joining,” Garrett, 52 How. L. J., at 674. 
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1. Antidistortion 

The fact that corporations are different from human beings 
might seem to need no elaboration, except that the majority 
opinion almost completely elides it. Austin set forth some 
of the basic differences. Unlike natural persons, corpora­
tions have “limited liability” for their owners and managers, 
“perpetual life,” separation of ownership and control, “and 
favorable treatment of the accumulation and distribution of 
assets . . . that enhance their ability to attract capital and to 
deploy their resources in ways that maximize the return on 
their shareholders’ investments.” 494 U. S., at 658–659. 
Unlike voters in U. S. elections, corporations may be foreign 
controlled.70 Unlike other interest groups, business corpo­
rations have been “effectively delegated responsibility for 
ensuring society’s economic welfare”; 71 they inescapably 
structure the life of every citizen. “ ‘[T]he resources in the 
treasury of a business corporation,’ ” furthermore, “ ‘are not 
an indication of popular support for the corporation’s political 
ideas.’ ” Id., at 659 (quoting MCFL, 479 U. S., at 258). 
“ ‘They reflect instead the economically motivated decisions 
of investors and customers. The availability of these re­
sources may make a corporation a formidable political pres­
ence, even though the power of the corporation may be no 
reflection of the power of its ideas.’ ” 494 U. S., at 659 (quot­
ing MCFL, 479 U. S., at 258).72 

70 In state elections, even domestic corporations may be “foreign” 
controlled in the sense that they are incorporated in another jurisdiction 
and primarily owned and operated by out-of-state residents. 

71 Regan, Corporate Speech and Civic Virtue, in Debating Democracy’s 
Discontent 289, 302 (A. Allen & M. Regan eds. 1998) (hereinafter Regan). 

72 Nothing in this analysis turns on whether the corporation is conceptu­
alized as a grantee of a state concession, see, e. g., Trustees of Dartmouth 
College v. Woodward, 4 Wheat. 518, 636 (1819) (Marshall, C. J.), a nexus of 
explicit and implicit contracts, see, e. g., F. Easterbrook & D. Fischel, The 
Economic Structure of Corporate Law 12 (1991), a mediated hierarchy of 
stakeholders, see, e. g., Blair & Stout, A Team Production Theory of Corpo­
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It might also be added that corporations have no con­
sciences, no beliefs, no feelings, no thoughts, no desires. 
Corporations help structure and facilitate the activities of 
human beings, to be sure, and their “personhood” often 
serves as a useful legal fiction. But they are not themselves 
members of “We the People” by whom and for whom our 
Constitution was established. 

These basic points help explain why corporate electioneer­
ing is not only more likely to impair compelling governmen­
tal interests, but also why restrictions on that electioneering 
are less likely to encroach upon First Amendment freedoms. 
One fundamental concern of the First Amendment is to “pro­
tec[t] the individual’s interest in self-expression.” Consoli­
dated Edison Co. of N. Y. v. Public Serv. Comm’n of N. Y., 
447 U. S. 530, 534, n. 2 (1980); see also Bellotti, 435 U. S., at 
777, n. 12. Freedom of speech helps “make men free to de­
velop their faculties,” Whitney v. California, 274 U. S. 357, 
375 (1927) (Brandeis, J., concurring), it respects their “dig­
nity and choice,” Cohen v. California, 403 U. S. 15, 24 (1971), 
and it facilitates the value of “individual self-realization,” 
Redish, The Value of Free Speech, 130 U. Pa. L. Rev. 
591, 594 (1982). Corporate speech, however, is derivative 
speech, speech by proxy. A regulation such as BCRA § 203 
may affect the way in which individuals disseminate certain 
messages through the corporate form, but it does not pre­
vent anyone from speaking in his or her own voice. “Within 
the realm of [campaign spending] generally,” corporate 

rate Law, 85 Va. L. Rev. 247 (1999) (hereinafter Blair & Stout), or any 
other recognized model. Austin referred to the structure and the advan­
tages of corporations as “state-conferred” in several places, 494 U. S., at 
660, 665, 667, but its antidistortion argument relied only on the basic de­
scriptive features of corporations, as sketched above. It is not necessary 
to agree on a precise theory of the corporation to agree that corporations 
differ from natural persons in fundamental ways, and that a legislature 
might therefore need to regulate them differently if it is human welfare 
that is the object of its concern. Cf. Hansmann & Kraakman 441, n. 5. 
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spending is “furthest from the core of political expression.” 
Beaumont, 539 U. S., at 161, n. 8. 

It is an interesting question “who” is even speaking when 
a business corporation places an advertisement that endorses 
or attacks a particular candidate. Presumably it is not the 
customers or employees, who typically have no say in such 
matters. It cannot realistically be said to be the sharehold­
ers, who tend to be far removed from the day-to-day deci­
sions of the firm and whose political preferences may be 
opaque to management. Perhaps the officers or directors of 
the corporation have the best claim to be the ones speaking, 
except their fiduciary duties generally prohibit them from 
using corporate funds for personal ends. Some individuals 
associated with the corporation must make the decision to 
place the ad, but the idea that these individuals are thereby 
fostering their self-expression or cultivating their critical 
faculties is fanciful. It is entirely possible that the corpora­
tion’s electoral message will conflict with their personal con­
victions. Take away the ability to use general treasury 
funds for some of those ads, and no one’s autonomy, dignity, 
or political equality has been impinged upon in the least. 

Corporate expenditures are distinguishable from individ­
ual expenditures in this respect. I have taken the view that 
a legislature may place reasonable restrictions on individu­
als’ electioneering expenditures in the service of the govern­
mental interests explained above, and in recognition of the 
fact that such restrictions are not direct restraints on speech 
but rather on its financing. See, e. g., Randall, 548 U. S., at 
273 (dissenting opinion). But those restrictions concededly 
present a tougher case, because the primary conduct of ac­
tual, flesh-and-blood persons is involved. Some of those in­
dividuals might feel that they need to spend large sums of 
money on behalf of a particular candidate to vindicate the 
intensity of their electoral preferences. This is obviously 
not the situation with business corporations, as their routine 
practice of giving “substantial sums to both major national 
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parties” makes pellucidly clear. McConnell, 540 U. S., at 
148. “[C]orporate participation” in elections, any business 
executive will tell you, “is more transactional than ideologi­
cal.” Supp. Brief for Committee for Economic Development 
as Amicus Curiae 10. 

In this transactional spirit, some corporations have af­
firmatively urged Congress to place limits on their election­
eering communications. These corporations fear that of­
ficeholders will shake them down for supportive ads, that 
they will have to spend increasing sums on elections in an 
ever-escalating arms race with their competitors, and that 
public trust in business will be eroded. See id., at 10–19. 
A system that effectively forces corporations to use their 
shareholders’ money both to maintain access to, and to avoid 
retribution from, elected officials may ultimately prove more 
harmful than beneficial to many corporations. It can impose 
a kind of implicit tax.73 

In short, regulations such as § 203 and the statute upheld 
in Austin impose only a limited burden on First Amendment 
freedoms not only because they target a narrow subset of 
expenditures and leave untouched the broader “public dia­
logue,” ante, at 341, but also because they leave untouched 

73 Not all corporations support BCRA § 203, of course, and not all corpo­
rations are large business entities or their tax-exempt adjuncts. Some 
nonprofit corporations are created for an ideological purpose. Some 
closely held corporations are strongly identified with a particular owner 
or founder. The fact that § 203, like the statute at issue in Austin, regu­
lates some of these corporations’ expenditures does not disturb the analy­
sis above. See 494 U. S., at 661–665. Small-business owners may speak 
in their own names, rather than the business’, if they wish to evade § 203 
altogether. Nonprofit corporations that want to make unrestricted elec­
tioneering expenditures may do so if they refuse donations from busi­
nesses and unions and permit members to disassociate without economic 
penalty. See MCFL, 479 U. S. 238, 264 (1986). Making it plain that their 
decision is not motivated by a concern about BCRA’s coverage of non­
profits that have ideological missions but lack MCFL status, our col­
leagues refuse to apply the Snowe-Jeffords Amendment or the lower 
courts’ de minimis exception to MCFL. See ante, at 327–329. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



Cite as: 558 U. S. 310 (2010) 469 

Opinion of Stevens, J. 

the speech of natural persons. Recognizing the weakness of 
a speaker-based critique of Austin, the Court places primary 
emphasis not on the corporation’s right to electioneer, but 
rather on the listener’s interest in hearing what every possi­
ble speaker may have to say. The Court’s central argument 
is that laws such as § 203 have “ ‘deprived [the electorate] of 
information, knowledge and opinion vital to its function,’ ” 
ante, at 354 (quoting CIO, 335 U. S., at 144 (Rutledge, J., con­
curring in result)), and this, in turn, “interferes with the 
‘open marketplace’ of ideas protected by the First Amend­
ment,” ante, at 354 (quoting New York State Bd. of Elections 
v. Lopez Torres, 552 U. S. 196, 208 (2008)). 

There are many flaws in this argument. If the overriding 
concern depends on the interests of the audience, surely the 
public’s perception of the value of corporate speech should 
be given important weight. That perception today is the 
same as it was a century ago when Theodore Roosevelt deliv­
ered the speeches to Congress that, in time, led to the limited 
prohibition on corporate campaign expenditures that is over­
ruled today. See WRTL, 551 U. S., at 509–510 (Souter, J., 
dissenting) (summarizing President Roosevelt’s remarks). 
The distinctive threat to democratic integrity posed by cor­
porate domination of politics was recognized at “the incep­
tion of the republic” and “has been a persistent theme in 
American political life” ever since. Regan 302. It is only 
certain Members of this Court, not the listeners themselves, 
who have agitated for more corporate electioneering. 

Austin recognized that there are substantial reasons why 
a legislature might conclude that unregulated general treas­
ury expenditures will give corporations “unfai[r] influence” 
in the electoral process, 494 U. S., at 660, and distort public 
debate in ways that undermine rather than advance the in­
terests of listeners. The legal structure of corporations 
allows them to amass and deploy financial resources on a 
scale few natural persons can match. The structure of a 
business corporation, furthermore, draws a line between the 
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corporation’s economic interests and the political preferences 
of the individuals associated with the corporation; the corpo­
ration must engage the electoral process with the aim “to 
enhance the profitability of the company, no matter how per­
suasive the arguments for a broader or conflicting set of pri­
orities,” Brief for American Independent Business Alliance 
as Amicus Curiae 11; see also ALI, Principles of Corporate 
Governance: Analysis and Recommendations § 2.01(a), p. 55 
(1992) (“[A] corporation . . .  should have as its objective the 
conduct of business activities with a view to enhancing cor­
porate profit and shareholder gain”). In a state election 
such as the one at issue in Austin, the interests of nonresi­
dent corporations may be fundamentally adverse to the in­
terests of local voters. Consequently, when corporations 
grab up the prime broadcasting slots on the eve of an elec­
tion, they can flood the market with advocacy that bears “lit­
tle or no correlation” to the ideas of natural persons or to 
any broader notion of the public good, 494 U. S., at 660. The 
opinions of real people may be marginalized. “The expendi­
ture restrictions of [2 U. S. C.] § 441b are thus meant to en­
sure that competition among actors in the political arena is 
truly competition among ideas.” MCFL, 479 U. S., at 259. 

In addition to this immediate drowning out of noncorpor­
ate voices, there may be deleterious effects that follow soon 
thereafter. Corporate “domination” of electioneering, Aus­
tin, 494 U. S., at 659, can generate the impression that corpo­
rations dominate our democracy. When citizens turn on 
their televisions and radios before an election and hear only 
corporate electioneering, they may lose faith in their capac­
ity, as citizens, to influence public policy. A Government 
captured by corporate interests, they may come to believe, 
will be neither responsive to their needs nor willing to give 
their views a fair hearing. The predictable result is cyni­
cism and disenchantment: an increased perception that large 
spenders “ ‘call the tune’ ” and a reduced “ ‘willingness of vot­
ers to take part in democratic governance.’ ” McConnell, 
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540 U. S., at 144 (quoting Shrink Missouri, 528 U. S., at 390). 
To the extent that corporations are allowed to exert undue 
influence in electoral races, the speech of the eventual win­
ners of those races may also be chilled. Politicians who fear 
that a certain corporation can make or break their reelection 
chances may be cowed into silence about that corporation. 
On a variety of levels, unregulated corporate electioneering 
might diminish the ability of citizens to “hold officials ac­
countable to the people,” ante, at 339, and disserve the goal 
of a public debate that is “uninhibited, robust, and wide-
open,” New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U. S. 254, 270 
(1964). At the least, I stress again, a legislature is entitled 
to credit these concerns and to take tailored measures in 
response. 

The majority’s unwillingness to distinguish between cor­
porations and humans similarly blinds it to the possibility 
that corporations’ “war chests” and their special “advan­
tages” in the legal realm, Austin, 494 U. S., at 659 (internal 
quotation marks omitted), may translate into special advan­
tages in the market for legislation. When large numbers of 
citizens have a common stake in a measure that is under 
consideration, it may be very difficult for them to coordinate 
resources on behalf of their position. The corporate form, 
by contrast, “provides a simple way to channel rents to only 
those who have paid their dues, as it were. If you do not 
own stock, you do not benefit from the larger dividends or 
appreciation in the stock price caused by the passage of 
private interest legislation.” Sitkoff, Corporate Political 
Speech, Political Extortion, and the Competition for Corpo­
rate Charters, 69 U. Chi. L. Rev. 1103, 1113 (2002). Corpo­
rations, that is, are uniquely equipped to seek laws that favor 
their owners, not simply because they have a lot of money 
but because of their legal and organizational structure. Re­
move all restrictions on their electioneering, and the door 
may be opened to a type of rent seeking that is “far more 
destructive” than what noncorporations are capable of. 
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Ibid. It is for reasons such as these that our campaign fi­
nance jurisprudence has long appreciated that “the ‘differing 
structures and purposes’ of different entities ‘may require 
different forms of regulation in order to protect the integrity 
of the electoral process.’ ” NRWC, 459 U. S., at 210 (quoting 
California Medical Assn., 453 U. S., at 201). 

The Court’s facile depiction of corporate electioneering as­
sumes away all of these complexities. Our colleagues ridi­
cule the idea of regulating expenditures based on “nothing 
more” than a fear that corporations have a special “ability 
to persuade,” ante, at 382 (opinion of Roberts, C. J.), 
as if corporations were our society’s ablest debaters and 
viewpoint-neutral laws such as § 203 were created to sup­
press their best arguments. In their haste to knock down 
yet another straw man, our colleagues simply ignore the fun­
damental concerns of the Austin Court and the legislatures 
that have passed laws like § 203: to safeguard the integrity, 
competitiveness, and democratic responsiveness of the elec­
toral process. All of the majority’s theoretical arguments 
turn on a proposition with undeniable surface appeal but lit­
tle grounding in evidence or experience, “that there is no 
such thing as too much speech,” Austin, 494 U. S., at 695 
(Scalia, J., dissenting).74 If individuals in our society had 
infinite free time to listen to and contemplate every last bit 
of speech uttered by anyone, anywhere; and if broadcast ad­
vertisements had no special ability to influence elections 
apart from the merits of their arguments (to the extent they 
make any); and if legislators always operated with noth­
ing less than perfect virtue; then I suppose the majority’s 
premise would be sound. In the real world, we have seen, 
corporate domination of the airwaves prior to an election 
may decrease the average listener’s exposure to relevant 
viewpoints, and it may diminish citizens’ willingness and ca­
pacity to participate in the democratic process. 

74 Of course, no presiding person in a courtroom, legislature, classroom, 
polling place, or family dinner would take this hyperbole literally. 
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None of this is to suggest that corporations can or should 
be denied an opportunity to participate in election campaigns 
or in any other public forum (much less that a work of art 
such as Mr. Smith Goes to Washington may be banned), or 
to deny that some corporate speech may contribute signifi­
cantly to public debate. What it shows, however, is that 
Austin’s “concern about corporate domination of the political 
process,” id., at 659, reflects more than a concern to protect 
governmental interests outside of the First Amendment. It 
also reflects a concern to facilitate First Amendment values 
by preserving some breathing room around the electoral 
“marketplace” of ideas, ante, at 335, 350, 354, 367, 369, the 
marketplace in which the actual people of this Nation deter­
mine how they will govern themselves. The majority seems 
oblivious to the simple truth that laws such as § 203 do not 
merely pit the anticorruption interest against the First 
Amendment, but also pit competing First Amendment val­
ues against each other. There are, to be sure, serious con­
cerns with any effort to balance the First Amendment rights 
of speakers against the First Amendment rights of listeners. 
But when the speakers in question are not real people and 
when the appeal to “First Amendment principles” depends 
almost entirely on the listeners’ perspective, ante, at 319, 
363, it becomes necessary to consider how listeners will actu­
ally be affected. 

In critiquing Austin’s antidistortion rationale and cam­
paign finance regulation more generally, our colleagues place 
tremendous weight on the example of media corporations. 
See ante, at 351–354, 361–362; ante, at 372–373, 382 (opinion 
of Roberts, C. J.); ante, at 390 (opinion of Scalia, J.). Yet 
it is not at all clear that Austin would permit § 203 to be 
applied to them. The press plays a unique role not only in 
the text, history, and structure of the First Amendment but 
also in facilitating public discourse; as the Austin Court ex­
plained, “media corporations differ significantly from other 
corporations in that their resources are devoted to the collec­
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tion of information and its dissemination to the public,” 494 
U. S., at 667. Our colleagues have raised some interesting 
and difficult questions about Congress’ authority to regulate 
electioneering by the press, and about how to define what 
constitutes the press. But that is not the case before us. 
Section 203 does not apply to media corporations, and even 
if it did, Citizens United is not a media corporation. There 
would be absolutely no reason to consider the issue of media 
corporations if the majority did not, first, transform Citizens 
United’s as-applied challenge into a facial challenge and, sec­
ond, invent the theory that legislatures must eschew all 
“identity”-based distinctions and treat a local nonprofit news 
outlet exactly the same as General Motors.75 This calls to 
mind George Berkeley’s description of philosophers: “[W]e 
have first raised a dust, and then complain we cannot see.” 
Principles of Human Knowledge/Three Dialogues 38, ¶ 3 (R. 
Woolhouse ed. 1988). 

It would be perfectly understandable if our colleagues 
feared that a campaign finance regulation such as § 203 may 
be counterproductive or self-interested, and therefore at­
tended carefully to the choices the Legislature has made. 
But the majority does not bother to consider such practical 
matters, or even to consult a record; it simply stipulates that 
“enlightened self-government” can arise only in the absence 
of regulation. Ante, at 339. In light of the distinctive fea­
tures of corporations identified in Austin, there is no valid 
basis for this assumption. The marketplace of ideas is not 
actually a place where items—or laws—are meant to be 
bought and sold, and when we move from the realm of eco­

75 Under the majority’s view, the legislature is thus damned if it does 
and damned if it doesn’t. If the legislature gives media corporations an 
exemption from electioneering regulations that apply to other corpora­
tions, it violates the newly minted First Amendment rule against 
identity-based distinctions. If the legislature does not give media corpo­
rations an exemption, it violates the First Amendment rights of the press. 
The only way out of this invented bind: no regulations whatsoever. 
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nomics to the realm of corporate electioneering, there may 
be no “reason to think the market ordering is intrinsically 
good at all,” Strauss 1386. 

The Court’s blinkered and aphoristic approach to the First 
Amendment may well promote corporate power at the cost 
of the individual and collective self-expression the Amend­
ment was meant to serve. It will undoubtedly cripple the 
ability of ordinary citizens, Congress, and the States to adopt 
even limited measures to protect against corporate domina­
tion of the electoral process. Americans may be forgiven if 
they do not feel the Court has advanced the cause of self-
government today. 

2. Shareholder Protection 

There is yet another way in which laws such as § 203 can 
serve First Amendment values. Interwoven with Austin’s 
concern to protect the integrity of the electoral process is a 
concern to protect the rights of shareholders from a kind 
of coerced speech: electioneering expenditures that do not 
“reflec[t] [their] support.” 494 U. S., at 660–661. When cor­
porations use general treasury funds to praise or attack a 
particular candidate for office, it is the shareholders, as the 
residual claimants, who are effectively footing the bill. 
Those shareholders who disagree with the corporation’s elec­
toral message may find their financial investments being 
used to undermine their political convictions. 

The PAC mechanism, by contrast, helps ensure that those 
who pay for an electioneering communication actually sup­
port its content and that managers do not use general treas­
uries to advance personal agendas. Ibid. It “ ‘allows cor­
porate political participation without the temptation to use 
corporate funds for political influence, quite possibly at odds 
with the sentiments of some shareholders or members.’ ” 
McConnell, 540 U. S., at 204 (quoting Beaumont, 539 U. S., 
at 163). A rule that privileges the use of PACs thus does 
more than facilitate the political speech of like-minded share­
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holders; it also curbs the rent seeking behavior of executives 
and respects the views of dissenters. Austin’s acceptance 
of restrictions on general treasury spending “simply allows 
people who have invested in the business corporation for 
purely economic reasons”—the vast majority of investors, 
one assumes—“to avoid being taken advantage of, with­
out sacrificing their economic objectives.” Winkler, Beyond 
Bellotti, 32 Loyola (LA) L. Rev. 133, 201 (1998). 

The concern to protect dissenting shareholders and union 
members has a long history in campaign finance reform. It 
provided a central motivation for the Tillman Act in 1907 
and subsequent legislation, see Pipefitters v. United States, 
407 U. S. 385, 414–415 (1972); Winkler, 92 Geo. L. J., at 887– 
900, and it has been endorsed in a long line of our cases, see, 
e. g., McConnell, 540 U. S., at 204–205; Beaumont, 539 U. S., 
at 152–154; MCFL, 479 U. S., at 258; NRWC, 459 U. S., at 
207–208; Pipefitters, 407 U. S., at 414–416; see also n. 60, 
supra. Indeed, we have unanimously recognized the gov­
ernmental interest in “protect[ing] the individuals who have 
paid money into a corporation or union for purposes other 
than the support of candidates from having that money used 
to support political candidates to whom they may be op­
posed.” NRWC, 459 U. S., at 207–208. 

The Court dismisses this interest on the ground that 
abuses of shareholder money can be corrected “through the 
procedures of corporate democracy,” ante, at 362 (internal 
quotation marks omitted), and, it seems, through Internet-
based disclosures, ante, at 370–371.76 I fail to understand 

76 I note that, among the many other regulatory possibilities it has left 
open, ranging from new versions of § 203 supported by additional evidence 
of quid pro quo corruption or its appearance to any number of tax incen­
tive or public financing schemes, today’s decision does not require that a 
legislature rely solely on these mechanisms to protect shareholders. Leg­
islatures remain free in their incorporation and tax laws to condition the 
types of activity in which corporations may engage, including electioneer­
ing activity, on specific disclosure requirements or on prior express ap­
proval by shareholders or members. 
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how this addresses the concerns of dissenting union mem­
bers, who will also be affected by today’s ruling, and I fail to 
understand why the Court is so confident in these mecha­
nisms. By “corporate democracy,” presumably the Court 
means the rights of shareholders to vote and to bring deriva­
tive suits for breach of fiduciary duty. In practice, however, 
many corporate lawyers will tell you that “these rights are 
so limited as to be almost nonexistent,” given the internal 
authority wielded by boards and managers and the expansive 
protections afforded by the business judgment rule. Blair & 
Stout 320; see also id., at 298–315; Winkler, 32 Loyola (LA) 
L. Rev., at 165–166, 199–200. Modern technology may help 
make it easier to track corporate activity, including electoral 
advocacy, but it is utopian to believe that it solves the prob­
lem. Most American households that own stock do so 
through intermediaries such as mutual funds and pension 
plans, see Evans, A Requiem for the Retail Investor? 95 Va. 
L. Rev. 1105 (2009), which makes it more difficult both to 
monitor and to alter particular holdings. Studies show that 
a majority of individual investors make no trades at all dur­
ing a given year. Id., at 1117. Moreover, if the corporation 
in question operates a PAC, an investor who sees the com­
pany’s ads may not know whether they are being funded 
through the PAC or through the general treasury. 

If and when shareholders learn that a corporation has been 
spending general treasury money on objectionable election­
eering, they can divest. Even assuming that they reliably 
learn as much, however, this solution is only partial. The 
injury to the shareholders’ expressive rights has already oc­
curred; they might have preferred to keep that corporation’s 
stock in their portfolio for any number of economic reasons; 
and they may incur a capital gains tax or other penalty from 
selling their shares, changing their pension plan, or the like. 
The shareholder protection rationale has been criticized as 
underinclusive, in that corporations also spend money on lob­
bying and charitable contributions in ways that any particu­
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lar shareholder might disapprove. But those expenditures 
do not implicate the selection of public officials, an area in 
which “the interests of unwilling . . . corporate shareholders 
[in not being] forced to subsidize that speech” “are at their 
zenith.” Austin, 494 U. S., at 677 (Brennan, J., concurring). 
And in any event, the question is whether shareholder pro­
tection provides a basis for regulating expenditures in the 
weeks before an election, not whether additional types of 
corporate communications might similarly be conditioned 
on voluntariness. 

Recognizing the limits of the shareholder protection ra­
tionale, the Austin Court did not hold it out as an adequate 
and independent ground for sustaining the statute in ques­
tion. Rather, the Court applied it to reinforce the anti-
distortion rationale, in two main ways. First, the problem 
of dissenting shareholders shows that even if electioneer­
ing expenditures can advance the political views of some 
members of a corporation, they will often compromise the 
views of others. See, e. g., id., at 663 (discussing risk that 
corporation’s “members may be . . .  reluctant to withdraw as 
members even if they disagree with [its] political expres­
sion”). Second, it provides an additional reason, beyond 
the distinctive legal attributes of the corporate form, for 
doubting that these “expenditures reflect actual public 
support for the political ideas espoused,” id., at 660. The 
shareholder protection rationale, in other words, bolsters the 
conclusion that restrictions on corporate electioneering can 
serve both speakers’ and listeners’ interests, as well as the 
anticorruption interest. And it supplies yet another reason 
why corporate expenditures merit less protection than indi­
vidual expenditures. 

V 

Today’s decision is backwards in many senses. It elevates 
the majority’s agenda over the litigants’ submissions, facial 
attacks over as-applied claims, broad constitutional theories 
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over narrow statutory grounds, individual dissenting opin­
ions over precedential holdings, assertion over tradition, 
absolutism over empiricism, rhetoric over reality. Our 
colleagues have arrived at the conclusion that Austin must 
be overruled and that § 203 is facially unconstitutional only 
after mischaracterizing both the reach and rationale of those 
authorities, and after bypassing or ignoring rules of judicial 
restraint used to cabin the Court’s lawmaking power. Their 
conclusion that the societal interest in avoiding corruption 
and the appearance of corruption does not provide an ade­
quate justification for regulating corporate expenditures on 
candidate elections relies on an incorrect description of that 
interest, along with a failure to acknowledge the relevance 
of established facts and the considered judgments of state 
and federal legislatures over many decades. 

In a democratic society, the longstanding consensus on the 
need to limit corporate campaign spending should outweigh 
the wooden application of judge-made rules. The majority’s 
rejection of this principle “elevate[s] corporations to a level 
of deference which has not been seen at least since the days 
when substantive due process was regularly used to invali­
date regulatory legislation thought to unfairly impinge upon 
established economic interests.” Bellotti, 435 U. S., at 817, 
n. 13 (White, J., dissenting). At bottom, the Court’s opinion 
is thus a rejection of the common sense of the American peo­
ple, who have recognized a need to prevent corporations 
from undermining self-government since the founding, and 
who have fought against the distinctive corrupting potential 
of corporate electioneering since the days of Theodore Roo­
sevelt. It is a strange time to repudiate that common sense. 
While American democracy is imperfect, few outside the ma­
jority of this Court would have thought its flaws included a 
dearth of corporate money in politics. 

I would affirm the judgment of the District Court. 
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Justice Thomas, concurring in part and dissenting in 
part. 

I join all but Part IV of the Court’s opinion. 
Political speech is entitled to robust protection under the 

First Amendment. Section 203 of the Bipartisan Campaign 
Reform Act of 2002 (BCRA) has never been reconcilable with 
that protection. By striking down § 203, the Court takes 
an important first step toward restoring full constitutional 
protection to speech that is “indispensable to the effective 
and intelligent use of the processes of popular government.” 
McConnell v. Federal Election Comm’n, 540 U. S. 93, 265 
(2003) (Thomas, J., concurring in part, concurring in judg­
ment in part, and dissenting in part) (internal quotation 
marks omitted). I dissent from Part IV of the Court’s opin­
ion, however, because the Court’s constitutional analysis 
does not go far enough. The disclosure, disclaimer, and re­
porting requirements in BCRA §§ 201 and 311 are also un­
constitutional. See id., at 275–277, and n. 10. 

Congress may not abridge the “right to anonymous 
speech” based on the “ ‘simple interest in providing voters 
with additional relevant information,’ ” id., at 276 (quoting 
McIntyre v. Ohio Elections Comm’n, 514 U. S. 334, 348 
(1995)). In continuing to hold otherwise, the Court misap­
prehends the import of “recent events” that some amici de­
scribe “in which donors to certain causes were blacklisted, 
threatened, or otherwise targeted for retaliation.” Ante, 
at 370. The Court properly recognizes these events as 
“cause for concern,” ibid., but fails to acknowledge their con­
stitutional significance. In my view, amici’s submissions 
show why the Court’s insistence on upholding §§ 201 and 311 
will ultimately prove as misguided (and ill fated) as was its 
prior approval of § 203. 

Amici’s examples relate principally to Proposition 8, a 
state ballot proposition that California voters narrowly 
passed in the 2008 general election. Proposition 8 amended 
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California’s Constitution to provide that “[o]nly marriage be­
tween a man and a woman is valid or recognized in Califor­
nia.” Cal. Const., Art. I, § 7.5. Any donor who gave more 
than $100 to any committee supporting or opposing Proposi­
tion 8 was required to disclose his full name, street address, 
occupation, employer’s name (or business name, if self-
employed), and the total amount of his contributions.1 See 
Cal. Govt. Code Ann. § 84211(f) (West 2005). The California 
Secretary of State was then required to post this informa­
tion on the Internet. See §§ 84600–84601; §§ 84602–84602.1 
(West Supp. 2010); §§ 84602.5–84604 (West 2005); § 85605 
(West Supp. 2010); §§ 84606–84609 (West 2005). 

Some opponents of Proposition 8 compiled this information 
and created Web sites with maps showing the locations of 
homes or businesses of Proposition 8 supporters. Many sup­
porters (or their customers) suffered property damage, or 
threats of physical violence or death, as a result. They cited 
these incidents in a complaint they filed after the 2008 elec­
tion, seeking to invalidate California’s mandatory disclosure 
laws. Supporters recounted being told: “ ‘Consider yourself 
lucky. If I had a gun I would have gunned you down along 
with each and every other supporter,’ ” or, “ ‘we have plans 
for you and your friends. ’ ” Complaint in ProtectMar­
riage.com—Yes on 8 v. Bowen, Case No. 2:09–cv–00058– 
MCE–DAD (ED Cal.), ¶ 31. Proposition 8 opponents also 
allegedly harassed the measure’s supporters by defacing or 
damaging their property. Id., ¶ 32. Two religious organi­
zations supporting Proposition 8 reportedly received through 
the mail envelopes containing a white powdery substance. 
Id., ¶ 33. 

1 BCRA imposes similar disclosure requirements. See, e. g., 2 U.  S.  C.  
§ 434(f)(2)(F) (“Every person who makes a disbursement for the direct 
costs of producing and airing electioneering communications in an aggre­
gate amount in excess of $10,000 during any calendar year” must disclose 
“the names and addresses of all contributors who contributed an aggre­
gate amount of $1,000 or more to the person making the disbursement”). 
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Those accounts are consistent with media reports describ­
ing Proposition 8-related retaliation. The director of the 
nonprofit California Musical Theater gave $1,000 to support 
the initiative; he was forced to resign after artists com­
plained to his employer. Lott & Smith, Donor Disclosure 
Has Its Downsides, Wall Street Journal, Dec. 26, 2008, 
p. A13. The director of the Los Angeles Film Festival was 
forced to resign after giving $1,500 because opponents 
threatened to boycott and picket the next festival. Ibid. 
And a woman who had managed her popular, family-owned 
restaurant for 26 years was forced to resign after she gave 
$100, because “throngs of [angry] protesters” repeatedly 
arrived at the restaurant and “shout[ed] ‘shame on you’ at 
customers.” Lopez, Prop. 8 Stance Upends Her Life, 
Los Angeles Times, Dec. 14, 2008, p. B1. The police even 
had to “arriv[e] in riot gear one night to quell the angry mob” 
at the restaurant. Ibid. Some supporters of Proposition 8 
engaged in similar tactics; one real estate businessman in 
San Diego who had donated to a group opposing Proposition 
8 “received a letter from the Prop. 8 Executive Committee 
threatening to publish his company’s name if he didn’t also 
donate to the ‘Yes on 8’ campaign.” Donor Disclosure, 
supra, at A13. 

The success of such intimidation tactics has apparently 
spawned a cottage industry that uses forcibly disclosed donor 
information to pre-empt citizens’ exercise of their First 
Amendment rights. Before the 2008 Presidential election, a 
“newly formed nonprofit group . . . plann[ed] to confront do­
nors to conservative groups, hoping to create a chilling effect 
that will dry up contributions.” Luo, Group Plans Cam­
paign Against G.O.P. Donors, N. Y. Times, Aug. 8, 2008, 
p. A15. Its leader, “who described his effort as ‘going for 
the jugular,’ ” detailed the group’s plan to send a “warning 
letter . . . alerting donors who might be considering giving to 
right-wing groups to a variety of potential dangers, including 
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legal trouble, public exposure and watchdog groups digging 
through their lives.” Ibid. 

These instances of retaliation sufficiently demonstrate why 
this Court should invalidate mandatory disclosure and re­
porting requirements. But amici present evidence of yet 
another reason to do so—the threat of retaliation from 
elected officials. As amici’s submissions make clear, this 
threat extends far beyond a single ballot proposition in Cali­
fornia. For example, a candidate challenging an incumbent 
state attorney general reported that some members of the 
State’s business community feared donating to his campaign 
because they did not want to cross the incumbent; in his 
words, “ ‘I go to so many people and hear the same thing: 
“I sure hope you beat [the incumbent], but I can’t afford to 
have my name on your records. He might come after me 
next.” ’ ” Strassel, Challenging Spitzerism at the Polls, Wall 
Street Journal, Aug. 1, 2008, p. A11. The incumbent won 
reelection in 2008. 

My point is not to express any view on the merits of the 
political controversies I describe. Rather, it is to demon­
strate—using real-world, recent examples—the fallacy in the 
Court’s conclusion that “[d]isclaimer and disclosure require­
ments . . . impose no ceiling on campaign-related activities, 
and do not prevent anyone from speaking.” Ante, at 366 
(internal quotation marks and citation omitted). Of course 
they do. Disclaimer and disclosure requirements enable pri­
vate citizens and elected officials to implement political strat­
egies specifically calculated to curtail campaign-related 
activity and prevent the lawful, peaceful exercise of First 
Amendment rights. 

The Court nevertheless insists that as-applied challenges 
to disclosure requirements will suffice to vindicate those 
speech rights, as long as potential plaintiffs can “show a rea­
sonable probability that disclosure . . . will subject them to 
threats, harassment, or reprisals from either Government of­
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ficials or private parties.” Ante, at 367 (internal quotation 
marks omitted). But the Court’s opinion itself proves the 
irony in this compromise. In correctly explaining why it 
must address the facial constitutionality of § 203, see ante, at 
322–336, the Court recognizes that “[t]he First Amendment 
does not permit laws that force speakers to . . .  seek declara­
tory rulings before discussing the most salient political is­
sues of our day,” ante, at 324; that as-applied challenges to 
§ 203 “would require substantial litigation over an extended 
time” and result in an “interpretive process [that] itself 
would create an inevitable, pervasive, and serious risk of 
chilling protected speech pending the drawing of fine distinc­
tions that, in the end, would themselves be questionable,” 
ante, at 326–327; that “a court would be remiss in performing 
its duties were it to accept an unsound principle merely to 
avoid the necessity of making a broader ruling,” ante, at 329; 
and that avoiding a facial challenge to § 203 “would prolong 
the substantial, nationwide chilling effect” that § 203 causes, 
ante, at 333. This logic, of course, applies equally to as-
applied challenges to §§ 201 and 311. 

Irony aside, the Court’s promise that as-applied challenges 
will adequately protect speech is a hollow assurance. Now 
more than ever, §§ 201 and 311 will chill protected speech 
because—as California voters can attest—“the advent of 
the Internet” enables “prompt disclosure of expenditures,” 
which “provide[s]” political opponents “with the information 
needed” to intimidate and retaliate against their foes. Ante, 
at 370. Thus, “disclosure permits citizens . . . to  react to the 
speech of [their political opponents] in a proper”—or undeni­
ably improper—“way” long before a plaintiff could prevail 
on an as-applied challenge.2 Ante, at 371. 

2 But cf. Hill v. Colorado, 530 U. S. 703, 707–710 (2000) (approving a 
statute restricting speech “within 100 feet” of abortion clinics because it 
protected women seeking an abortion from “ ‘sidewalk counseling,’ ” which 
“consists of efforts ‘to educate, counsel, persuade, or inform passersby 
about abortion and abortion alternatives by means of verbal or written 
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I cannot endorse a view of the First Amendment that sub­
jects citizens of this Nation to death threats, ruined careers, 
damaged or defaced property, or pre-emptive and threaten­
ing warning letters as the price for engaging in “core politi­
cal speech, the ‘primary object of First Amendment protec­
tion.’ ” McConnell, 540 U. S., at 264 (Thomas, J., concurring 
in part, concurring in judgment in part, and dissenting in 
part) (quoting Nixon v. Shrink Missouri Government PAC, 
528 U. S. 377, 410–411 (2000) (Thomas, J., dissenting)). Ac­
cordingly, I respectfully dissent from the Court’s judgment 
upholding BCRA §§ 201 and 311. 

speech,’ ” and which “sometimes” involved “strong and abusive language 
in face-to-face encounters”). 
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Reporter’s Note 

The next page is purposely numbered 801. The numbers between 485 
and 801 were intentionally omitted, in order to make it possible to publish 
the orders with permanent page numbers, thus making the official cita­
tions available upon publication of the preliminary prints of the United 
States Reports. 
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ORDERS FOR OCTOBER 5, 2009, THROUGH
 
JANUARY 19, 2010
 

October 5, 2009 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 08–906. Afanwi v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re­
manded for further consideration in light of the position asserted 
by the Solicitor General in her brief for respondent filed August 
26, 2009. Reported below: 526 F. 3d 788. 

No. 08–10150. Frankel v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re­
manded for further consideration in light of the position asserted 
by the Solicitor General in her brief for respondent filed August 
4, 2009. 

No. 09–5115. Hamilton v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re­
manded for further consideration in light of Melendez-Diaz v. 
Massachusetts, 557 U. S. 305 (2009). Reported below: 73 Mass. 
App. 1122, 900 N. E. 2d 914. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 08–10117. Boyd v. Wachovia Bank N. A. et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non­
criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dis­
sents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. Reported below: 
308 Fed. Appx. 582. 
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October 5, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 08–10168. Herships v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th 
App. Dist. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 08–10266. Hobley v. District of Columbia. Ct. App. 
D. C. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non­
criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dis­
sents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 08–10401. Harris v. Walker, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–10457. Castillo v. Guidry. Ct. App. La., 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Re­
ported below: 995 So. 2d 50. 

No. 08–10490. McCright v. Evans, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Re­
ported below: 299 Fed. Appx. 743. 

No. 08–10543. Karnofel v. Girard Police Department 
et al. Ct. App. Ohio, Trumbull County. Motion of petitioner 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari 
dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–10578. Wells v. Vasquez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–10595. McGowan v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. 
Tenn. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non­
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criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dis­
sents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 08–10619. Asemani v. Islamic Republic of Iran et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in 
forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 1. 

No. 08–10650. Dasisa v. University of Massachusetts 
Board of Trustees. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dis­
missed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–10685. Asemani v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Re­
ported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 211. 

No. 08–10783. Smith v. Charleston County School Dis­

trict et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 193. 

No. 08–10847. Simmons v. Flecker. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–10890. Swain v. Small, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–10899. Penk v. Coffman, Secretary of State of 
Colorado, et al. Sup. Ct. Colo. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–10923. Shabazz v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As peti­
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
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38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 08–10930. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–10954. Asemani v. Maryland et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Re­
ported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 244. 

No. 08–10969. Asemani v. Fisher et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 326 Fed. Appx. 210. 

No. 08–10986. Strong v. Illinois Department of Human 
Services. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to pro­
ceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 299 Fed. Appx. 577. 

No. 08–10989. Dade v. United States District Court for 
the District of Idaho. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dis­
missed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–11013. Asemani v. Smith et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 336 Fed. Appx. 336. 

No. 08–11035. Dey v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–11118. Francis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5029. Martin v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
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No. 09–5055. Fenlon v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5074. Wakefield v. Cordis Corp. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Re­
ported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 804. 

No. 09–5078. Jerry v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As peti­
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. Reported below: 964 A. 2d 943. 

No. 09–5096. Howard v. Industrial Commission of Ohio 
et al. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 122 Ohio St. 3d 1417, 908 
N. E. 2d 428. 

No. 09–5099. Young v. Department of Justice et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 764. 

No. 09–5111. Simmons v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5142. Redford v. Redford. Ct. App. Ga. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5146. Asemani v. Ahmadinejad, President of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of petitioner 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari 
dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
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No. 09–5190. Reger v. Walker et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 312 Fed. Appx. 624. 

No. 09–5214. Edmond v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 991 So. 2d 588. 

No. 09–5281. Butcher v. Guthrie, Judge, United States 
District Court for the Eastern District of Texas, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 161. 

No. 09–5289. Moore v. Schuetzle, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5290. Muniz v. New Mexico. Sup. Ct. N. M. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 146 N. M. 642, 213 P. 3d 792. 

No. 09–5356. Curto v. Siwek. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio­
rari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion and 
this petition. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 62. 

No. 09–5383. Glover v. Thurmer, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–5398. Jaffe v. US Airways, Inc., et al. Ct. 
App. Ariz. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
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pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non­
criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dis­
sents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–5436. Crutcher v. Williams, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 09–5451. Ruston v. Dallas County, Texas, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 262. 

No. 09–5488. Wallace v. Moberg et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5512. Brown v. Rivera, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5576. Smith v. Wrigley, Superintendent, New 
Castle Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio­
rari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has 
repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not 
to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from peti­
tioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and 
the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Mar­
tin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) 
(per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and 
cases cited therein. 

No. 09–5630. Oduok v. Ferro et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 303 Fed. Appx. 790. 
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No. 09–5790. Sibley v. Grievance Committee of the Sev­

enth Judicial District. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 4th Jud. 
Dept. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. Reported below: 61 App. Div. 3d 85, 874 N. Y. S. 2d 338. 

No. 09–5800. Danser v. Lawrence, Judge, United States 
District Court for the Southern District of Indiana. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 09–5856. Wagner v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Re­
ported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 626. 

No. 09–5878. Childs v. Weinshienk, Senior Judge, United 
States District Court for the District of Colorado. C. A. 
10th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 860. 

No. 09–6054. Voinche v. United States District Court 
for the Middle District of Louisiana et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Re­
ported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 525. 

Miscellaneous Orders 
No. 08A1098 (08–1204). Gimbel v. California et al., 556 

U. S. 1269. Application for leave to file petition for rehearing in 
excess of the word limit, addressed to Justice Ginsburg and 
referred to the Court, denied. 

No. 09A140 (09–246). Bridgeport Roman Catholic Dioce­

san Corp. v. New York Times Co. et al. Sup. Ct. Conn. Ap­
plication for stay, addressed to Justice Scalia and referred to 
the Court, denied. 

No. 08M92. Torres v. Amerada Hess Corp.;
 
No. 09M12. Roberson v. LFI Fort Pierce, Inc., et al.; and
 
No. 09M17. Abercrombie v. Department of Agriculture.
 

Motions to direct the Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari 
out of time under this Court’s Rule 14.5 denied. 
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No. 09M1. Sturdivant v. United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia; 

No. 09M2. Jones v. General Nutrition Centers, Inc.; 
No. 09M4. Scohy v. Sand River Properties, LLC; 
No. 09M5. Frazier v. Riley et al.; 
No. 09M7. Mottram v. Davis, Warden; 
No. 09M8. Cottingham v. Policy Studies, Inc.; 
No. 09M9. Vang v. McDonald, Acting Warden; 
No. 09M10. Eichwedel v. Illinois; 
No. 09M13. Benitez v. Sodexho Marriott Services; 
No. 09M16. Vann v. United Airlines, Inc.; 
No. 09M18. Selensky v. Alabama; 
No. 09M19. Sanders v. North Carolina et al.; 
No. 09M20. Ndukwe v. Violette et al.; 
No. 09M21. Solomon v. Philadelphia Newspapers et al.; 
No. 09M22. Hale v. Riggins et al.; 
No. 09M23. Riley v. Pennsylvania Unemployment Com­

pensation Board of Review; 
No. 09M24. Sanders v. Environmental Protection 

Agency et al.; 
No. 09M25. Watson v. Preslesnik, Warden; and 
No. 09M26. West v. United States. Motions to direct the 

Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 09M3. Moore v. Adventist Health System/Georgia 
Inc. et al.; 

No. 09M6. Lacen-Berrios v. United States; 
No. 09M14. Sealed Petitioner v. United States; and 
No. 09M15. Sealed Petitioners v. United States. Mo­

tions for leave to file petitions for writs of certiorari under seal 
with redacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 09M11. Staub v. Proctor Hospital. Motion for leave 
to proceed as a veteran granted. 

No. 65, Orig. Texas v. New Mexico. Motion of the River 
Master for fees and reimbursement of expenses granted, and the 
River Master is awarded a total of $6,910.61 for the period July 1, 
2008, through June 30, 2009, to be paid equally by the parties. 
[For earlier order herein, see, e. g., 555 U. S. 806.] 

No. 137, Orig. Montana v. Wyoming et al. Motion of the 
Special Master for allowance of fees and reimbursement of ex­
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penses granted, and the Special Master is awarded a total of 
$40,808.96 for the period October 20, 2008, through June 12, 2009, 
to be paid equally by the parties. [For earlier order herein, see, 
e. g., 555 U. S. 968.] 

No. 08–472. Salazar, Secretary of the Interior, et al. 
v. Buono. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 555 U. S. 1169.] 
Motion of Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States et al. 
for leave to intervene denied. 

No. 08–538. Schwab v. Reilly. C. A. 3d Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 556 U. S. 1207.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave 
to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided 
argument granted. 

No. 08–586. Jones et al. v. Harris Associates L. P. C. A. 
7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 556 U. S. 1104.] Motion of the So­
licitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus 
curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 08–674. NRG Power Marketing, LLC, et al. v. Maine 
Public Utilities Commission et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certio­
rari granted, 556 U. S. 1207.] Motion of the Solicitor General for 
divided argument granted. 

No. 08–911. Kucana v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 556 U. S. 1207.] Motion of the So­
licitor General for divided argument granted. 

No. 08–1151. Stop the Beach Renourishment, Inc. v. 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection et al. 
Sup. Ct. Fla. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 903.] Motion of 
Owners’ Counsel of America for leave to file a brief as amicus 
curiae out of time granted. 

No. 08–1200. Jerman v. Carlisle, McNellie, Rini, 
Kramer & Ulrich LPA et al. C. A. 6th Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 557 U. S. 933.] Motion of petitioner to dispense with 
printing the joint appendix granted. 

No. 08–1314. Williamson et al. v. Mazda Motor of 
America, Inc., et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 3; 

No. 08–1423. Costco Wholesale Corp. v. Omega, S. A. 
C. A. 9th Cir.; 
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No. 08–1458. Missouri Gas Energy v. Schmidt, Woods 
County, Oklahoma, Assessor. Sup. Ct. Okla.; and 

No. 08–1515. Golden Gate Restaurant Assn. v. City and 
County of San Francisco, California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
The Solicitor General is invited to file briefs in these cases ex­
pressing the views of the United States. 

No. 08–1596. Rhine v. Deaton et ux. Ct. App. Tex., 2d 
Dist. The Solicitor General of Texas is invited to file a brief in 
this case expressing the views of the State of Texas. 

No. 08–7412. Graham v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. [Certiorari granted, 556 U. S. 1220.] Motion of petitioner 
for appointment of counsel granted. Bryan S. Gowdy, Esq., of 
Jacksonville, Fla., is appointed to serve as counsel for petitioner 
in this case. 

No. 08–8224. Burke v. Aniskovich et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [556 U. S. 1150] denied. 

No. 08–9547. In re Minnfee. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[556 U. S. 1268] denied. 

No. 08–9603. In re Haddad. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[556 U. S. 1281] denied. 

No. 08–9685. Veale et al. v. United States et al. C. A. 
1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [556 U. S. 1256] denied. 

No. 08–9822. Bagley v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [557 U. S. 902] granted. Order en­
tered June 15, 2009, vacated. 

No. 08–10258. Hayes v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [557 U. S. 917] denied. 

No. 08–10306. In re Farley. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[556 U. S. 1280] denied. 
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No. 08–10333. Moore v. United States District Court for 
the Western District of Washington. C. A. 9th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [557 U. S. 901] denied. 

No. 08–10440. Ford v. Christiana Care Health Systems 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir.; 

No. 08–10625. GwanJun Kim v. Department of Labor 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir.; 

No. 08–10997. Williams v. Church’s Chicken et al. Ct. 
App. Cal., 2d App. Dist.; 

No. 09–5205. Nicoloudakis v. Abraham, Philadelphia Dis­

trict Attorney, et al. C. A. 3d Cir.; 
No. 09–5294. Ortega v. Napa County, California. Ct. 

App. Cal., 1st App. Dist.; 
No. 09–5305. Corines v. Broward County Sheriff’s De­

partment et al. C. A. 11th Cir.; 
No. 09–5346. Potter v. South Coast Plumbing Systems, 

Inc., et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 2; 
No. 09–5400. Menke v. Gaddy et al. Ct. App. N. M.; 
No. 09–5448. Rodriguez v. Quality Engineering Prod­

ucts et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist.; 
No. 09–5496. Abbey v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir.; 
No. 09–5515. Quinn v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir.; and 
No. 09–5728. Hollis v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Mo­

tions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioners are allowed until October 26, 2009, within which to 
pay the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) and to submit peti­
tions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 

No. 08–10564. In re Smith; 
No. 08–10988. In re Corines; 
No. 08–11038. In re Simmons; 
No. 08–11050. In re Salazar; 
No. 09–5139. In re Ortiz; 
No. 09–5156. In re Morrison; 
No. 09–5213. In re Martinez; 
No. 09–5308. In re Johnson; 
No. 09–5606. In re Stamps; 
No. 09–5696. In re Usher; 
No. 09–5719. In re Bojonquez; 
No. 09–5753. In re Gordon; 
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No. 09–5754. In re Hernandez; 
No. 09–5755. In re Tapia-Fierro; 
No. 09–5803. In re Schmidt; 
No. 09–5873. In re Morris; 
No. 09–5880. In re Coppage; 
No. 09–5882. In re Neal-El; 
No. 09–5907. In re York; 
No. 09–5912. In re Butler; 
No. 09–5948. In re Del Toro; 
No. 09–5953. In re Davies; 
No. 09–6049. In re Carter; 
No. 09–6145. In re Jackson; and 
No. 09–6189. In re Bush. Petitions for writs of habeas cor­

pus denied. 

No. 08–10784. In re Smith;
 
No. 08–10886. In re Alpine;
 
No. 09–5106. In re Sinquefield;
 
No. 09–5122. In re Sherratt;
 
No. 09–5768. In re Miller;
 
No. 09–5814. In re Treece;
 
No. 09–5945. In re Williams;
 
No. 09–6154. In re Millen; and
 
No. 09–6233. In re Cluck. Motions of petitioners for leave
 

to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs of 
habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6291. In re Bennett. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As peti­
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 08–1559. In re Corrigan; 
No. 08–10443. In re Richard; 
No. 08–10712. In re Stonier; 
No. 08–10759. In re Manship; 
No. 08–10927. In re Roberts; 
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No. 08–10974. In re Shelton; 
No. 08–11007. In re Brown; 
No. 08–11123. In re Winns; 
No. 09–211. In re Fleming et ux.; 
No. 09–5332. In re Robinson; 
No. 09–5487. In re Vann; and 
No. 09–5876. In re Daley. Petitions for writs of mandamus 

denied. 

No. 09–5612. In re Bravo. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of manda­
mus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has 
repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not 
to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from peti­
tioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and 
the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Mar­
tin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) 
(per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and 
cases cited therein. 

No. 08–1549. In re Birks; 
No. 08–11003. In re Singletary; 
No. 08–11070. In re Augustin; and 
No. 09–5411. In re Arnold. Petitions for writs of manda­

mus and/or prohibition denied. 

No. 08–10356. In re Alpine; 
No. 08–10732. In re Alpine; 
No. 08–10846. In re Michalski; 
No. 09–5098. In re Foose; 
No. 09–5442. In re Hill; and 
No. 09–5595. In re Muhammad. Motions of petitioners for 

leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs 
of mandamus and/or prohibition dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 08–10941. In re Telemaque. Petition for writ of prohi­
bition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1048. Marquardt v. Sebelius, Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 294 Fed. Appx. 112. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 815 

558 U. S. October 5, 2009 

No. 08–1082. City of Maywood, California, et al. v. 
Densmore. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
320 Fed. Appx. 497. 

No. 08–1097. Adam et al. v. Salazar, Secretary of the 
Interior. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
292 Fed. Appx. 646. 

No. 08–1100. Pirant v. United States Postal Service. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 F. 3d 202. 

No. 08–1117. Bowen v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 215 Ore. App. 199, 168 P. 3d 1208, and 
220 Ore. App. 380, 185 P. 3d 1129. 

No. 08–1122. Clark et al. v. Jenkins. Ct. App. Tex., 7th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 248 S. W. 3d 418. 

No. 08–1133. Wuterich v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 67 M. J. 63. 

No. 08–1144. J. L. Spoons, Inc., et al. v. Guzman, Director, 
Ohio Department of Public Safety, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 538 F. 3d 379. 

No. 08–1172. Nacchio v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 1234. 

No. 08–1176. Ford v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 548 F. 3d 1. 

No. 08–1184. Bowman v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 765. 

No. 08–1188. Robinson v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Lucas 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1205. Botes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 290 Fed. Appx. 316. 

No. 08–1213. Caruso, Director, Michigan Department of 
Corrections, et al. v. Bazzetta et al.; and 

No. 08–1345. Bazzetta et al. v. Caruso, Director, Michi­

gan Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 290 Fed. Appx. 905. 
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No. 08–1216. Barry v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 
631. 

No. 08–1232. Carlyle Fortran Trust v. nVIDIA Corp. 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 302 
Fed. Appx. 514. 

No. 08–1238. Stoyanov v. Mabus, Secretary of the Navy, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 
Fed. Appx. 945. 

No. 08–1245. National Taxpayers Union v. Social Secu­

rity Administration, Office of the Inspector General. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 302 Fed. 
Appx. 115. 

No. 08–1266. Guerra v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 08–1280. Mikos v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 539 F. 3d 706. 

No. 08–1283. Choose Life Illinois, Inc., et al. v. White, 
Secretary of State of Illinois. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 547 F. 3d 853. 

No. 08–1284. DBC v. Patent and Trademark Office, 
Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 F. 3d 1373. 

No. 08–1285. Finker et al. v. Weber. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 1379. 

No. 08–1287. Family Dollar Stores, Inc. v. Morgan et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 551 F. 3d 
1233. 

No. 08–1291. Tucker et al. v. Hardin County, Tennessee, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 
F. 3d 526. 

No. 08–1295. Cheek et al. v. City of Edwardsville, Kan­

sas, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
324 Fed. Appx. 699. 
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No. 08–1300. Gunderson et al. v. Liberty Mutual Insur­

ance Co. et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 305 Fed. Appx. 170. 

No. 08–1306. Hendrix et al. v. Coffey et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 495. 

No. 08–1309. Hill Dermaceuticals, Inc. v. Rx Solutions 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 
Fed. Appx. 450. 

No. 08–1317. Eman v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 288 Fed. Appx. 125. 

No. 08–1321. New York v. Romeo. Ct. App. N. Y. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 12 N. Y. 3d 51, 876 N. E. 2d 666. 

No. 08–1325. Barr et al. v. Lafon, Individually and in 
His Official Capacity as Principal of William Blount 
High School, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 538 F. 3d 554. 

No. 08–1328. Greenwell v. Parsley. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 541 F. 3d 401. 

No. 08–1330. Sands v. Department of Homeland Security 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 
Fed. Appx. 418. 

No. 08–1337. Knight v. Chicago Tribune Co. et al. App. 
Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. 
App. 3d 347, 895 N. E. 2d 1007. 

No. 08–1340. Wiggenhorn et al. v. AXA Equitable Life 
Insurance Co. et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 722. 

No. 08–1346. Acosta v. Campbell et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 315. 

No. 08–1348. Railsback v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1349. Coffey et al. v. Southwestern Bell Tele­

phone, L. P., et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 544 F. 3d 1101. 
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No. 08–1351. Frazier v. Smith, Commissioner, Florida De­

partment of Education, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 535 F. 3d 1279. 

No. 08–1352. Arkansas Annual Conference of the Afri­

can Methodist Episcopal Church, Inc., et al. v. New Direc­

tion Praise and Worship Center, Inc. Sup. Ct. Ark. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 375 Ark. 428, 291 S. W. 3d 562. 

No. 08–1353. Borough of Carlstadt, New Jersey, et al. 
v. Tomu Development Co., Inc. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1355. Lucas v. University of Colorado, Health 
Sciences Center. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1359. Fisher v. VanLoveren et al. Ct. App. Ohio, 
Hamilton County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1360. Clayton v. Pennsylvania Department of 
Welfare et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 304 Fed. Appx. 104. 

No. 08–1363. Narron v. North Carolina. Ct. App. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 193 N. C. App. 76, 666 
S. E. 2d 860. 

No. 08–1366. Rosch v. Whatcom County, Washington. Ct. 
App. Wash. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 145 Wash. 
App. 1007. 

No. 08–1368. Gilbert v. Post. Ct. Civ. App. Okla. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–1370. Johnson v. George et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 299 Fed. Appx. 139. 

No. 08–1373. Stancourt et ux., Parents of Stancourt v. 
Worthington City School District. Ct. App. Ohio, Morgan 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1374. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 547 F. 3d 632. 

No. 08–1376. Cundiff et al. v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 200. 
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No. 08–1379. Gonzalez v. City of Deerfield Beach, Flor­

ida. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 549 
F. 3d 1331. 

No. 08–1384. O’Bryan et al. v. Holy See et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 361. 

No. 08–1387. Cahoon v. Utah. Sup. Ct. Utah. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 203 P. 3d 957. 

No. 08–1391. Achobe v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 259. 

No. 08–1393. May v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–1396. Coffee Beanery, Ltd., et al. v. WW, LLC, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 300 
Fed. Appx. 415. 

No. 08–1397. Morley et ux. v. Smith et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 103. 

No. 08–1403. Daniels v. Washington. Sup. Ct. Wash. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 165 Wash. 2d 627, 200 P. 3d 711. 

No. 08–1404. Devon Energy Corp. v. Salazar, Secretary 
of the Interior. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 551 F. 3d 1030. 

No. 08–1409. Ford Motor Co. v. Delaware Director of 
Revenue. Sup. Ct. Del. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
963 A. 2d 115. 

No. 08–1412. Thorogood v. Sears, Roebuck & Co. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 547 F. 3d 742. 

No. 08–1414. L. M., a Minor, By and Through His Guard­

ian ad Litem, Sam M. et ux., et al. v. Capistrano Unified 
School District. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 556 F. 3d 900. 

No. 08–1421. Van Auken v. Catron, Catron & Pottow, 
P. A., et al. Ct. App. N. M. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 145 N. M. 573, 203 P. 3d 104. 
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No. 08–1424. Rosenthal v. Committee on Professional 
Standards, Appellate Division, Supreme Court of New 
York, Third Judicial Department. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 
3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 57 App. Div. 
3d 1085, 868 N. Y. S. 2d 820. 

No. 08–1429. Beal v. CSX Corp. et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 324. 

No. 08–1430. Smith et al., as Co-Personal Representa­

tives of the Estate of Smith, Deceased, et al. v. Ford 
Motor Co. et al. Ct. Civ. App. Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1431. Reddy v. Matthews et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1433. Lawrence v. Goldberg. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–1434. Katz v. Mabus, Secretary of the Navy. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 303 Fed. 
Appx. 125. 

No. 08–1435. Chung v. Superior Court of California, San 
Francisco County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–1437. Russell et ux. v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 551 F. 3d 1174. 

No. 08–1440. Haeg v. Cole. Sup. Ct. Alaska. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 200 P. 3d 317. 

No. 08–1444. Aspen Creek Estates, Ltd. v. Town of 
Brookhaven, New York, et al. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 12 N. Y. 3d 735, 904 N. E. 2d 816. 

No. 08–1445. Childress v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 169. 

No. 08–1446. Grain et ux. v. Trinity Health et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 551 F. 3d 374. 

No. 08–1447. St. Johns United Church of Christ et al. v. 
Babbitt, Administrator, Federal Aviation Administration, 
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et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
550 F. 3d 1168. 

No. 08–1449. Connection Distributing Co. et al. v. 
Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 321. 

No. 08–1450. Jones v. Bayer Healthcare LLC. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 302 Fed. Appx. 590. 

No. 08–1451. Matthew et al. v. Department of the Army. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. 
Appx. 409. 

No. 08–1452. Adams et al. v. Federal Aviation Adminis­

tration et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 550 F. 3d 1174. 

No. 08–1454. Asociacion de Empleados del Estado Libre 
Asociado de Puerto Rico v. Monteagudo. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 164. 

No. 08–1455. Baumhammers v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 599 Pa. 1, 960 A. 2d 59. 

No. 08–1456. Quinones v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 12 N. Y. 3d 116, 879 N. E. 2d 1. 

No. 08–1460. Arensdorf v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 312 Fed. Appx. 634. 

No. 08–1461. Mylan Laboratories, Inc., et al. v. Takeda 
Chemical Industries, Ltd.; and 

No. 08–1463. Alphapharm Pty., Ltd., et al. v. Takeda 
Chemical Industries, Ltd., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 549 F. 3d 1381. 

No. 08–1464. East End Property Company #1, LLC, et al. 
v. Town Board of Brookhaven, New York, et al. App. 
Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 56 App. Div. 3d 773, 868 N. Y. S. 2d 264. 

No. 08–1466. Sunarto v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. 
Appx. 957. 
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No. 08–1467. Carranza v. Chavez et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 486. 

No. 08–1468. Donovan v. Arkansas Supreme Court Com­

mittee on Professional Conduct. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 375 Ark. 350, 290 S. W. 3d 599. 

No. 08–1469. Orion Reserves Limited Partnership v. Sa­

lazar, Secretary of the Interior, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 697. 

No. 08–1471. Shropshire, Individually and as Next 
Friend of Shropshire v. Laidlaw Transit, Inc. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 F. 3d 570. 

No. 08–1474. Jordan et al. v. Mosley. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 298 Fed. Appx. 803. 

No. 08–1475. Hung Lin Wu v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 288 Fed. 
Appx. 428. 

No. 08–1477. Baden Sports, Inc. v. Molten USA, Inc., 
et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 
F. 3d 1300. 

No. 08–1483. Kuhn v. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Fire­

arms and Explosives. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1485. Brown et al. v. One Beacon Insurance Co., 
Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 
Fed. Appx. 915. 

No. 08–1486. Gagnon v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 1021. 

No. 08–1487. Hart v. Safeway, Inc. Ct. App. Ore. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 219 Ore. App. 428, 182 P. 3d 325. 

No. 08–1488. HK Systems, Inc. v. Eaton Corp. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 1086. 

No. 08–1489. Flynn v. Yara et al. Sup. Ct. N. M. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–1490. Hopkins v. D. C. Chapman Ventures, Inc. 
Cir. Ct. W. Va., Nicholas County. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–1491. Wagenknecht v. Levin, Ohio Tax Commis­

sioner. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
121 Ohio St. 3d 13, 901 N. E. 2d 772. 

No. 08–1492. Willett v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 223 W. Va. 394, 674 
S. E. 2d 602. 

No. 08–1493. Babb v. Watson et al., Personal Repre­

sentatives of the Estate of Watson, et al. Ct. App. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1495. Dunn v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 888 N. E. 2d 858. 

No. 08–1496. Gladkihs v. Colorado. Dist. Ct. Colo., Arapa­
hoe County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1499. Fisher v. Colorado. Sup. Ct. Colo. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 202 P. 3d 1186. 

No. 08–1502. Sareen v. Sareen et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 51 App. 
Div. 3d 765, 858 N. Y. S. 2d 285. 

No. 08–1503. Argo v. Tennessee et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1504. Bothe v. Hansen. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 996 So. 2d 860. 

No. 08–1505. Roach v. Roach. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–1508. Kyung Suh Kim et al. v. Synod of Southern 
California and Hawaii et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1510. Grijalva v. Merit Systems Protection 
Board. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
306 Fed. Appx. 607. 

No. 08–1511. Gilley v. Monsanto Co., Inc., et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 
362. 
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No. 08–1512. Gates et vir v. Speedway Superamerica, 
L. L. C. Ct. App. Ohio, Cuyahoga County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1514. Stephens v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 67 M. J. 233. 

No. 08–1516. Cox v. DeSoto County, Mississippi. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 745. 

No. 08–1517. Fernandez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 303. 

No. 08–1518. Mayer Unified School District et al. v. Ari­

zona State Land Commissioner et al. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 219 Ariz. 562, 201 P. 3d 523. 

No. 08–1519. Chrin v. Ibrix, Inc. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 293 Fed. Appx. 125. 

No. 08–1522. Jenkins v. Worley, Individually and in Her 
Official Capacity as Secretary of State of Alabama, 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 
Fed. Appx. 490. 

No. 08–1523. Lionetti v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 298 Fed. Appx. 212. 

No. 08–1525. Improv West Associates et al. v. Comedy 
Club, Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 553 F. 3d 1277. 

No. 08–1526. Hauman v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 909 A. 2d 879. 

No. 08–1527. Finstad v. Florida Department of Business 
and Professional Regulation et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 295 Fed. Appx. 355. 

No. 08–1531. Wolf v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 314 Wis. 2d 748, 760 N. W. 2d 184. 

No. 08–1532. Asher v. Chase Bank USA, N. A. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 912. 

No. 08–1533. Mehen v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 297 Fed. Appx. 621. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 825 

558 U. S. October 5, 2009 

No. 08–1534. Zdun et al. v. Henderson et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 215. 

No. 08–1535. Kavali v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1536. Palazzo v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 400. 

No. 08–1537. Khanna v. State Bar of California et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. 
Appx. 176. 

No. 08–1538. Feigenbaum v. Merrill Lynch & Co. et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. 
Appx. 585. 

No. 08–1540. Dixon v. Miami-Dade County, Florida. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 
270. 

No. 08–1541. Covarrubias Ruezga v. California. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1542. Spielvogel v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1544. Jallali v. Nova Southeastern University, 
Inc. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 992 So. 2d 338. 

No. 08–1545. Eghbal et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 548 F. 3d 1281. 

No. 08–1546. Keener et al. v. United States. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 551 F. 3d 1358. 

No. 08–1548. Business Planning Systems, Inc. v. Person­

nel Decisions, Inc. Sup. Ct. Del. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 970 A. 2d 256. 

No. 08–1550. Franke v. Poly-America Medical and Den­

tal Benefits Plan. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 555 F. 3d 656. 
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No. 08–1552. Freeman, Individually and in His Capacity 
as Representative of the Estate of Freeman, et al. v. 
United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 556 F. 3d 326. 

No. 08–1557. Marti v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 294 Fed. Appx. 439. 

No. 08–1558. Imperial Merchant Services, Inc., dba 
Check Recovery Systems, Inc. v. Hunt, Individually and 
on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 1137. 

No. 08–1560. Jolley v. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 299 Fed. Appx. 966. 

No. 08–1561. Tjong v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 957. 

No. 08–1563. Aster v. Aster. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1565. Kriger et al. v. Bowen Property Manage­

ment et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 300 Fed. Appx. 526. 

No. 08–1567. TePoel v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 549. 

No. 08–1568. Turay v. Richards et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–1570. Curtis v. Napolitano, Secretary of Home­

land Security. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 316 Fed. Appx. 360. 

No. 08–1572. Hoffman et al. v. Jonesfilm; and 
No. 09–75. Jonesfilm v. Hoffman et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 962. 

No. 08–1573. Fine v. State Bar of California. Sup. Ct. 
Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1574. Gaber v. Henderson et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 210. 
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No. 08–1576. Linam v. Linam. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 2 So. 3d 982. 

No. 08–1577. Milton H. Greene Archives, Inc. v. BPI Com­

munications, Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 572. 

No. 08–1578. Luke et al. v. Emergency Rooms, P. S., et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. 
Appx. 496. 

No. 08–1579. Rector, Wardens and Vestrymen of Saint 
James Parish in Newport Beach, California, et al. v. Prot­

estant Episcopal Church in the Diocese of Los Angeles 
et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 45 
Cal. 4th 467, 198 P. 3d 66. 

No. 08–1580. Sandoval v. Los Angeles County Depart­

ment of Public Social Services et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 169 Cal. App. 
4th 1167, 87 Cal. Rptr. 3d 334. 

No. 08–1581. Bilal v. Illinois Attorney Registration 
and Disciplinary Commission. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–1582. Radwanski v. Ruiz et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 92. 

No. 08–1583. Quinn v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 780. 

No. 08–1584. ValuePest.com of Charlotte, Inc., fka 
Budget Pest Prevention, Inc., et al. v. Bayer Corp. et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 282. 

No. 08–1585. Harris v. Standard Insurance Co. et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. 
Appx. 583. 

No. 08–1586. Faltas v. Koon. Sup. Ct. S. C. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 379 S. C. 150, 666 S. E. 2d 230. 

No. 08–1587. Paull v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 551 F. 3d 516. 
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No. 08–1588. Mensah v. Holder, Attorney General, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1590. RAR Development Associates v. New Jer­

sey Schools Construction Corporation et al. Super. Ct. 
N. J., App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1591. Pichoff, Special Administrator of the Es­

tate of Pichoff, Deceased v. QHG of Springdale, Inc., dba 
Northwest Health System, aka Northwest Medical Cen­

ter of Washington County, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 728. 

No. 08–1593. Nicholas et ux., Individually and as Suc­

cessors in Interest to the Estate of Nicholas, Deceased 
v. Boyd et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 317 Fed. Appx. 773. 

No. 08–1594. Khalil v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 624. 

No. 08–7683. Patton v. Harris et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–8246. Sam v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 597 Pa. 523, 952 A. 2d 565. 

No. 08–8672. Feurtado v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 809. 

No. 08–8682. Meister v. Scott et al. (two judgments). 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–8713. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 549 F. 3d 963. 

No. 08–8844. Ihmoud v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–8848. Watson v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 597 Pa. 483, 952 A. 2d 541. 

No. 08–8871. Paul v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 534 F. 3d 832. 

No. 08–9100. Meza Segundo v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 270 S. W. 3d 79. 
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No. 08–9130. Jones v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 597 Pa. 286, 951 A. 2d 294. 

No. 08–9180. Sklar et ux. v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
549 F. 3d 1252. 

No. 08–9276. Flores-Perez v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 69. 

No. 08–9303. Smith v. Hawaii et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 535. 

No. 08–9319. Brent v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 267. 

No. 08–9339. Armstrong et al. v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 F. 3d 382. 

No. 08–9481. Elashi v. United States;
 
No. 08–9602. Elashi v. United States;
 
No. 08–9938. Elashi v. United States; and
 
No. 08–9939. Elashi v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­

tiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 480. 

No. 08–9484. Franklin v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 547 F. 3d 726. 

No. 08–9493. Miller v. Beard, Secretary, Pennsylvania 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 39. 

No. 08–9531. Palis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 558. 

No. 08–9535. McFarlin v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 342. 

No. 08–9543. Zweigart v. Oregon. Sup. Ct. Ore. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 344 Ore. 619, 188 P. 3d 242. 

No. 08–9578. Mohr v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 604. 

No. 08–9606. Walker et al. v. Epps, Commissioner, Missis­

sippi Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–9607. Garcia v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 382 Ill. App. 3d 1215, 967 N. E. 
2d 499. 

No. 08–9610. Jones v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 124 Nev. 1483, 238 P. 3d 827. 

No. 08–9676. Carter v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–9684. Blaylock v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 535 F. 3d 922. 

No. 08–9737. Boynes v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–9814. Ragin v. United States; and 
No. 08–9977. Howard v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 760. 

No. 08–9834. Henderson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 536 F. 3d 776. 

No. 08–9882. Spence v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–9884. Cooper v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 291 Fed. Appx. 98. 

No. 08–9887. Sampath v. Concurrent Technologies Corp. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 299 Fed. 
Appx. 143. 

No. 08–9944. Zuniga v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 1330. 

No. 08–9948. Prevatte v. French, Warden, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 547 F. 3d 1300. 

No. 08–9992. Mullen v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 621. 

No. 08–9994. Barnett v. Roper, Superintendent, Potosi 
Correctional Center. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 541 F. 3d 804. 
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No. 08–9995. Bannister v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 232 Ill. 2d 52, 902 N. E. 2d 571. 

No. 08–10000. Huff v. Kentucky Retirement Systems. 
Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10028. Robledo-Leyva v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 859. 

No. 08–10038. Bennett v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 962. 

No. 08–10041. Pelullo v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 823. 

No. 08–10046. Furnish v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 267 S. W. 3d 656. 

No. 08–10061. Nyhammer v. New Jersey. Sup. Ct. N. J. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 197 N. J. 383, 963 A. 2d 316. 

No. 08–10071. Garcia Nunez v. Thaler, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu­

tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 294 Fed. Appx. 104. 

No. 08–10074. Stitt v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 345. 

No. 08–10075. Rashid v. United States; 
No. 08–10508. Haque v. United States; and 
No. 09–5712. Haque v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­

tiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 510. 

No. 08–10079. Rice v. Davis, Warden. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10080. Spear v. Howerton, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10083. Ray v. Allen, Commissioner, Alabama De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10084. Ruiz v. Birkett, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10085. McNeill v. Goff, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10087. Dumont v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 1288. 

No. 08–10091. Bartsch v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 167 Cal. App. 
4th 896, 84 Cal. Rptr. 3d 410. 

No. 08–10093. Bacon v. Laswell et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 124 Nev. 1450, 238 P. 3d 794. 

No. 08–10094. Munoz v. Fortner et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 816. 

No. 08–10099. Cook v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 996 So. 2d 224. 

No. 08–10106. Peoples v. Barber et al. (two judgments). 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10107. Braley v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10112. Curtis v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 223 Ore. App. 259, 195 P. 3d 923. 

No. 08–10116. Bennett v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 45 Cal. 4th 577, 199 P. 3d 535. 

No. 08–10118. Davis v. Third Judicial District Court of 
Nevada, Lyon County, et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–10120. Stubl v. Place. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–10138. Anderson v. Cunningham. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 706. 

No. 08–10140. Beaty v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart­

ment of Corrections. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 554 F. 3d 780. 

No. 08–10141. Beeks v. Uribe, Acting Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10144. Luna v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 268 S. W. 3d 594. 

No. 08–10148. McMullen v. Tennis, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Rockview, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 231. 

No. 08–10153. Massie v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 8 So. 3d 1134. 

No. 08–10175. Jenkins v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10176. Kaiser v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10189. Morales v. Marques. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10190. Pandolfi v. Wall, Director, Rhode Island 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10192. Alix v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 
Fed. Appx. 875. 

No. 08–10193. Porter v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10194. Hamilton v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 45 Cal. 4th 963, 200 P. 3d 898. 

No. 08–10195. Farias-Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 1181. 

No. 08–10201. Ledbetter v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10205. Jones v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10209. Berry v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10211. Romandetta v. Cate, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 302 Fed. 
Appx. 663. 

No. 08–10214. Wilson v. Belleque, Superintendent, Ore­

gon State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 554 F. 3d 816. 

No. 08–10215. Atienza Wagan v. Alameida. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10216. Conner v. American Arbitration Assn. 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 
Fed. Appx. 611. 

No. 08–10219. Lay v. Shefferman. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10221. Castillo v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10225. Shabazz, aka Dennis v. First Correctional 
Medical Services et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10230. Hunter v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 29 So. 3d 256. 

No. 08–10234. Rich v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 881. 

No. 08–10235. Arnold v. Lamarque, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10237. Toliver v. Hartley, Acting Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 298 Fed. 
Appx. 682. 

No. 08–10244. Hermelo v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10246. Greer v. Berghuis, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10247. Armann v. Quintanais, Warden. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 549 F. 3d 279. 

No. 08–10248. Ardley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 203. 

No. 08–10255. Helton v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 2 So. 3d 981. 

No. 08–10257. Hawkins v. Hamlet, Ltd., et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 296 Fed. Appx. 918. 

No. 08–10259. Hughes v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10261. McKinney v. Ray, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 289 Fed. Appx. 604. 

No. 08–10262. Young v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10265. Gonzalez v. Sullivan, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10267. Isaac v. Lafler, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10268. Colleen F. v. Riverside County Depart­

ment of Public Social Services. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10269. Pace v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 189. 

No. 08–10270. Quintero v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. 
Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10273. Collins v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 290. 

No. 08–10278. Kelly v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 1. 

No. 08–10282. Bond v. Beard, Secretary, Pennsylvania 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 539 F. 3d 256. 
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No. 08–10288. Moore v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10291. Ramey v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10296. Updike v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 303 Fed. Appx. 152. 

No. 08–10304. Moorer v. Jackson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10309. Payne v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 3d Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10312. Szanto v. Szanto. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10315. Archer v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10319. Bethany v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10321. Bishop v. Terry, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10323. Setts v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 996 So. 2d 219. 

No. 08–10326. Gonzalez-Zotelo v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 736. 

No. 08–10336. Batista v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10338. Brown v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10341. Cunniff v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 995 So. 2d 962. 

No. 08–10343. Hawkins v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 598 Pa. 85, 953 A. 2d 1248. 
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No. 08–10346. Hines v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10347. Johnson v. Gibson, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 245. 

No. 08–10350. Garcia v. Yarborough, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. 
Appx. 988. 

No. 08–10351. Smith v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 999 So. 2d 1140. 

No. 08–10352. Riley v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10355. M. L. S. v. Missouri. Ct. App. Mo., Western 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 275 S. W. 3d 293. 

No. 08–10358. Swift v. Stanford. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10361. Monacelli v. UPS Store et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10362. Cruz-Meza v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 634. 

No. 08–10363. D’Saachs v. Hall, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 695. 

No. 08–10365. Gill v. Rock, Superintendent, Great 
Meadow Correctional Facility. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 12 N. Y. 3d 1, 903 N. E. 2d 1146. 

No. 08–10371. Garcia v. Ryan, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10372. Gardner v. Norris, Director, Arkansas De­

partment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10373. Heath v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10374. Hughes v. Estate of Hughes, Deceased. 
Ct. App. Minn. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10375. Humphrey v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 979 So. 2d 283. 

No. 08–10376. Hernandez v. Ollison, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. 
Appx. 52. 

No. 08–10378. Graham v. Washington, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 281 Fed. 
Appx. 221. 

No. 08–10379. Trevino v. Evans, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 970. 

No. 08–10382. Lutz v. Obama, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10387. Simon v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10393. Allen v. Belcher. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10396. McDaniel v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10397. Davis v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10398. Hardy v. Bennett et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 362. 

No. 08–10399. Hayes v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10402. Franco v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10403. Gaskin v. Kelly, Superintendent, Missis­

sippi State Penitentiary. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10404. Fultz v. State Farm Mutual Automobile 
Insurance Co. Sup. Ct. Del. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 966 A. 2d 347. 

No. 08–10405. Ford v. Polk, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10408. Christopher v. Bethune. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 950 A. 2d 75. 

No. 08–10411. Davidson v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10413. Hodge et ux. v. Calvert County Public 
Schools et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 297 Fed. Appx. 224. 

No. 08–10414. Simpson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 1135. 

No. 08–10415. Santifer v. Evans, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 857. 

No. 08–10416. Rekow v. Hall, Superintendent, Two Riv­

ers Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 999. 

No. 08–10421. Rogers v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 
F. 3d 483. 

No. 08–10422. Portillo v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10424. Osborne v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 F. 3d 943. 

No. 08–10427. Babinski v. Voss. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 617. 

No. 08–10428. Bright v. Wright, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 813. 

No. 08–10431. Davis v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10432. Coats v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10434. Harris v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1129, 970 
N. E. 2d 128. 
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No. 08–10435. Henderson v. Liggin et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 214. 

No. 08–10438. Gonzalez v. Smith et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 298. 

No. 08–10439. Ijadimini v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10444. Ware v. Laney et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10445. Timothy v. Skolnik, Director, Nevada De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 63. 

No. 08–10450. Purpura v. Bushkin, Gaimes, Gains, Jonas & 
Stream et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 317 Fed. Appx. 263. 

No. 08–10451. O’Kelley v. Hall, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 284 Ga. 758, 670 S. E. 2d 388. 

No. 08–10458. Cook v. Galaza, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10461. Coleman v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10466. Daughtery v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10469. Piazza v. Curry, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10471. Bates v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 881. 

No. 08–10472. Johnson v. Roper, Superintendent, Potosi 
Correctional Center, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–10473. Lagaite v. Livingston, Executive Direc­

tor, Texas Department of Criminal Justice, et al. Ct. 
App. Tex., 3d Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10475. Wood v. Scutt, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 861. 

No. 08–10476. Woodard v. City of New Albany, Indiana. 
Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 884 N. E. 
2d 953. 

No. 08–10477. Cairo Rodriguez v. California. Ct. App. 
Cal., 2d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10480. Owens v. Grams, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10483. Olivares v. Garcia, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 494. 

No. 08–10484. Philpot v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 7 So. 3d 535. 

No. 08–10487. Widner v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10488. Watts v. Runnels, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 302 Fed. Appx. 652. 

No. 08–10489. Tucker v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 987 So. 2d 717. 

No. 08–10493. Stringer v. Iowa. Ct. App. Iowa. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 760 N. W. 2d 211. 

No. 08–10496. Consalvo v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 1014. 

No. 08–10497. Dorsey v. Coleman, Superintendent, Fay­

ette State Correctional Institution. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10498. Chapman v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1127, 970 
N. E. 2d 127. 

No. 08–10503. Fanfan v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 105. 
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No. 08–10504. Hawkins v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 694. 

No. 08–10505. Fields v. Berry et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10506. Garrett v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10509. Gaylor v. Gerry, Warden. Super. Ct. N. H., 
Merrimack County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10510. Harper v. Southern Star Concrete. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10511. Raihala v. Whitbeck et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10512. Swift v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 1108. 

No. 08–10514. Bunn v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10515. Burruel v. Spurgeon. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10518. Bright v. O’Flaherty et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 701. 

No. 08–10519. Doan v. Carter, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 548 F. 3d 449. 

No. 08–10523. Small v. Connecticut. Sup. Ct. Conn. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 290 Conn. 128, 962 A. 2d 80. 

No. 08–10525. Abraham v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 968 A. 2d 491. 

No. 08–10526. Brannon v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 521. 

No. 08–10529. Husser v. Dexter, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10532. Rivera, aka Nochez-Rivera v. United 
States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 
Fed. Appx. 698. 
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No. 08–10534. Diggs v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 994 So. 2d 31. 

No. 08–10535. Ramsay v. Broward County Sheriff’s Of­

fice et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 303 Fed. Appx. 761. 

No. 08–10538. Powell v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 2009 Ark. 117. 

No. 08–10540. Votta v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 73 Mass. App. 1117, 899 
N. E. 2d 919. 

No. 08–10541. Vasquez-Ochoa v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10542. Khondaker v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 712. 

No. 08–10545. Fleming v. Rapelje, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 520. 

No. 08–10546. Wai Mui v. McGrath, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 302 Fed. Appx. 741. 

No. 08–10547. Berkley v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
310 Fed. Appx. 665. 

No. 08–10552. Jones v. Google Inc. et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10553. Rodriguez v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10556. Mercer v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 381 S. C. 149, 672 S. E. 
2d 556. 

No. 08–10558. Tuten v. Tennis, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Rockview, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10559. Mower v. Ballard, Warden. Cir. Ct. Mercer 
County, W. Va. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10560. Scotti v. Corriveau et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10561. Evans v. O’Brien, Superintendent, Old 
Colony Correctional Center. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–10563. Smith v. Pepsi Bottling Group et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 567. 

No. 08–10565. Burwell v. City of Las Vegas, Nevada. 
Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10569. Kendall v. State Bar of Michigan et al. 
Ct. App. Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10571. Kamps v. Miller-Stout, Superintendent, 
Airway Heights Correctional Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10572. Panton v. Nash, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 257. 

No. 08–10575. Dinkins v. Sebelius, Secretary of Health 
and Human Services. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 171. 

No. 08–10576. Young v. Presley et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10577. Williams v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 544 F. 3d 683. 

No. 08–10582. Whittington v. Owens-Illinois, Inc. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 185. 

No. 08–10583. McGuigan v. Hall, Superintendent, Two 
Rivers Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 986. 

No. 08–10585. Wright v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10586. Thorne v. Larkins, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10588. Kor v. Felker, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 297 Fed. Appx. 610. 

No. 08–10591. Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 654. 

No. 08–10592. Tucker v. Palmer, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 F. 3d 652. 

No. 08–10594. Nichols v. Mills, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10597. Meshell v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 2 So. 3d 132. 

No. 08–10600. Wright v. Zoeller, Attorney General of 
Indiana. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10603. Babb v. Drug Enforcement Administration 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 
Fed. Appx. 148. 

No. 08–10606. Aguilar v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 316. 

No. 08–10607. Bermudez v. Fischer, Commissioner, New 
York Department of Correctional Services. App. Div., 
Sup. Ct. N. Y., 3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 55 App. Div. 3d 1099, 865 N. Y. S. 2d 400. 

No. 08–10612. Stubl v. Place. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–10614. Barnett v. Boatwright, Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10616. Burke v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 931 A. 2d 41. 

No. 08–10617. Ayres v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–10618. Bridgeford v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 181 Md. App. 735. 

No. 08–10626. Spencer v. Michigan Department of Cor­

rections. Ct. App. Mich. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10629. Brown v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10631. Brent v. Anglin, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10632. McCree v. Harry, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10634. Pierce v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2 So. 3d 641. 

No. 08–10635. Atwater v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 6 So. 3d 51. 

No. 08–10636. Wilson v. Simpson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 515 F. 3d 682. 

No. 08–10639. Jackson v. Benton, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 788. 

No. 08–10640. Wollstein v. Mary Washington Hospital 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 
Fed. Appx. 568. 

No. 08–10641. Davis v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10643. Kenyon v. Wyoming Department of Correc­

tions et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 310 Fed. Appx. 250. 

No. 08–10644. Jackson v. Almager, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10646. Raymond v. Weber, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 680. 

No. 08–10652. Renneke v. Nebraska Department of 
Health and Human Services. Sup. Ct. Neb. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–10658. McNeill v. Wayne County, Michigan, et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. 
Appx. 358. 
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No. 08–10659. Cassell v. Adam Toler Memorial Funeral 
Home, Inc. Cir. Ct. Wyoming County, W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10661. Dale v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 
F. 3d 876. 

No. 08–10662. Watson v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 55 App. 
Div. 3d 934, 865 N. Y. S. 2d 573. 

No. 08–10664. Torricellas v. Davidson, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 279 Fed. Appx. 504. 

No. 08–10665. Willenbring v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 225. 

No. 08–10667. Wrenn v. Oregon Board of Parole and 
Post-Prison Supervision et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 609. 

No. 08–10668. Jiles v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10670. Jenkins v. Cate, Secretary, California De­

partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10671. Link v. Rhodes et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 624. 

No. 08–10672. Triumph v. Connecticut. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 550. 

No. 08–10676. Snider v. Grayless et al. Sup. Ct. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10678. Johnson v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 375 Ark. 462, 291 S. W. 3d 581. 

No. 08–10680. Wilson v. Guthria et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10681. Wilson v. Caldwell et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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October 5, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 08–10682. Williams v. Bitner et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 609. 

No. 08–10683. Brown v. McQuiggin, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10684. Brown v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10686. Brown v. Gutierrez et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 590. 

No. 08–10687. Bethel v. City of Daphne, Alabama. Sup. 
Ct. Ala. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10689. Rodriguez-Zamot v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10690. Shumye v. Felleke. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10691. Ruvalcaba v. Brown, Attorney General of 
California. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10692. Rodriguez v. Mallinckrodt, Inc. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 527. 

No. 08–10693. Candia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10695. Rouse v. Kentucky. Ct. App. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10696. Martin v. Cate, Secretary, California De­

partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 644. 

No. 08–10697. Lay v. Gansler, Attorney General of 
Maryland, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10698. Brown v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 828. 

No. 08–10700. Farris v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 598. 
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No. 08–10701. Harris v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 887. 

No. 08–10702. Gil v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 212. 

No. 08–10703. Ford v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 550 F. 3d 975. 

No. 08–10704. Ikbal v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 604. 

No. 08–10705. Heath v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 263. 

No. 08–10706. Granado-Mena v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 771. 

No. 08–10707. Hicks v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 758. 

No. 08–10708. Garza v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 3d Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 261 S. W. 3d 361. 

No. 08–10709. Hageman v. Nooth, Superintendent, Snake 
River Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 996. 

No. 08–10710. Zuniga v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 653. 

No. 08–10711. Trainor v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10713. Shah v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 294 Fed. Appx. 951. 

No. 08–10714. Schexnayder v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 994 So. 2d 29. 

No. 08–10715. Staples v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10716. Noriega-Valenzuela v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. 
Appx. 655. 
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No. 08–10717. Harwell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 188. 

No. 08–10718. Columna-Romero v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 42. 

No. 08–10719. Dor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 596. 

No. 08–10720. Gardner v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 668. 

No. 08–10721. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 707. 

No. 08–10722. Cuong Tan Huynh v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10725. Garner v. Mitchell, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 257. 

No. 08–10726. Mero v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 544. 

No. 08–10727. Reyes v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 600 Pa. 45, 963 A. 2d 436. 

No. 08–10728. Stevens v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10729. Seay v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 732. 

No. 08–10730. Singleton v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10731. Haymond v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 597. 

No. 08–10733. Bhatia v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 F. 3d 757. 

No. 08–10734. Alicea-Cardoza v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10736. Anderson v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10737. Perritte v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 So. 3d 1243. 

No. 08–10738. Olivier v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10739. Bradley v. Mississippi. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10740. Brown v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 596. 

No. 08–10741. Jacobs v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10742. Newell v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 9 So. 3d 615. 

No. 08–10743. Oswald v. Thurmer, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10744. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 587. 

No. 08–10745. Taylor v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 362 N. C. 514, 669 S. E. 
2d 239. 

No. 08–10746. Watson v. City of Akron, Ohio, et al. Ct. 
App. Ohio, Summit County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10747. Koth v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 66. 

No. 08–10748. Osiname v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 939. 

No. 08–10749. Kamara v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 959. 

No. 08–10750. Escobar v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10751. Jones v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 254 Fed. Appx. 711. 

No. 08–10752. Salazar Lopez, aka Salazar v. United 
States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 
Fed. Appx. 660. 

No. 08–10753. Springer v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 203. 

No. 08–10754. Harvey v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 859. 

No. 08–10755. Jannuzzi v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10756. Barrett v. Mississippi. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10757. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 858. 

No. 08–10758. Zapata v. Hartley, Acting Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 543. 

No. 08–10761. Lemus-Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 88. 

No. 08–10762. Styles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10763. Scott v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10764. Smith v. Cameron, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Cresson, et al. Sup. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 600 Pa. 368, 966 A. 2d 546. 

No. 08–10765. Caston v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 774. 

No. 08–10767. Davis v. City of New Bern, North Caro­

lina, et al. Ct. App. N. C. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 189 N. C. App. 723, 659 S. E. 2d 53. 

No. 08–10768. Tai Wang Mak v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10769. Long v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 804. 

No. 08–10770. Jeffries v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 229. 

No. 08–10771. Pigford v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 157. 

No. 08–10772. Sandoval v. Ulibarri, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 548 F. 3d 902. 

No. 08–10773. Stewart v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10774. Stewart v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 554. 

No. 08–10775. Rodriguez-Duberney v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. 
Appx. 430. 

No. 08–10776. Sims v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10777. Williams v. Drew, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10778. Crim v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10779. Crute, aka Griffin v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 239. 

No. 08–10780. Dittrich v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10781. Andrade Calles v. Uribe, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10782. Cheek v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 302 Fed. Appx. 816. 

No. 08–10785. Merced-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10786. Joseph v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. 
Appx. 495. 

No. 08–10788. Little v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 286. 

No. 08–10789. Plump v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10790. McCaleb v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 1053. 

No. 08–10791. Rooks v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 1145. 

No. 08–10792. Pinkston v. North Carolina. Gen. Ct. Jus­
tice, Super. Ct. Div., Stanly County, N. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10793. Elasali v. Mayer. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10794. Brooks v. Johnson et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 247. 

No. 08–10795. Mosere v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 397. 

No. 08–10796. Harley v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 437. 

No. 08–10797. Hernandez-Garay v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 687. 

No. 08–10798. Nunez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 236. 

No. 08–10800. Morgan v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10801. Nabried v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 529. 

No. 08–10802. Mowatt v. Vail, Secretary, Washington De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 08–10803. King v. Nooth, Superintendent, Snake 
River Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–10804. Johnson v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10805. Kinney v. Bergh, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10806. Keleta v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 861. 

No. 08–10807. Smith v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10808. Strunk v. Evans, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10809. Santiago v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 62. 

No. 08–10810. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 780. 

No. 08–10811. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 801. 

No. 08–10812. Weaver v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 718. 

No. 08–10815. Dismuke v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10816. Caldwell v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 669. 

No. 08–10818. Khalafala v. United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of California. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10819. Watt v. Roth et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10820. Watts v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 603. 
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No. 08–10821. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 F. 3d 1087. 

No. 08–10822. Tarkington v. Superior Court of Califor­

nia, Los Angeles County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10824. Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 296 Fed. Appx. 352. 

No. 08–10825. Logan v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 986 So. 2d 772. 

No. 08–10826. Sotero Menzor v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 
276. 

No. 08–10828. Medina-Vargas v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10829. Murray v. Locke, State Medical Examiner, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10830. Moore v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10831. Baumruk v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 280 S. W. 3d 600. 

No. 08–10832. Backey v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10833. Benham v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10834. Barbee v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10835. Jacobs v. Cate, Secretary, California De­

partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 42. 

No. 08–10836. Clutter v. Ballard, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 154. 

No. 08–10837. Daley v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10838. Rodriguez-Marrero v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10839. Randle v. Woods. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 299 Fed. Appx. 466. 

No. 08–10840. Rowell v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10841. Samuel v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 662. 

No. 08–10842. Sontchi v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10843. Jones v. Trombley. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 931. 

No. 08–10848. Riley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 296. 

No. 08–10849. Sengvong v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 So. 3d 1235. 

No. 08–10850. Reed v. Swilley et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 266 Fed. Appx. 336. 

No. 08–10851. Scott v. Curry, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10852. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 635. 

No. 08–10853. Haburn et al. v. Kilby et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 580. 

No. 08–10854. Wehr v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 821. 

No. 08–10855. McKeighan v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10856. Cooper v. Carey, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 566. 

No. 08–10857. J.  R.  v. Mental Health Board of the 
Fourth Judicial District (Reported below: 277 Neb. 362, 762 
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N. W. 2d 305); and O. S. v. Mental Health Board of the 
Fourth Judicial District (277 Neb. 577, 763 N. W. 2d 723). 
Sup. Ct. Neb. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10858. Smith v. ATM Vancom of Las Vegas et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10859. Del Rio v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10863. Camacho v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 79. 

No. 08–10864. Williams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 656. 

No. 08–10865. Hernandez Torres v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 547. 

No. 08–10866. Turpin v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 514. 

No. 08–10867. Walker v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10868. Daniels v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al.; and Daniels v. United 
States District Court for the Middle District of Florida. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10869. Christie v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 654. 

No. 08–10870. Chism v. Turner, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10871. Caldwell v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10872. Miller v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 351. 

No. 08–10873. McCulligan v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. 
Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 961 A. 2d 1279. 
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No. 08–10874. Turner v. Jackson Park Hospital et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. 
Appx. 879. 

No. 08–10875. Moore v. Housing Authority of the City 
of Los Angeles, California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10876. McNulty v. Penney et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 212. 

No. 08–10877. Vargas v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 45. 

No. 08–10878. Walton v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 741. 

No. 08–10879. Trotter v. Harrison, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 618. 

No. 08–10880. Miller v. Palmer, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10881. Rivers v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 904. 

No. 08–10882. Miller v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 9th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 262 S. W. 3d 877. 

No. 08–10883. Diaz-Pineda v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 713. 

No. 08–10884. Waivio v. Advocate Health Care Network 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10887. Adkins v. Six, Attorney General of Kan­

sas. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 
Fed. Appx. 850. 

No. 08–10888. Blue v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 682. 

No. 08–10889. Billups v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 370. 

No. 08–10892. GwanJun Kim v. Wernette et al. Ct. App. 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10893. Martin v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–10894. Johnson v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Wis. 2d 356, 763 N. W. 
2d 248. 

No. 08–10895. Mayer v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 948. 

No. 08–10896. Kelly v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 899. 

No. 08–10897. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 227. 

No. 08–10898. Penk v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 733. 

No. 08–10900. Rey-Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 95. 

No. 08–10901. Munoz-Mendez v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 273. 

No. 08–10903. Martin v. Grayer, Warden, et al. Sup. Ct. 
Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10904. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10905. Blackwell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 373. 

No. 08–10906. Berry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 229. 

No. 08–10907. Leinenbach v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 53. 

No. 08–10908. Finney v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 752. 

No. 08–10909. Hernandez v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 4 So. 3d 642. 

No. 08–10911. Flores v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 514. 
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No. 08–10912. Roden et al. v. Diah et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 253. 

No. 08–10913. Wright v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 188. 

No. 08–10915. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 726. 

No. 08–10916. Pharm v. Bartow, Director, Wisconsin Re­

source Center. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10917. Tharps v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 759. 

No. 08–10918. Phillips v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 233 Ill. 2d 62, 908 N. E. 2d 1. 

No. 08–10919. Keyes v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10920. Curry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 231. 

No. 08–10921. McClaren v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 232. 

No. 08–10922. Lynch v. Hertzig et al. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10924. Reed v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10925. Saterstad v. Stover et al. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 954 A. 2d 48. 

No. 08–10926. Rodgers v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10928. Hand v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 547. 

No. 08–10929. Suttle v. Bartow, Director, Wisconsin Re­

source Center. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10931. Baines v. Folino, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Greene. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10933. Blackmon v. McBride, Warden. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–10934. Bonner v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10935. Adamson v. Poorter et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10936. Moore v. Comaites. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10937. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 521. 

No. 08–10938. Martin et vir v. Select Portfolio Servic­

ing Holding Corp. et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10939. Dee v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 578. 

No. 08–10943. Young v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10944. Urista v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–10945. Vasquez v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10946. Wilkerson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 192. 

No. 08–10947. Watley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 871. 

No. 08–10948. Stone v. McKee, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10949. Cerf v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10950. Barber v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 So. 3d 9. 

No. 08–10951. Bates v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 472. 

No. 08–10952. Bavishi v. UBS Financial Services, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10953. Broomfield v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 441. 

No. 08–10955. Bennett v. Hulick, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10956. Blackshear v. Dowling et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10957. Sanders v. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10958. Handley v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10960. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 583. 

No. 08–10961. King v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 810. 

No. 08–10962. Rojas-Barrera v. Wengler, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10963. Redd et al. v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10964. McClain v. Warren, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10965. Lowe v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 120 Ohio St. 3d 1451, 898 N. E. 2d 966. 

No. 08–10966. Doolin v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 45 Cal. 4th 390, 198 P. 3d 11. 

No. 08–10967. Medina-Beltran v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 542 F. 3d 729. 
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October 5, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 08–10968. Nesgoda v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 867. 

No. 08–10970. Gonzales v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 1193. 

No. 08–10972. Norwood v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10973. Roten v. DeLoy, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10975. Saunders, aka Lucente v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 81. 

No. 08–10976. Yauman v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 737. 

No. 08–10977. Laskey v. Charles Industries. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10978. White v. Donley, Secretary of the Air 
Force, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10979. Lanza v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10980. Linniman v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 224. 

No. 08–10981. Baziruwiha v. Supershuttle Interna­

tional Corp. et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 286. 

No. 08–10983. Abrams v. Department of Veterans Af­

fairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 
Fed. Appx. 602. 

No. 08–10984. Ayala v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 636. 

No. 08–10985. Razvi v. FIA Card Services, N. A., fka 
MBNA America Bank, N. A. Super. Ct. N. J., App. Div. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 08–10987. Erickson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 1150. 

No. 08–10990. Segura Moreno v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 739. 

No. 08–10991. Parr v. Middle Tennessee State Univer­

sity et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10992. Bataz Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 
848. 

No. 08–10995. Jarrard et al. v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 301 Fed. Appx. 839. 

No. 08–10998. Udoinyion v. REMAX of Atlanta et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10999. Walker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 307. 

No. 08–11000. Taylor v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 276 S. W. 3d 800. 

No. 08–11001. Williams v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 888. 

No. 08–11002. Rials v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 384 Ill. App. 3d 1089, 973 
N. E. 2d 1088. 

No. 08–11004. Starling v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 2009 Ark. 156. 

No. 08–11005. Bentley v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 803. 

No. 08–11006. Bodden v. North Carolina. Ct. App. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 190 N. C. App. 505, 661 
S. E. 2d 23. 

No. 08–11008. McCorkle v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 804. 

No. 08–11009. Morgan v. Ford et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 532. 
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No. 08–11010. Rangel v. Adams, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11011. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 263. 

No. 08–11014. Laskey v. United Online, Inc. Ct. App. 
Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11015. Kramer v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 84. 

No. 08–11017. Jakaj v. Michigan. Cir. Ct. Wayne County, 
Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11018. Kinney v. Iowa. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–11019. Perry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 246. 

No. 08–11020. McGregory v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 378 Ill. App. 3d 1122, 
955 N. E. 2d 185. 

No. 08–11021. Perkins v. North Carolina. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11022. Rheault v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 55. 

No. 08–11024. Ward v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 970 A. 2d 257. 

No. 08–11025. Wells v. Carro, Judge, Supreme Court of 
New York, New York County. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 1st 
Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 60 App. Div. 3d 
517, 874 N. Y. S. 2d 857. 

No. 08–11026. Wheeler v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 4 So. 3d 599. 

No. 08–11027. Williams v. Beard, Secretary, Pennsylva­

nia Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 125. 
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No. 08–11028. Johnson v. Wengler, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11029. Kirkey v. Mize, Superintendent, Pendle­

ton Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11030. Edwards v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 260. 

No. 08–11031. Davis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 587. 

No. 08–11032. Carter v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 959 A. 2d 959. 

No. 08–11033. Johnson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 12 So. 3d 220. 

No. 08–11036. Diaz v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11037. Steel v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 455. 

No. 08–11039. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 925. 

No. 08–11040. Gonzalez Rivera v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 148. 

No. 08–11041. Sharpe v. State Bar of California. Sup. 
Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11042. Lewis v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 1. 

No. 08–11043. Long v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 378 Ill. App. 3d 1122, 955 N. E. 
2d 184. 

No. 08–11044. Lindsey et al. v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 238. 

No. 08–11045. Lugo v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2 So. 3d 1. 
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No. 08–11046. Kessler v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–11047. Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 284 Fed. Appx. 668. 

No. 08–11048. Schulze v. Schultz, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 626. 

No. 08–11049. Lucas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 326. 

No. 08–11051. Moytez-Pineda v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 859. 

No. 08–11052. Perez-Cruz v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 50. 

No. 08–11053. Crain v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 329. 

No. 08–11054. DeWeaver v. Runnels, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 995. 

No. 08–11055. Crandell v. Louisiana. Ct. App. La., 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 987 So. 2d 375. 

No. 08–11056. Roberson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 290. 

No. 08–11057. Ramirez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11059. Franklin v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 372 Ill. App. 3d 1095, 940 
N. E. 2d 305. 

No. 08–11061. Freeman v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 386 Ill. App. 3d 1118, 970 
N. E. 2d 623. 

No. 08–11062. Island v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 804. 

No. 08–11063. Goodman v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 08–11064. Gatewood v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1128, 970 
N. E. 2d 128. 

No. 08–11066. Shiraishi v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 587. 

No. 08–11067. Stamps v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1132, 970 
N. E. 2d 130. 

No. 08–11068. Bowman v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 215. 

No. 08–11069. Boyd v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 415. 

No. 08–11071. Luna v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 994 So. 2d 14. 

No. 08–11072. Wright v. Southwest Airlines et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 232. 

No. 08–11073. Westbrook v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 375 Ill. App. 3d 1143, 945 
N. E. 2d 697. 

No. 08–11074. Bruce v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Fairfield 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11075. Baker v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–11076. Works v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1134, 970 
N. E. 2d 131. 

No. 08–11077. Boutte v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 342. 

No. 08–11078. Adamson v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–11079. Dixon v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 16 So. 3d 136. 
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No. 08–11081. Nesselrode v. Measure et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 509. 

No. 08–11082. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 846. 

No. 08–11083. Pace v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 556 F. 3d 1211. 

No. 08–11084. Williams v. William Beaumont Hospital. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11085. Cooper v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 165. 

No. 08–11086. Cotton v. Kelley, Trustee. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11087. Estrada-Guerra v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11088. Evans v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–11089. Smith v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11090. Sigala-Trejo v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11091. Swanson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 868. 

No. 08–11092. Scotti v. Scotti. Ct. App. Mich. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 08–11093. Mendoza-Sandoval, aka Sandoval Mendoza 
v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 308 Fed. Appx. 58. 

No. 08–11094. Pena-Gomez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 348. 

No. 08–11095. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 450. 
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No. 08–11096. Knight v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 1314. 

No. 08–11097. Lovett v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–11098. Witham v. Christian County, Missouri, 
et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 286 
Fed. Appx. 960. 

No. 08–11099. Mondragon-Santiago v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 357. 

No. 08–11100. Wallace v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 384 Ill. App. 3d 1091, 973 
N. E. 2d 1089. 

No. 08–11101. Plumlee v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 210. 

No. 08–11102. Townsend v. Knowles, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 1200. 

No. 08–11103. Bouman v. Robinson et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 523. 

No. 08–11104. Vaughn v. Runnels, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11106. Carrillo v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11108. Choiniere v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 517 F. 3d 967. 

No. 08–11109. Sealed Petitioner v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11110. Gunter v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 551 F. 3d 472. 

No. 08–11111. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 904. 

No. 08–11112. Mitchell v. KDJM–FM et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 676. 
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No. 08–11113. Hernandez-Castillo v. United States. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. 
Appx. 891. 

No. 08–11114. Handy v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 08–11115. Hernandez, aka Moreno v. United States. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. 
Appx. 719. 

No. 08–11116. Hughes v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 714. 

No. 08–11117. Figuereo-Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11119. Hernandez-Zuniga v. United States. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 64. 

No. 08–11120. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 120. 

No. 08–11121. Hanna v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 520. 

No. 08–11122. Gant v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–11124. Winns v. United States District Court for 
the Western District of Washington. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–11125. Tech v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 173. 

No. 08–11126. Tucker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 307. 

No. 08–11127. Cheeseman v. City of Reedsport, Oregon, 
et al. Sup. Ct. Ore. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11128. Caughman v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 243. 

No. 08–11131. Grant v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 39. 
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No. 08–11132. Grant v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11133. Ingram v. Vazquez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11134. Hyche v. Chandler, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 299 Fed. Appx. 583. 

No. 08–11135. Ellis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 370. 

No. 08–11136. Davis v. Jones, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 232. 

No. 08–11137. Nelson v. United States (two judgments). 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11138. Davis v. Oregon. Sup. Ct. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 345 Ore. 551, 201 P. 3d 185. 

No. 08–11139. Winnett v. Saline County Jail et al. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11140. Williams v. Salazar, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–11141. Thomas v. St. Louis Board of Police Com­

missioners et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 319 Fed. Appx. 449. 

No. 08–11142. Burke v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 125. 

No. 09–2. Flaherty & Crumrine Preferred Income 
Fund Inc. et al. v. TXU Corp. et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 200. 

No. 09–4. Ejikeme v. Violet et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 944. 

No. 09–5. Freeman v. Norfolk Southern Corp. et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. 
Appx. 918. 

No. 09–6. Young et al. v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 1035. 
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No. 09–7. Stevens v. Vons Cos., Inc. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–11. Raybestos Products Co. v. Indiana Depart­

ment of Environmental Management. Sup. Ct. Ind. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 897 N. E. 2d 469. 

No. 09–12. Sandoval et al. v. City of Chicago, Illinois. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 703. 

No. 09–13. Redstone Resources, Inc. v. Holme, Rob­

erts & Owen, LLP, et al. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–14. Shannon, Director, Illinois Department of 
Labor, et al. v. 520 South Michigan Avenue Associates, 
Ltd., dba Congress Plaza Hotel & Convention Center. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 549 F. 3d 
1119. 

No. 09–15. Adamo, Executor of the Estate of Rose, 
et al. v. Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp., Successor in 
Interest to American Tobacco Co., et al. Ct. App. N. Y. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 N. Y. 3d 545, 900 N. E. 
2d 966. 

No. 09–16. Muraski v. Minnesota. Sup. Ct. Minn. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–17. Silverman et al. v. State Farm Mutual Auto­

mobile Insurance Co. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 440. 

No. 09–18. Gang Song v. Turner et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–19. Hill v. United States et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 296 Fed. Appx. 921. 

No. 09–20. Green et al. v. Jefferson County Commission 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 
F. 3d 1243. 

No. 09–22. Jelovsek v. Bredesen, Governor of Tennes­

see, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
545 F. 3d 431. 
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No. 09–25. Diodoro v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 601 Pa. 6, 970 A. 2d 1100. 

No. 09–27. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 937 and 321 
Fed. Appx. 606. 

No. 09–30. Moore v. Williamsburg Regional Hospital 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 
F. 3d 166. 

No. 09–31. Reyes v. Board of County Commissioners of 
the County of Arapahoe, Colorado, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 113. 

No. 09–33. Lin et al. v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 502. 

No. 09–37. Santoso et ux. v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. 
Appx. 569. 

No. 09–39. Dufrene Boats, Inc. v. Nga Trinh, Individu­

ally and on Behalf of Hao Tran et al. Ct. App. La., 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 6 So. 3d 830. 

No. 09–40. Illinois Investment Trust No. 92–7163 v. 
American Grading Co. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 562 F. 3d 824. 

No. 09–41. Luna-Hernandez v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 301 
Fed. Appx. 691. 

No. 09–42. Butler v. Greif, Inc., et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 748. 

No. 09–43. Pannell v. Hall, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–44. Cano v. Industrial Commission of Arizona 
et al. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–46. United States ex rel. Vuyyuru v. Jadhav 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 
F. 3d 337. 
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No. 09–48. Lawrence v. Welch et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 531 F. 3d 364. 

No. 09–50. Lygren v. Mirror Image Internet, Inc., et al. 
Sup. Ct. Del. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–51. Singleton v. Florida Department of Juvenile 
Justice. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
329 Fed. Appx. 222. 

No. 09–52. Skropits v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 121 Ohio St. 3d 103, 902 N. E. 2d 464. 

No. 09–54. Department of the Interior et al. v. Kerr-

McGee Oil & Gas Corp. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 554 F. 3d 1082. 

No. 09–56. Marshall v. Brandywine Chesapeake Hous­

ing Corp. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–57. Mitrano v. Kelly. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 183 Md. App. 766. 

No. 09–58. Arshad, Individually and on Behalf of Ar-

shad, Deceased, et al. v. Congemi, Chief of Police, City of 
Kenner, Louisiana, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–59. Douglas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 320. 

No. 09–61. Meyers v. Sovereign Bank et al. Super. Ct. 
Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 959 A. 2d 475. 

No. 09–62. Peyton v. Fred’s Stores of Arkansas, Inc. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 900. 

No. 09–64. George v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–65. Samadi v. Oliver. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 458. 

No. 09–66. Sessoms v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–67. Whiteside v. Russellville Newspapers, Inc., 
et al. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 2009 
Ark. 135, 295 S. W. 3d 798. 
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No. 09–68. Odomes v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 6 So. 3d 790. 

No. 09–72. Brocail v. Detroit Tigers, Inc. Ct. App. Tex., 
14th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 268 S. W. 3d 90. 

No. 09–73. Lundeby v. Bruinsma, Executive Director, 
Thomas J. Frederick Juvenile Justice Center, South Bend, 
Indiana, Custodian, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–81. Williams Controls, Inc. v. Cuesta et al., Indi­

vidually and on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated. 
Sup. Ct. Okla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 209 P. 3d 
278. 

No. 09–83. Poo-Bah Enterprises, Inc., dba Crazy Horse 
Too v. Cook County, Illinois, et al. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 232 Ill. 2d 463, 905 N. E. 2d 781. 

No. 09–85. Hani Chen v. City of New York, New York, 
et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 54 App. Div. 3d 797, 863 N. Y. S. 2d 373. 

No. 09–87. Martinez, Individually and as Personal Rep­

resentative of the Estate of Ginn v. Beggs, Sheriff, 
Cleveland County, Oklahoma, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 1082. 

No. 09–90. Pierce et al. v. San Diego Unified Port Dis­

trict. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 
Fed. Appx. 351. 

No. 09–92. Davis et vir v. Commissioner of Internal Rev­

enue. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 301 
Fed. Appx. 398. 

No. 09–93. Anapoell v. American Express Business Fi­

nance Corp. et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–96. Sommers, Executrix of the Estate of Som­

mers, Deceased v. Sommers et al. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 898 N. E. 2d 1234. 

No. 09–97. Ritchie et al. v. Vast Resources, Inc. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 1334. 
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No. 09–99. Patterson v. American Federation of State, 
County and Municipal Employees, AFL–CIO, #2456. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 143. 

No. 09–100. Michigan v. Davis. Ct. App. Mich. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–101. Smith et al. v. Thomas Jefferson University 
Hospital et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–105. Karagiannopoulos v. City of Lowell, North 
Carolina. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
305 Fed. Appx. 64. 

No. 09–107. Cordy v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 808. 

No. 09–110. HCA, Inc., et al. v. Aon Corp. et al. App. Ct. 
Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 384 Ill. App. 
3d 1081, 973 N. E. 2d 1084. 

No. 09–111. Ingrum v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 1311. 

No. 09–112. Ruiz Rivera et al. v. Department of Educa­

tion et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–114. Kirkland et al. v. Wayne County, Michigan, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–116. Secarea v. Regents of the University of 
California et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 3. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–118. Braquet v. Commissioner of Internal Reve­

nue. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 
Fed. Appx. 432. 

No. 09–119. Badura et al. v. Spahn et al. Sup. Ct. Neb. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–120. T. G. v. Kentucky Cabinet for Health and 
Family Services. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–121. Hoy v. Mentor Township, Michigan. Sup. Ct. 
Mich. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 482 Mich. 992, 756 
N. W. 2d 64. 
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No. 09–123. Kodrin et vir v. State Farm Fire & Casualty 
Co. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 
Fed. Appx. 671. 

No. 09–124. Morres v. Deer’s Head Hospital Center 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 
Fed. Appx. 216. 

No. 09–125. Piers v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 69. 

No. 09–126. Tandiono v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–127. Burnett v. General Motors Corp. et al. Ct. 
App. Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–128. Covalt et al. v. Allstate Insurance Co. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 717. 

No. 09–129. American Crystal Sugar Co. v. Vilsack, Sec­

retary of Agriculture, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 822. 

No. 09–130. Owens v. Steele, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 549 F. 3d 399. 

No. 09–131. Pannell v. Burnette, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–132. Davis v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 285 Ga. 343, 676 S. E. 2d 215. 

No. 09–134. Ripley v. Wyoming Medical Center et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 
1119. 

No. 09–135. Green v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 853. 

No. 09–136. Martin v. City of San Antonio, Texas, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. 
Appx. 669. 

No. 09–137. Gowan v. Ward County Commission. Sup. Ct. 
N. D. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 764 N. W. 2d 425. 
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No. 09–138. Graber et al. v. Fuqua. Sup. Ct. Tex. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 279 S. W. 3d 608. 

No. 09–143. Hudson Area Schools v. Patterson et ux. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 551 F. 3d 438. 

No. 09–147. Estate of Martin v. California Department 
of Veterans Affairs et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 560 F. 3d 1042. 

No. 09–148. MSEJ, LLC v. Transit Casualty Company 
in Receivership. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 280 S. W. 3d 621. 

No. 09–151. Phillips et al. v. Gates, Secretary of De­

fense. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 
Fed. Appx. 577. 

No. 09–153. Taylor Acquisitions, LLC v. City of Taylor, 
Michigan, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 313 Fed. Appx. 826. 

No. 09–154. Florida Association of Professional Lobby­

ists, Inc., et al. v. Division of Legislative Information 
Services of the Florida Office of Legislative Services 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 
F. 3d 1281. 

No. 09–155. Martini et ux. v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–156. Appleby v. Geren, Secretary of the Army. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. 
Appx. 196. 

No. 09–159. Garland v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 636. 

No. 09–169. Arensdorf v. Geithner, Secretary of the 
Treasury. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
329 Fed. Appx. 514. 

No. 09–170. United States ex rel. Grynberg v. Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 562 F. 3d 1032. 
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No. 09–173. Ming Yen Hou v. New York City Department 
of Environmental Protection. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 60. 

No. 09–175. Jao et al. v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 302 Fed. 
Appx. 520. 

No. 09–178. Farash v. Fleet Bank, fka Summit Bank, 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 
Fed. Appx. 77. 

No. 09–181. McMath v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 657. 

No. 09–184. White v. Donley, Secretary of the Air 
Force. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 
Fed. Appx. 159. 

No. 09–189. Helgerson v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 13th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–190. Robles v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 971. 

No. 09–192. Jones et vir v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
560 F. 3d 1196. 

No. 09–206. Forsman, Individually and as Personal Rep­

resentative of the Estate of Forsman et al., et al. v. 
Cessna Aircraft Co. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 562 F. 3d 1374. 

No. 09–219. Schery v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 767. 

No. 09–238. Navar v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 511. 

No. 09–245. Clark v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 395. 

No. 09–5001. Davis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5002. Green v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 
Fed. Appx. 635. 

No. 09–5003. Moses v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5004. McClain v. Hall, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 1245. 

No. 09–5005. Pereira v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 866. 

No. 09–5006. Landers v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 1217. 

No. 09–5007. Fernandez Martinez v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. 
Appx. 929. 

No. 09–5008. Kipple v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 294 Ga. App. 420, 669 S. E. 2d 185. 

No. 09–5009. Lopez-Moldonado v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 139. 

No. 09–5010. James v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1129, 970 N. E. 
2d 128. 

No. 09–5011. Marshall v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 825. 

No. 09–5013. Phillips et al. v. Phillips, Executor of the 
Estate of Phillips, Deceased, et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5014. Middlebrooks v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 847. 

No. 09–5015. Alvaro F. v. Connecticut. Sup. Ct. Conn. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 291 Conn. 1, 966 A. 2d 712. 

No. 09–5017. Askew v. Ayres, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5018. Baez v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 759 A. 2d 936. 

No. 09–5019. Bennett v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 716. 

No. 09–5020. Brown v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 494. 

No. 09–5021. Ramos v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 852. 

No. 09–5023. Maxwell v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 2009 Ark. 125. 

No. 09–5025. Ambrose v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5026. Banks v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1126, 970 N. E. 
2d 127. 

No. 09–5028. Olvis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 301 Fed. Appx. 206. 

No. 09–5030. Van Lilly v. Burtt, Warden, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5031. Langon v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 996 So. 2d 212. 

No. 09–5032. Lee v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 298. 

No. 09–5033. Spencer v. Hofbauer, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5034. Raby v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5036. Savage v. Bonavitacola et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 191. 

No. 09–5037. Runyon v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Butler County. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5038. Solan v. Ranck et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 97. 

No. 09–5039. Dillard v. Bazzle, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 543. 

No. 09–5040. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5042. Ferguson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5044. Harper v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 7 So. 3d 1105. 

No. 09–5045. Hoefert v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5046. Haywood v. Tribeca Lending Corp. et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. 
Appx. 869. 

No. 09–5047. Hogues v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 
Fed. Appx. 684. 

No. 09–5048. Hearod v. Ollison, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5049. Harris v. Jarriel, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5050. Green v. Hornbreak, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 915. 

No. 09–5051. Farmer v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 182 Md. App. 741. 

No. 09–5052. Hicks v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 246. 

No. 09–5053. Gruff v. Wilson, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5054. Hooker v. Thurmer, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5056. Flora v. Sheets, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5057. Peterson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 2 So. 3d 146. 

No. 09–5058. Patterson v. City of Chesapeake, Virginia, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 
Fed. Appx. 573. 

No. 09–5059. Harrod v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5060. Fontenot v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5061. Hakim v. Thomas, Superintendent, Lumber-

ton Correctional Institution. Sup. Ct. N. C. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5062. Turner v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 880. 

No. 09–5063. Wilhelm v. Clark, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5064. Toriola v. Appellate Division, Supreme 
Court of New York, Second Judicial Department, et al. 
App. Div., Sup. Ct. N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 51 App. Div. 3d 937, 856 N. Y. S. 2d 874. 

No. 09–5065. Welch v. Charlan et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5066. Williams v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5067. Watson v. Rozum, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Somerset. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5068. Hallford v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5069. Hughes v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5071. Daniel v. Trancoso, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ill. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5072. Zahn v. City of San Diego, California. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 591. 

No. 09–5073. Whitfield v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 377 Ill. App. 3d 1145, 953 
N. E. 2d 84. 

No. 09–5075. Jones v. McDaniel, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 784. 

No. 09–5079. Brazelton v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 750. 

No. 09–5080. Aaron v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1125, 970 
N. E. 2d 127. 

No. 09–5081. Voigt v. Wisconsin. Ct. App. Wis. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5082. Weeks v. White’s Mill Colony, Inc. Ct. App. 
S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5084. Morehouse v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 87. 

No. 09–5085. Peoples v. Davis et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5086. Smith v. Denny, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 68. 

No. 09–5087. Greene v. Finger Lakes Developmental 
Disabilities Service Office et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5088. Peer v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 442. 
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No. 09–5091. Garcia-Gracia v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 286. 

No. 09–5092. Green v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5093. Hawthorne v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 67, 205 P. 3d 245. 

No. 09–5094. Godbouldt v. Lamarque, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 745. 

No. 09–5095. Fernandez-Rosario v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5097. Hostetter v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5100. King v. Ryan, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 1133. 

No. 09–5101. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 153. 

No. 09–5103. Romero-Facio v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 290. 

No. 09–5104. Ramirez-Rosales v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 295. 

No. 09–5105. Rose, aka Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 324. 

No. 09–5107. Tlatenchi-Enriquez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 304. 

No. 09–5108. Morales-Morales v. United States. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 176. 

No. 09–5109. Woods v. Social Security Administration. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. 
Appx. 720. 

No. 09–5110. Davis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 359. 

No. 09–5112. Brewer v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 676. 
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No. 09–5113. Branigan et al. v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5116. Garrett v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 294. 

No. 09–5117. Herrera-Miranda, aka Herrera v. United 
States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 
Fed. Appx. 302. 

No. 09–5118. Gemmill v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 569. 

No. 09–5119. Emerson v. Couvillion et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 507. 

No. 09–5121. Scoville v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 1174. 

No. 09–5125. Maitre v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5126. Macia v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 925. 

No. 09–5127. Nixon v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 395. 

No. 09–5129. Beal v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 688. 

No. 09–5130. Avalos-Rios v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 234. 

No. 09–5132. Corjasso v. Brown, Attorney General of 
California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 567. 

No. 09–5133. Waggoner v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 687. 

No. 09–5134. Woodard v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5136. Propst v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 483. 
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No. 09–5137. Van Lilly v. Knox et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 579. 

No. 09–5140. Palega v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 709. 

No. 09–5141. Moore v. Lawler, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5143. Rosa v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida Depart­

ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5145. Brown v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 1108. 

No. 09–5147. Beltran v. Dexter, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5148. Aguado-Guel v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5149. Robinson v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5150. Ruelas v. Arizona. Super. Ct. Ariz., County 
of Maricopa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5151. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 960. 

No. 09–5152. Zabala v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 58 
App. Div. 3d 554, 872 N. Y. S. 2d 104. 

No. 09–5153. Vidal v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 1113. 

No. 09–5154. Bell v. Bass-Jones Lesure, Judge, District 
Court for Oklahoma County. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5155. Bernal-Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5157. Fuller v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 859. 

No. 09–5158. Jones v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 827. 

No. 09–5160. Lomax v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 646. 

No. 09–5161. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 753. 

No. 09–5163. Leonor v. Houston. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5165. Cannedy v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 5 So. 3d 676. 

No. 09–5166. Castaneda v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 564. 

No. 09–5167. Cowan v. Office of Personnel Management. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. 
Appx. 916. 

No. 09–5169. Kittrell v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5170. Flood v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 356. 

No. 09–5172. Flanders v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5173. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 705. 

No. 09–5174. Hatton v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5175. Hutchinson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 137. 

No. 09–5176. Gordon v. Supreme Court of Texas et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. 
Appx. 702. 
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No. 09–5177. Harvey v. Lynch, Sheriff, McLennan 
County, Texas. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5178. Iswed v. Booker, Warden, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5179. Graham v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 833. 

No. 09–5180. Floyd v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5181. Hill v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 591. 

No. 09–5182. Ferebee v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5184. Griffin v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5185. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 881. 

No. 09–5186. Hernandez v. Cate, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5187. Hoffman v. Lincoln General Insurance 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 303 
Fed. Appx. 77. 

No. 09–5188. Febles v. Rider, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5189. Hayes v. Garcia, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 293 Fed. Appx. 442. 

No. 09–5191. Saccoccia v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 502. 

No. 09–5193. Thurman v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 599. 

No. 09–5196. Johnson v. Pinchak et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5197. Giddings v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 349 Mont. 347, 208 P. 3d 363. 

No. 09–5198. Gorman v. National Transportation Safety 
Board et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 558 F. 3d 580. 

No. 09–5199. Price v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 270. 

No. 09–5200. Byers v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 825. 

No. 09–5203. Ruiz-Arriaga v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 280. 

No. 09–5204. Sebolt v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 468. 

No. 09–5206. Guerrero-Robledo, aka Guerrero v. United 
States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
565 F. 3d 940. 

No. 09–5207. Hammond v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 95. 

No. 09–5208. Eastom v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 879. 

No. 09–5209. Loya-Sotello v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 251. 

No. 09–5210. Jones v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 689. 

No. 09–5211. Clemmons v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 835. 

No. 09–5212. Kiser v. Tennessee. Sup. Ct. Tenn. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 284 S. W. 3d 227. 

No. 09–5215. Cook v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 936. 

No. 09–5218. Rodebaugh v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 864. 
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No. 09–5219. Torres-Tontle v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 873. 

No. 09–5223. Pineda v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5224. Cardosa-Ferreira v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 372. 

No. 09–5225. Travis v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1133, 970 
N. E. 2d 130. 

No. 09–5227. Soy v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5228. McCarthy v. Jenkins et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5229. Hailey v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5230. Hoffman v. New Jersey et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5231. Farra v. Carlton, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5232. Holbach v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 763 N. W. 2d 761. 

No. 09–5233. Giddens v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5234. Gaines v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5235. Harris v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 1 So. 3d 178. 

No. 09–5236. Grumbles v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5237. Greene v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5238. Hunt v. Wolfenbarger, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5239. Hairston v. Haynes, Superintendent, War­

ren Correctional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 297 Fed. Appx. 273. 

No. 09–5240. Hungate v. Mabus, Secretary of the Navy. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 302 Fed. 
Appx. 579. 

No. 09–5241. Walker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 281. 

No. 09–5244. Tensley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 837. 

No. 09–5245. Cho-Ing Tseng v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 950. 

No. 09–5246. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 1284. 

No. 09–5249. Leal v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 704. 

No. 09–5250. Sager v. Hall, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5252. McGee v. Higgins, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 832. 

No. 09–5253. Bannister v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 256. 

No. 09–5254. Robinson et al. v. Pennsylvania Depart­

ment of Corrections et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 321. 

No. 09–5255. Heinemann v. Wilson, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 
455. 

No. 09–5257. Elliott v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 540. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 895 

558 U. S. October 5, 2009 

No. 09–5258. Edwards v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 481. 

No. 09–5259. El Farra v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 752. 

No. 09–5260. Williams v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 556. 

No. 09–5261. Marquez v. Connecticut. Sup. Ct. Conn. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 291 Conn. 122, 967 A. 2d 56. 

No. 09–5262. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 996. 

No. 09–5263. Jones v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 201 P. 3d 869. 

No. 09–5264. Jones v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 463. 

No. 09–5265. Mascorro-Chavarria v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 385. 

No. 09–5266. Smith v. Workman, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 F. 3d 1258. 

No. 09–5268. Williams v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 938. 

No. 09–5271. Clay v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 384. 

No. 09–5272. Cantrell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 785. 

No. 09–5273. Edwards v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 754. 

No. 09–5274. Sonczalla v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 842. 

No. 09–5275. Sanchez-Alvarez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 653. 

No. 09–5276. Jones v. Perlman, Superintendent, Mid-

state Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5277. Martin v. Merrill, Warden. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5278. Martin v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5279. Jointer v. Garcia, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5280. Allen v. Hall, Superintendent, Two Rivers 
Correctional Institution. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5282. Best v. GEICO Casualty Co. Dist. Ct. App. 
Fla., 4th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5284. McFarland v. Deppisch, Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 113. 

No. 09–5286. Pickens v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 268. 

No. 09–5287. Mullins v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5288. Mingo, aka Mine v. Lawler, Superintend­

ent, State Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5291. Montufar v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 896. 

No. 09–5292. Luke v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 51 So. 3d 411. 

No. 09–5293. Letizia v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 4th Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5295. McFadden v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 913. 

No. 09–5296. Rossaty, aka Mendez v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5297. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 264. 

No. 09–5298. Santos v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5299. Washington v. Experian et al. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5300. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 911. 

No. 09–5302. Yearby v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 790. 

No. 09–5303. Waldron-Ramsey v. Pacholke, Superintend­

ent, Stafford Creek Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 1008. 

No. 09–5304. Evans v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 993 So. 2d 1218. 

No. 09–5306. Lachira v. Sutton. App. Ct. Conn. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5307. Joyner v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 619. 

No. 09–5309. Jarrell v. Haines, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 376. 

No. 09–5310. Maisano v. Ruiz. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5311. Sanchez-Oxio v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5312. Monacelli v. Heartland Educational Con­

sortium et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5313. Perry v. Byrnes (two judgments). C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5314. Amelo-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 390. 

No. 09–5315. Balogh v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5316. Brown v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 768. 
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No. 09–5317. Arias v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 439. 

No. 09–5318. Berger v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 1107. 

No. 09–5319. Okoro v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5320. Duvall v. Lombardi, Director, Missouri De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5323. Hernandez-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5324. Hernandez-Luna v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 377. 

No. 09–5325. Gonzalez v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5326. E. L. G. v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 221 Ore. App. 507, 190 P. 3d 1239. 

No. 09–5328. Holland v. Holland. Sup. Ct. S. C. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5329. Gil-Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 566. 

No. 09–5331. Field v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 386. 

No. 09–5333. Matheson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 808. 

No. 09–5334. Spikes v. Connecticut. App. Ct. Conn. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 111 Conn. App. 543, 961 A. 
2d 426. 

No. 09–5335. Rhodes v. Murphy, Commissioner, Connecti­

cut Department of Correction. App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 111 Conn. App. 903, 959 A. 2d 1094. 

No. 09–5336. Del Valle v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 125. 
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No. 09–5337. Franco-Flores v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 978. 

No. 09–5338. Simpson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 270. 

No. 09–5339. Thomas v. Parker, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 626. 

No. 09–5340. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5341. Ross v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 386. 

No. 09–5342. Prater v. Rubitschun et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5343. Darty v. Superior Drive Source. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5344. Crowe v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5345. Vincent v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 275. 

No. 09–5348. Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5349. Merriweather v. Reynolds, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5350. Pelch v. Yarborough, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 607. 

No. 09–5351. Donzo v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 191. 

No. 09–5353. Del Castello v. Superior Court of Califor­

nia, Alameda County. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5354. Williams v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 943. 

No. 09–5357. Rasmussen v. Frakes, Superintendent, Coy­

ote Ridge Corrections Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 500. 
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No. 09– 5358. Mendez-Sanchez, aka Lopez v. United 
States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
563 F. 3d 935. 

No. 09–5359. Tompkins v. Mitchell, Correctional Admin­

istrator IV, Mountain View Correctional Institution. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. 
Appx. 283. 

No. 09–5360. Washington v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5361. Alexandre v. Maine. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5362. Brewer v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5364. Lynch v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 275. 

No. 09–5365. Colman v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5366. King v. Noland et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 656. 

No. 09–5368. Scott v. Hickman, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5369. Ford v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5372. De La O v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 
Fed. Appx. 307. 

No. 09–5373. Melson v. Allen, Commissioner, Alabama 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 548 F. 3d 993. 

No. 09–5376. Carr v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5378. Banks v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 435. 

No. 09–5379. Powell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 204. 

No. 09–5380. Acuna v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 09–5381. Prince v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 742. 

No. 09–5382. Birtha v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5384. Gonzales v. Salazar, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5385. Felix v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 1036. 

No. 09–5387. Graham v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5390. Ford v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5392. Campbell v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 1 So. 3d 176. 

No. 09–5393. Carrasquillo v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 34. 

No. 09–5394. Jemison v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 866. 

No. 09–5395. Cooks v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5397. Shamsud-Din v. Oregon Board of Parole 
and Post-Prison Supervision. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5399. Levy v. Ohio et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–5402. McCloud v. Kentucky. Ct. App. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 279 S. W. 3d 162. 

No. 09–5403. Vaughn v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5404. R. W. v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 958 A. 2d 259. 

No. 09–5405. Velazquez v. Lape, Superintendent, Cox­

sackie Correctional Facility, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5406. Powell v. San Diego County Health and 
Human Services Agency. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., 
Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5408. Wilson v. Smith, Correctional Administra­

tor, Albermarle Correctional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 608. 

No. 09–5409. Graves v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 10th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 271 S. W. 3d 801. 

No. 09–5410. Moment v. Maryland et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 767. 

No. 09–5412. Brinda v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 464. 

No. 09–5413. Adams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5414. Pinnock v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 545. 

No. 09–5415. Oloba-Aisony v. Scribner, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5416. Brown v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5417. Rodriguez Pinero, aka Domieque-Rodriguez 
v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 805. 
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No. 09–5418. Berryman v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 216. 

No. 09–5420. Concepcion v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5422. Scott v. Parker, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 758. 

No. 09–5423. Wiggins v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 648. 

No. 09–5424. Oldbear v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 814. 

No. 09–5425. Vazquez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 923. 

No. 09–5427. Butler v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 780. 

No. 09–5428. Baker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 213. 

No. 09–5431. Belcher v. Younger. App. Ct. Conn. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 112 Conn. App. 901, 963 A. 2d 114. 

No. 09–5432. Anuforo v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 293 Ga. App. 1, 666 S. E. 2d 50. 

No. 09–5433. Brito v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5435. Stone v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 855. 

No. 09–5438. Griffin v. Sebuliba. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5439. Cornes v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5440. Davis v. Lafler, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 441. 

No. 09–5441. Hill v. Hillier et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 614. 
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No. 09–5443. Tucker v. Chipla College. Dist. Ct. App. 
Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 7 So. 3d 539. 

No. 09–5444. Vance v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 853. 

No. 09–5445. Villegas-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 260. 

No. 09–5446. Pina-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 420. 

No. 09–5447. Baugh v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 536. 

No. 09–5449. Stephens v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5450. Santa v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5452. Rainey v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 779. 

No. 09–5453. Silva v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 301. 

No. 09–5454. Smith v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 125 Nev. 1081, 281 P. 3d 1222. 

No. 09–5456. Dixon v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 348. 

No. 09–5457. Diaz-Argueta v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 1047. 

No. 09–5458. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5459. Sepulveda v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 820. 

No. 09–5460. Calderon v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. 
Appx. 583. 

No. 09–5461. De La Fe v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 1248. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 905 

558 U. S. October 5, 2009 

No. 09–5462. Ciocchetti v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 745. 

No. 09–5463. Clements, aka Dion, aka Harmon v. United 
States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 
Fed. Appx. 284. 

No. 09–5464. Littles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 873. 

No. 09–5465. Marshall v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 801. 

No. 09–5467. Martin v. Sullivan, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5468. Joseph v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5469. Koon v. South Carolina. Ct. Common Pleas 
of Cherokee County, S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5470. Pine v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5471. Mines v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 719. 

No. 09–5472. Monroe v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 552. 

No. 09–5473. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 168. 

No. 09–5475. Cordell v. Sabol, Warden, et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5476. Davis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 917. 

No. 09–5477. White v. Michigan Department of Correc­

tions. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5478. Williams v. Wolfenbarger, Warden. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5479. Velez v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 604. 
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No. 09–5481. Wright v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5482. Beckles v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 832. 

No. 09–5483. Young v. Sirmons, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 551 F. 3d 942. 

No. 09–5484. Jones v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 725. 

No. 09–5485. Carter v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 1107. 

No. 09–5486. Carneal v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 274 S. W. 3d 420. 

No. 09–5489. Berry v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 332. 

No. 09–5492. Gueye v. Thomas M. Cooley Law School 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5493. Rogers v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5494. Fults v. Upton, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5495. Anderson v. Southland Bank et al. Sup. 
Ct. Ala. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 21 So. 3d 1196. 

No. 09–5497. Boice v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 301 Fed. Appx. 205. 

No. 09–5498. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5499. Burkell v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 992 So. 2d 848. 

No. 09–5500. Murphy v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5501. Magnan v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 207 P. 3d 397. 
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No. 09–5504. Jaquez v. Sandor, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5505. Ailsworth v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 658. 

No. 09–5506. Poland v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 963 A. 2d 570. 

No. 09–5507. Meizlik v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 7 So. 3d 1117. 

No. 09–5508. Espinosa-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 49. 

No. 09–5509. Nichols v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 240. 

No. 09–5510. Nieves v. Phelps, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5511. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 676. 

No. 09–5513. Aponte v. Chamberlain, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Muncy, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5514. Wright v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 800. 

No. 09–5516. Ervin v. Horel, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5518. Creusere v. Weaver et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5519. Triplett v. Roy, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 720. 

No. 09–5520. Trobee v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 551 F. 3d 835. 

No. 09–5521. Owens v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5522. Perry v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5523. Moya-Breteon v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 839. 

No. 09–5524. Tipton v. Carlton, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 213. 

No. 09–5525. Toaz v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5526. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 198. 

No. 09–5527. Van Swait v. Evans, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5528. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 524. 

No. 09–5529. Mooney v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 303 Fed. Appx. 737. 

No. 09–5530. Moore v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 187. 

No. 09–5531. Mohammad-Omar v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 259. 

No. 09–5532. Morris v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 121. 

No. 09–5534. Clark v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 771. 

No. 09–5535. Crum v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 7 So. 3d 537. 

No. 09–5536. Smithback v. Crain et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5537. Rivera-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 29. 

No. 09–5538. Fowler v. Kelly, Superintendent, Missis­

sippi State Penitentiary. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5539. Robinson v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 290. 

No. 09–5540. Sinclair v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 880. 

No. 09–5541. Seaman v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 602. 

No. 09–5543. Jones v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5544. Flowers v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5545. Gharb v. Unitronics (1989) (R”G) Ltd. et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. 
Appx. 902. 

No. 09–5548. Marr v. Worthy, Warden, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5549. Johnson v. Kelly, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 166. 

No. 09–5551. Wilson v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5552. Tatum v. United States. C. A. Armed Forces. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 67 M. J. 371. 

No. 09–5554. Boone v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 272. 

No. 09–5555. Abdullah v. Brewer, Governor of Arizona, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5557. Argueta-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 265. 

No. 09–5558. Williams v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



910 OCTOBER TERM, 2009 

October 5, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–5559. Harrell v. Idaho. Sup. Ct. Idaho. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5560. Greene v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5561. George v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 897. 

No. 09–5562. Green v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5563. Granger v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 525. 

No. 09–5564. Ferguson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 1060. 

No. 09–5565. Harris v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 893. 

No. 09–5566. Fluellen v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5567. Gill v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 319. 

No. 09–5568. Hannah v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5569. Kilbourne v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5570. Fortner v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 853. 

No. 09–5571. Fearon v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5572. Oliver v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 824. 

No. 09–5573. Monteverde v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5574. Carrasco-Flores v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 366. 

No. 09–5575. Lauer v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5578. Spano v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5579. Rose v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 348 Mont. 291, 202 P. 3d 749. 

No. 09–5580. Uscanga-Mora v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 1289. 

No. 09–5581. Troup v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 869. 

No. 09–5582. Phillips v. Missouri. Ct. App. Mo., Southern 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5584. Layton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 330. 

No. 09–5585. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 834. 

No. 09–5586. Kern v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5587. Jackson v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5588. Dudley v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 59 
App. Div. 3d 200, 873 N. Y. S. 2d 42. 

No. 09–5590. Zied-Campbell v. Richman et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 247. 

No. 09–5592. Hess v. Pennsylvania Department of Cor­

rections et al. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 600 Pa. 375, 966 A. 2d 550. 

No. 09–5593. Dean v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5594. Van Myers v. Ennis Independent School 
District. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
321 Fed. Appx. 375. 

No. 09–5596. Hudson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 555. 

No. 09–5600. Hamer v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 366. 

No. 09–5601. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 618. 

No. 09–5602. French v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5603. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5604. Green v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5605. Gonzalez v. Asset Acceptance, LLC, et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. 
Appx. 429. 

No. 09–5607. Robinson v. South Carolina Department of 
Public Safety et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 188. 

No. 09–5608. Santiago v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 411. 

No. 09–5609. Robinson v. Jackson, Superintendent, 
Brown Creek Correctional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 493. 

No. 09–5611. Mauldin v. United States Probation Office. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5613. Araujo-Contreras v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 332. 

No. 09–5614. Pleaze v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 168. 
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No. 09–5616. Price v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 985. 

No. 09–5617. Stover v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 292 Fed. Appx. 755. 

No. 09–5618. Allen v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 973 A. 2d 734. 

No. 09–5620. Jones v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 13 So. 3d 468. 

No. 09–5621. Jensen v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5622. Diallo v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 536. 

No. 09–5623. Charles v. Pentagon Federal Credit 
Union. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5624. Yates v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 277. 

No. 09–5625. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 863. 

No. 09–5626. Thorward v. Knowles, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 568. 

No. 09–5627. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 365. 

No. 09–5628. Soto-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 330. 

No. 09–5629. McDonald v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 667. 

No. 09–5631. Frasure v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 695. 

No. 09–5632. Goodson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 222. 

No. 09–5633. Reed v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. W. Va. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 223 W. Va. 312, 674 S. E. 
2d 18. 
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No. 09–5634. Means v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 889. 

No. 09–5635. Dobshinsky v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5638. Graves v. Rozum, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Somerset, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5640. Hudson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 45. 

No. 09–5643. Hanks v. Wright, Warden, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 261. 

No. 09–5644. Hallman v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 963 A. 2d 566. 

No. 09–5646. Freeman v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5647. Hughes v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 626. 

No. 09–5648. Fields v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 290. 

No. 09–5649. Pate v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 684. 

No. 09–5650. Steele v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 386 Ill. App. 3d 1119, 970 
N. E. 2d 624. 

No. 09–5652. Padilla-Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 
724. 

No. 09–5653. Devore v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 640. 

No. 09–5654. Weatherton v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 149. 

No. 09–5655. Marshall v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 739. 
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No. 09–5656. Hacker v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 522. 

No. 09–5657. Saucedo-Martinez, aka Saucedo v. United 
States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 
Fed. Appx. 373. 

No. 09–5658. Miller v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 362. 

No. 09–5660. Lechuga-Montalvo, aka Lechoga-Sanchez, 
aka Lechuga-Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 666. 

No. 09–5662. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 288. 

No. 09–5666. Harris v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 544. 

No. 09–5667. Grooms v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 385. 

No. 09–5668. Ibanez v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 673. 

No. 09–5669. Smith v. Tallman et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 688. 

No. 09–5670. Vasquez-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 394. 

No. 09–5671. Arriaga-Guerrero v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 721. 

No. 09–5672. Bohol v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 86. 

No. 09–5675. Hill v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5676. Felder v. Fischer, Commissioner, New York 
Department of Correctional Services. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5677. Holyfield v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 828. 
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No. 09–5680. Houston v. Hathaway, Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5682. Inman v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 742. 

No. 09–5685. Johnson v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 538. 

No. 09–5687. Longoria v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5688. Jones v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 916. 

No. 09–5690. Gordon v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 212. 

No. 09–5691. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 209. 

No. 09–5692. Njoku v. Holder, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. 
Appx. 179. 

No. 09–5699. Medows v. City of Cayce, South Carolina, 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 
Fed. Appx. 611. 

No. 09–5702. Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5703. Singala v. United States et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5705. Wright v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 257. 

No. 09–5706. White v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 652. 

No. 09–5707. White v. Supreme Court of New Jersey 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 
Fed. Appx. 171. 

No. 09–5709. Frye v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 267. 
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No. 09–5722. Redd v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 309. 

No. 09–5729. Thomas v. Thomas, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 554. 

No. 09–5730. Vargas v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 550. 

No. 09–5732. Valdes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 810. 

No. 09–5736. Krstic v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 1010. 

No. 09–5737. Hall v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida Depart­

ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5738. Ferguson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 836. 

No. 09–5743. Brown v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 915. 

No. 09–5745. Ayala v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5746. Barbour v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 286 Fed. Appx. 802. 

No. 09–5749. Hadley v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5752. Fekos v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 122. 

No. 09–5757. Dicenso v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5758. Cruz-Barrientos v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 150. 

No. 09–5759. Cuthbert v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 296 Fed. Appx. 904. 

No. 09–5760. Davis v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 351. 
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No. 09–5764. Dryden v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 1168. 

No. 09–5766. Moore v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 688. 

No. 09–5769. Arteaga-Giron v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 428. 

No. 09–5771. Venson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 543. 

No. 09–5772. Vann v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5773. Batavichus v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5775. Rosado v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 198. 

No. 09–5779. Hunter v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 495. 

No. 09–5781. Shelton, aka Henderson v. United States. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. 
Appx. 530. 

No. 09–5782. Simba v. Branch et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 841. 

No. 09–5783. Ramos v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5784. Jerdine v. West Virginia. Cir. Ct. Kanawha 
County, W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5785. Creed v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 771. 

No. 09–5786. James v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5787. Ford v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5788. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 842. 

No. 09–5791. Renteria v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 1003. 

No. 09–5792. Browner v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 796. 

No. 09–5793. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5795. Denis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 872. 

No. 09–5797. Hines v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 754. 

No. 09–5799. Claudio-Pantojas v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5802. Garcia-Cardenas v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 1049. 

No. 09–5804. Marinero-Revelo v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 753. 

No. 09–5805. Loredo-Olivera v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 349. 

No. 09–5806. Lockard v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5808. Castillo-Valle v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 739. 

No. 09–5809. Simmons v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 769. 

No. 09–5810. Alexander v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 972. 

No. 09–5811. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 105. 

No. 09–5817. Yann v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5819. Doble v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5820. Dawson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 782. 

No. 09–5821. Davis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 183. 

No. 09–5823. Walker v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 899. 

No. 09–5824. Wagner v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 680. 

No. 09–5826. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 224. 

No. 09–5827. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 419. 

No. 09–5831. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 303 Fed. Appx. 439. 

No. 09–5837. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 773. 

No. 09–5838. Acosta v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 632. 

No. 09–5839. Barragan v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 297 Fed. Appx. 604. 

No. 09–5840. Barnes v. Martinez, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5841. Roberts v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5842. Gonzales Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 
802. 

No. 09–5845. Palmer v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 401. 

No. 09–5846. Streich v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 926. 
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No. 09–5847. Ronwin v. Bayer Corp. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 508. 

No. 09–5848. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 599. 

No. 09–5853. McCullough v. Norris, Director, Arkansas 
Department of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5854. Prince v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 400. 

No. 09–5857. Waterman v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 144. 

No. 09–5859. Dade v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5868. Hood et al. v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 226. 

No. 09–5870. Falkner v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 699. 

No. 09–5871. Harvey v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 175. 

No. 09–5875. Hirt v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 350 Mont. 162, 206 P. 3d 908. 

No. 09–5879. Doak v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 4th Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 386 Ill. App. 3d 1132, 970 N. E. 
2d 630. 

No. 09–5881. Peter v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5884. Lundy v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5888. Moorman v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 950. 

No. 09–5890. Smith v. McBride, Warden. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 224 W. Va. 196, 681 
S. E. 2d 81. 
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No. 09–5893. Rainwater v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 431. 

No. 09–5895. Hewitt v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 756. 

No. 09–5897. Gregory v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 425. 

No. 09–5898. Serrano-Rangel v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 14. 

No. 09–5900. Smith v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5905. Walker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 183. 

No. 09–5908. Davis v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 655. 

No. 09–5909. Lobato v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 125 Nev. 1057, 281 P. 3d 1196. 

No. 09–5910. Doe v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 850. 

No. 09–5911. Brito v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 225. 

No. 09–5914. Corrales v. Neven, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 32. 

No. 09–5915. Rodriguez v. Pennsylvania Board of Proba­

tion and Parole. Commw. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5917. Ingram v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 382. 

No. 09–5918. Hughley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 171. 

No. 09–5919. Gibson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 391. 

No. 09–5922. Curtis v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5927. Kerns v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 916. 

No. 09–5930. McKinney v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 180. 

No. 09–5932. Roberts v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 436. 

No. 09–5933. Stallard v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 383. 

No. 09–5934. Burt v. Yarborough, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 23. 

No. 09–5936. Moore, aka Roberts v. United States. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 674. 

No. 09–5937. Plummer v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5939. Flagler v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 551. 

No. 09–5940. Smith v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 650. 

No. 09–5942. Rinaldi v. Sniezek, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 302 Fed. Appx. 125. 

No. 09–5946. Thongsophaporn v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5947. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 745. 

No. 09–5950. Padilla v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 131. 

No. 09–5951. Petties v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 786. 

No. 09–5954. DeGarmo v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 928. 

No. 09–5955. Eason et al. v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5957. Chaudhry v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 119. 

No. 09–5958. Jenkins v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 160. 

No. 09–5959. Lam v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 730. 

No. 09–5961. Marcusse v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 265 Fed. Appx. 434. 

No. 09–5964. Otero v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 1127. 

No. 09–5967. Jordan v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5968. Roberge v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1005. 

No. 09–5969. Busby v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 963 A. 2d 167. 

No. 09–5970. Bevers v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 518. 

No. 09–5971. Balderas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 55. 

No. 09–5975. Bolanos-Renteria v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5978. Robinson v. United States District Court 
for the District of the Virgin Islands. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 171. 

No. 09–5979. Ramirez-Ponce v. McNeil, Secretary, Flor­

ida Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5985. Sisney v. Best, Inc., et al. Sup. Ct. S. D. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 769 N. W. 2d 456. 

No. 09–5987. Nichols v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 186. 
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No. 09–5991. Vazquez-Henriquez v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5992. Tapia-Cortez v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 793. 

No. 09–5993. Lucas v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 618. 

No. 09–5996. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 748. 

No. 09–6000. Kennedy v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6001. Johnson v. United States (two judgments). 
Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6002. Allen v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 488. 

No. 09–6003. Benitez v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 823. 

No. 09–6005. Brown v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 345. 

No. 09–6007. Baxter v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 830. 

No. 09–6011. Gaynor v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6012. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 503. 

No. 09–6014. Frink v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 183. 

No. 09–6015. Horton v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6016. Gaines v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 605. 

No. 09–6017. Hayden v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6018. Hill v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 969 A. 2d 895. 

No. 09–6019. Horne v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6023. Stone, aka Blaze, aka Marshall, aka Volt, 
aka Hatchet, aka Reese v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 745. 

No. 09–6026. Denson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 872. 

No. 09–6029. Keller v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 395. 

No. 09–6031. Martin v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 740. 

No. 09–6032. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 597. 

No. 09–6039. Baylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 294 Fed. Appx. 765. 

No. 09–6040. Brown v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6041. White v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 226. 

No. 09–6044. Scallon v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 814. 

No. 09–6045. Moore v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 794. 

No. 09–6047. Dyson v. Corbett, Attorney General of 
Pennsylvania, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6051. Santiago v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 65. 

No. 09–6052. McKenzie v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 834. 

No. 09–6056. Wirsing v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 437. 
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No. 09–6060. Moore v. Merit Systems Protection Board. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. 
Appx. 905. 

No. 09–6063. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 442. 

No. 09–6065. Hines v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6067. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6069. Crawford v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 368. 

No. 09–6070. Grant v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 912. 

No. 09–6073. Almonte v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6074. Armenta-Alcantar v. United States (Re­
ported below: 286 Fed. Appx. 469); Pizarro-Montes v. United 
States; and Contreras-Bracamonte et al. v. United States 
(338 Fed. Appx. 620). C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6076. Parker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 436. 

No. 09–6080. Marshall v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 739. 

No. 09–6082. Paul v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 919. 

No. 09–6087. Moss v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 210. 

No. 09–6088. McKinney v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6090. Davis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 469. 

No. 09–6091. Camacho-Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 654. 
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No. 09–6092. Collamore v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 708. 

No. 09–6093. Newton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 293 Fed. Appx. 201. 

No. 09–6094. Ramirez-Medina v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 485. 

No. 09–6095. Sanchez-Rosado v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 277. 

No. 09–6096. Scott v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 605. 

No. 09–6098. Martin v. United States; and 
No. 09–6123. Garrison v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 862. 

No. 09–6100. Salazar-Galvan v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 396. 

No. 09–6104. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 8. 

No. 09–6106. Brown v. United States District Court for 
the District of South Dakota. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6107. Azzara v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6110. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 439. 

No. 09–6112. McMullin v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 1. 

No. 09–6113. Lacue v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6114. Kuehne v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 647 F. 3d 667. 

No. 09–6115. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 858. 
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No. 09–6116. Knighton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6117. Windrix v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 629. 

No. 09–6122. Conarte v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 972 A. 2d 327. 

No. 09–6124. Hoffman v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 601. 

No. 09–6126. Greenstein, aka Dinunzio v. United States. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. 
Appx. 259. 

No. 09–6128. Harris, aka Suluki v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 
244. 

No. 09–6129. Greenwood, aka Grimes v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. 
Appx. 693. 

No. 09–6131. Figueroa-Cuevas v. United States. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 843. 

No. 09–6137. Graham v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 786. 

No. 09–6138. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 859. 

No. 09–6140. Morante v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 957. 

No. 09–6141. Jarrett v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6142. Matthews v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 364. 

No. 09–6143. Jones v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 767. 

No. 09–6150. Hall v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 203. 
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No. 09–6151. Hunter v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 272. 

No. 09–6152. Gantt v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 163. 

No. 09–6155. Culberson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6158. Pickett v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 963. 

No. 09–6159. Starling v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 477. 

No. 09–6161. Gray v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 1330. 

No. 09–6162. Ross v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 117. 

No. 09–6163. Spearman v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6164. Linton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 401. 

No. 09–6171. Havens v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 280. 

No. 09–6172. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6175. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 229. 

No. 09–6176. Sherrer v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6178. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6182. Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 751. 

No. 09–6183. Cameron v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 378. 
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No. 09–6187. Coleman v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 948 A. 2d 534. 

No. 09–6190. Brown v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6191. Balleza-Cortez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 174. 

No. 09–6193. Billups v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 249. 

No. 09–6195. Duarte v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 528. 

No. 09–6196. Declouet v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 535. 

No. 09–6210. Guevara-Vielma v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 486. 

No. 09–6212. Tejada v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6214. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 595. 

No. 09–6220. Bowman v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6221. Arzate v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 363. 

No. 09–6222. Alander v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 913. 

No. 09–6223. Atwell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 538. 

No. 08–1103. Michigan v. Williams. Ct. App. Mich. Mo­
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1159. Texas v. Martinez. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Mo­
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 272 S. W. 3d 615. 
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No. 08–1226. Richardson v. Commission on Human 
Rights and Opportunities et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 532 F. 3d 114. 

No. 08–1242. Beard, Secretary, Pennsylvania Depart­

ment of Corrections, et al. v. Bond. C. A. 3d Cir. Motion 
of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 539 F. 3d 256. 

No. 08–1310. Gibbons v. Savage, Superintendent, Go­

wanda Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 112. 

No. 08–1319. Adcock et al. v. Freightliner LLC et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of National Federation of Independent 
Business et al. for leave to file a brief as amici curiae granted. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 F. 3d 369. 

No. 08–1350. Ryan, Director, Arizona Department of 
Corrections v. Styers. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of respondent 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 547 F. 3d 1026. 

No. 08–1354. DeSalvo v. Volhard et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 312 
Fed. Appx. 394. 

No. 08–1358. Holmes v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Motions 
of National Organization on Fetal Alcohol Syndrome, Constitution 
Project, Louisiana Association of Criminal Lawyers, and National 
Center on Domestic and Sexual Violence et al. for leave to file 
briefs as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 5 So. 3d 42. 

No. 08–1361. Swisher International, Inc. v. Vilsack, Sec­

retary of Agriculture. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of Pacific 
Legal Foundation et al. for leave to file a brief as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 F. 3d 1046. 

No. 08–1389. Prelesnik, Warden v. Avery. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 548 F. 3d 434. 
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No. 08–1425. Welch, Warden v. Moore. C. A. 6th Cir. Mo­
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 531 F. 3d 393. 

No. 08–1436. Smith, Litigation Trustee, Farmland Dair­

ies LLC Litigation Trust, et al. v. Bank of America Corp. 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 536. 

No. 08–1439. Roe et al. v. City of Waterbury, Con­

necticut, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 542 F. 3d 31. 

No. 08–1459. Michigan v. Dorsey. Ct. App. Mich. Motion 
of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1479. Pfizer Inc. v. Dotson; and 
No. 09–29. Dotson v. Pfizer Inc. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 

denied. The Chief Justice took no part in the consideration 
or decision of these petitions. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 284. 

No. 08–1506. Tenenbaum v. Sony BMG Music Entertain­

ment et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. The Chief 
Justice and Justice Breyer took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 1. 

No. 08–1528. Sikorski v. Okemo Mountain, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 303 Fed. Appx. 938. 

No. 08–1539. Smith, aka Shinnecock Smoke Shop v. Cuomo, 
Attorney General of New York. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 645. 

No. 08–1543. Sonuga v. Napolitano, Secretary of Home­

land Security. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice So­

tomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 303 Fed. Appx. 901. 

No. 08–1551. Falso v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 544 F. 3d 110. 
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No. 08–1556. Thomas v. City of New York, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer and 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 754. 

No. 08–1562. Sea Hawk Seafoods, Inc. v. Exxon Mobil 
Corp. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Alito 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 303 Fed. Appx. 572. 

No. 08–1589. Dow Chemical Co. v. Tanoh et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motions of Chamber of Commerce of the United States of 
America et al. and Centerpoint Energy et al. for leave to file 
briefs as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 561 F. 3d 945. 

No. 08–9348. Henderson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 08–9899. Bradley v. United States;
 
No. 08–9990. Hurell v. United States; and
 
No. 08–10019. Watkins v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir.
 

Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of these petitions. Reported below: 555 F. 
3d 122. 

No. 08–10089. Zedner v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 555 F. 
3d 68. 

No. 08–10274. Cole v. Branker, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Motions of North Carolina Conference of NAACP Branches and 
Arc of North Carolina for leave to file briefs as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 
149. 

No. 08–10277. Kiley v. American Society for the Preven­

tion of Cruelty to Animals. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. Reported below: 296 Fed. Appx. 107. 

No. 08–10328. Elgindy, aka Pacific, aka Velasco, aka 
Velazco v. United States; and 
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No. 08–10357. Royer v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of these petitions. Reported below: 549 F. 
3d 886. 

No. 08–10348. Gialto v. Obama, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice So­

tomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 296 Fed. Appx. 137. 

No. 08–10567. Antoine v. Patterson, Judge, Supreme 
Court of New York, Kings County, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 08–10593. Palmer v. City of New York, New York, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 350. 

No. 08–10596. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 308 
Fed. Appx. 481. 

No. 08–10620. Duran v. Ercole, Superintendent, Green 
Haven Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 

No. 08–10624. Lavayen v. Rock, Superintendent, Great 
Meadow Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 468. 

No. 08–10673. Welch v. Selsky et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 08–10724. Forney v. Woods. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 12. 

No. 08–10787. Lopez-Ajuado v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 
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No. 08–10813. Williams v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 316 Fed. 
Appx. 687. 

No. 08–10817. Craig v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 08–10823. Huezo v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 546 F. 3d 174. 

No. 08–10860. Cruz v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 08–10861. Shishkin v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 309 
Fed. Appx. 520. 

No. 08–10891. Jorgensen v. Sony BMG Music Entertain­

ment. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 419. 

No. 08–10902. Palmer v. Ercole, Superintendent, Green 
Haven Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 

No. 08–10910. Hayes v. Conway, Superintendent, Attica 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. 

No. 08–10959. Guerrero v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 322 
Fed. Appx. 72. 

No. 08–10971. Carr v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 93. 
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No. 08–10996. Legeno v. Douglas Elliman, LLC. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 311 
Fed. Appx. 403. 

No. 08–11012. Minaya v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 321 
Fed. Appx. 37. 

No. 08–11058. Samas v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 108. 

No. 08–11107. Edwards v. Marshall, Superintendent, 
Sing Sing Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 08–11129. Deeks v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 303 Fed. 
Appx. 507. 

No. 08–11130. Green v. Rock, Superintendent, Great 
Meadow Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 

No. 09–8. Williams et ux. v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 299 Fed. Appx. 92. 

No. 09–9. Maddox v. Prudenti, Associate Justice, Appel­

late Division, Supreme Court of New York, Second Judi­

cial Department, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. Reported below: 303 Fed. Appx. 962. 

No. 09–24. American Family Mutual Insurance Co. 
et al. v. Mondry. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of respondent for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 557 F. 3d 781. 
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No. 09–36. Republic of Argentina v. Capital Ventures 
International. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice So­

tomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 289. 

No. 09–63. McDaniel, Warden v. Sechrest. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 549 F. 3d 789. 

No. 09–71. Slater v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 322 Fed. 
Appx. 78. 

No. 09–76. Nordella v. Blue Cross and Blue Shield of 
California et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. The 
Chief Justice took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 828. 

No. 09–78. Briarpatch Ltd., LP, et al. v. Geisler Rober­

deau, Inc., et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 433. 

No. 09–80. Schoedinger et al. v. United Healthcare of 
the Midwest, Inc. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Thomas took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 872. 

No. 09–84. Murphy, Commissioner, Connecticut Depart­

ment of Correction v. Bryant. Sup. Ct. Conn. Motion of 
respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 290 Conn. 502, 964 A. 2d 1186. 

No. 09–214. Pignard v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 303 Fed. 
Appx. 923. 

No. 09–5041. Daigneault v. Eaton Corp. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5077. Johnson v. Girdich, Superintendent, Up­

state Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
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nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5083. Mejia v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 320 Fed. 
Appx. 82. 

No. 09–5114. Drachenberg v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5159. Martinez v. Artus, Superintendent, Clin­

ton Correctional Facility, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5162. Maxwell v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 318 
Fed. Appx. 23. 

No. 09–5183. Howard v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 314 Fed. 
Appx. 344. 

No. 09–5216. Spinelli v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 551 F. 
3d 159. 

No. 09–5222. Miloro, aka Rizzo, aka DeAngelo v. United 
States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 384. 

No. 09–5247. Marino v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 309 Fed. 
Appx. 523. 

No. 09–5283. Monsif v. Commissioner of Internal Reve­

nue. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
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took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 466. 

No. 09–5322. Mason v. Guzdek et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5352. Dede v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 35. 

No. 09–5363. Maltsev v. Albany County Probation De­

partment et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 303 Fed. Appx. 973. 

No. 09–5367. Smith v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5375. Carroll v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 295 
Fed. Appx. 382. 

No. 09–5396. Spigelman v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 320 
Fed. Appx. 105. 

No. 09–5430. Book v. Norcott et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5503. Locurto v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 306 
Fed. Appx. 630. 

No. 09–5517. Daigneault v. Connecticut Judicial 
Branch. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 518. 
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No. 09–5599. Grant v. Woods. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 376. 

No. 09–5610. Raheim v. New York City Board of Ed­

ucation et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 905. 

No. 09–5697. Valencia-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 312 
Fed. Appx. 414. 

No. 09–5710. Figueroa v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5726. Peace v. Astrue, Commissioner of Social Se­

curity. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 63. 

No. 09–5733. Vargas v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 618. 

No. 09–5833. Nichols v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5894. Forestier v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 295 
Fed. Appx. 428. 

No. 09–5913. Salim v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 549 F. 3d 67. 

No. 09–5931. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 323 
Fed. Appx. 86. 
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No. 09–5976. Borcsok v. Crowe, Parole Commissioner, 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 460. 

No. 09–6120. Savoy v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 71. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 08–7213. Gill et al. v. United States, 555 U. S. 1080; 
No. 08–9569. Flynn v. Kansas et al., 556 U. S. 1248; 
No. 08–9773. Hawk v. Redding et al. (two judgments), 557 

U. S. 908; 
No. 08–9942. Smith v. Washington Mutual Bank FA et 

al., 557 U. S. 924; 
No. 08–9980. Sonachansingh v. New York, 557 U. S. 940; 
No. 08–10034. Ballard v. Simien et al., 557 U. S. 940; 
No. 08–10044. Hendrickson v. Washington, 557 U. S. 940; 
No. 08–10217. Waivio v. Board of Trustees of the Uni­

versity of Illinois at Chicago et al., 557 U. S. 926; and 
No. 08–10218. Conner v. Lions Gate Entertainment Corp. 

et al., 557 U. S. 942. Petitions for rehearing denied. 

No. 08–9749. Pearson v. Bestcare et al., 557 U. S. 907. 
Motion for leave to file petition for rehearing denied. 

October 8, 2009 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 09–250. Columbia Venture, LLC, et al. v. Federal 
Emergency Management Agency et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari dismissed under this Court’s Rule 46. Reported below: 
562 F. 3d 290. 

October 13, 2009 
Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–5683. Griffin v. Samuels, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
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No. 09–5789. Sibley v. United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia Circuit. C. A. D. C. Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 564 F. 3d 1335. 

No. 09–5861. Carbin v. Bennett et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As peti­
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–5885. Sibley v. Florida Bar et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5889. Smith v. Huckins. Ct. App. Ind. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 904 N. E. 2d 728. 

No. 09–5899. Soto v. Birkett et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5920. Farris v. Whaley et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 330 Fed. Appx. 833. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09A165. Hall v. Goddard, Attorney General of Ari­

zona, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Application for stay, addressed to 
Justice Sotomayor and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. D–2453. In re Disbarment of Sutley. Disbarment en­
tered. [For earlier order herein, see 557 U. S. 948.] 

No. D–2456. In re Disbarment of Feinman. Disbarment 
entered. [For earlier order herein, see 557 U. S. 948.] 
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No. 09M27. Wanzer v. Texas; 
No. 09M28. Hey v. Arlington County Department of 

Human Services; and 
No. 09M31. Sharkozy v. Allison. Motions to direct the 

Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 09M29. Owens v. Providian Financial et al.; and 
No. 09M33. Oyague v. United States District Court for 

the Eastern District of New York. Motions to direct the 
Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of these motions. 

No. 09M30. Wahi v. Charleston Area Medical Center 
et al. Motion for leave to file petition for writ of certiorari 
under seal with redacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 09M32. Tyus v. Montgomery, Sheriff, Faulkner 
County, Arkansas, et al. Motion to direct the Clerk to file 
petition for writ of certiorari out of time under this Court’s Rule 
14.5 denied. 

No. 132, Orig. Alabama et al. v. North Carolina. Excep­
tions to the Report of the Special Master are set for oral argu­
ment in due course. [For earlier order herein, see 556 U. S. 1206.] 

No. 09–5713. O’Dwyer v. Becnel et al. C. A. 5th Cir.; 
No. 09–5763. James v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla.; 
No. 09–6392. Rouse v. Department of State et al. C. A. 

9th Cir.; and 
No. 09–6442. In re Leaf. Motions of petitioners for leave to 

proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until 
November 3, 2009, within which to pay the docketing fees re­
quired by Rule 38(a) and to submit petitions in compliance with 
Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 

No. 09–6313. In re Fredrick; 
No. 09–6388. In re Beverly; 
No. 09–6414. In re Ramirez; 
No. 09–6448. In re Dhurandhar; 
No. 09–6529. In re Ndoromo; and 
No. 09–6622. In re Liles. Petitions for writs of habeas cor­

pus denied. 
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No. 09–5815. In re Vann. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 

No. 09–6108. In re Bush. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 08–1394. Skilling v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 529. 

No. 09–38. Health Care Service Corp. v. Pollitt et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 
615. 

No. 08–1341. United States v. Marcus. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari granted. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 538 F. 3d 97. 

No. 09–5327. Holland v. Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 539 F. 3d 1334. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1211. Church Homes, Inc., dba Avery Heights v. 
National Labor Relations Board. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 303 Fed. Appx. 998. 

No. 08–1356. Sungwook Kim v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 
F. 3d 833. 

No. 08–1395. Wallace et al. v. Montana et al. (Reported 
below: 348 Mont. 205, 201 P. 3d 70); and Kafka et al. v. Bridge­

water et al. (348 Mont. 80, 201 P. 3d 8). Sup. Ct. Mont. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 08–1476. Loving v. Department of Defense et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 F. 
3d 32. 

No. 08–1478. Kurji v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 129. 

No. 08–1482. Mincey v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 233. 
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No. 08–1530. Sirmons et al. v. Williams. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 354. 

No. 08–9822. Bagley v. South Carolina. Sup. Ct. S. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10386. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 408. 

No. 08–10699. Fayall v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 448. 

No. 08–10799. Poe v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 1113. 

No. 08–10814. Alberico v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 24. 

No. 08–10862. Castel v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 298 Fed. 
Appx. 492. 

No. 09–23. Smith v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 1158. 

No. 09–32. Barrett et ux. v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 1140. 

No. 09–53. Kelley v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 970. 

No. 09–133. Morters v. Barr et al. Ct. App. Wis. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 316 Wis. 2d 413, 763 N. W. 2d 560. 

No. 09–139. Everson v. Liberty Mutual Assurance Co. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–140. Rushing v. Kelly, Superintendent, Missis­

sippi State Penitentiary. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–145. Barsch v. O’Toole et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 637. 

No. 09–146. Anderson v. Vanguard Car Rental USA Inc. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. 
Appx. 830. 
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No. 09–149. Walker v. GEICO General Insurance Co. 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 
F. 3d 1025. 

No. 09–161. Miller, Commissioner, Indiana Bureau of 
Motor Vehicles v. Villegas et al. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 894 N. E. 2d 249. 

No. 09–164. Richmond, Personal Representative of the 
Estate of Richmond, Deceased v. PeaceHealth, dba Peace-

Health Medical Group, et al. Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 224 Ore. App. 477, 200 P. 3d 180. 

No. 09–165. Whitehead v. Bradley, Arant, Rose & White, 
LLP, et al. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
54 So. 3d 966. 

No. 09–171. Halliwell et al. v. Superior Court of Cali­

fornia, Sonoma County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–172. Halliwell et al. v. Superior Court of Cali­

fornia, Sonoma County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–177. Bennett et al. v. Hendrix, Individually and 
in His Official Capacity as Sheriff, Forsyth County, Geor­

gia, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
325 Fed. Appx. 727. 

No. 09–179. Hofmeister et ux. v. Cincinnati Insurance 
Co. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–180. Tyler Hill Corp. v. Yakin. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 72. 

No. 09–196. Ward v. International Union of Operating 
Engineers, Local 150, AFL–CIO. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 276. 

No. 09–210. Frazier v. Sebelius, Secretary of Health 
and Human Services. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 879. 

No. 09–226. French v. Lemery. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 644. 
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No. 09–240. Hafterson et vir, Personal Representa­

tives of the Estate of Hafterson, Deceased v. United 
States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–243. Leibowitz, Trustee v. Systems Division, Inc. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 639. 

No. 09–249. Martini v. AT&T Inc. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–255. Velez v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 388 Ill. App. 3d 493, 903 N. E. 
2d 43. 

No. 09–256. Olofson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 652. 

No. 09–268. Morris v. Family Dollar Stores of Ohio, Inc. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. 
Appx. 330. 

No. 09–269. Wright v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 772. 

No. 09–276. Liberty Counsel et al. v. Florida Bar Board 
of Governors et al. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 12 So. 3d 183. 

No. 09–281. Demarest v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 1232. 

No. 09–290. Battle v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 09–295. Bert v. Comptroller of the Treasury of 
Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 183 Md. App. 760. 

No. 09–316. Davis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–319. Lacey v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 319. 

No. 09–324. Wiley v. Geithner, Secretary of the Treas­

ury, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
329 Fed. Appx. 512. 
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No. 09–5012. Murray v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 1108. 

No. 09–5090. Hyde v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 13 So. 3d 997. 

No. 09–5192. Upton v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 3. 

No. 09–5251. Roach v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 303 Fed. Appx. 332. 

No. 09–5269. Murphy v. Ohio. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 551 F. 3d 485. 

No. 09–5636. Henderson v. Hernandez, Warden. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5637. Hill v. Kemna, Superintendent, Crossroads 
Correctional Center. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5639. Hudson v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 
Fed. Appx. 209. 

No. 09–5641. Haynes v. Blacketter et al. Ct. App. Ore. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 225 Ore. App. 376, 201 P. 
3d 940. 

No. 09–5642. Gunnett v. Wood, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5645. Green v. Pollard, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5651. Roach v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 7 So. 3d 911. 

No. 09–5663. Warlick v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5664. Warlick v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–5665. Rucker v. Norris, Director, Arkansas De­

partment of Correction. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 563 F. 3d 766. 

No. 09–5673. McNeill v. Wayne County, Michigan. Cir. 
Ct. Wayne County, Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5678. Huusko v. Jenkins, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 633. 

No. 09–5679. Hunt v. Felker, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5681. Gross v. Knight, Superintendent, Pendle­

ton Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 560 F. 3d 668. 

No. 09–5684. Graham v. Addison, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 670. 

No. 09–5686. Lopez v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 261 S. W. 3d 103. 

No. 09–5689. Lopez v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5693. Moore v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5695. Thomas v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
339 Fed. Appx. 364. 

No. 09–5698. Valladares v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5700. Moffett v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5701. McFarland v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5704. Williams v. Norris, Director, Arkansas De­

partment of Correction. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5711. Grant v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 205 P. 3d 1. 

No. 09–5716. Bonner v. Marshall, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 596. 

No. 09–5717. Batiste v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5718. Brooks v. Dormire, Superintendent, Jeffer­

son City Correctional Center. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5720. Baker v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 295 Ga. App. 162, 671 S. E. 2d 206. 

No. 09–5721. Andrews v. Howes, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5723. Shannon v. Berghuis, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5724. Robinson v. LeBlanc, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5725. Richardson v. Thomas et al. Commw. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 964 A. 2d 61. 

No. 09–5727. McDaniel v. Suthers, Attorney General of 
Colorado, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 335 Fed. Appx. 734. 

No. 09–5735. Lopez v. Wallace et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 782. 

No. 09–5740. Brown v. United States Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Circuit. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5741. Blaxton v. Boca Grande Foods et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5742. Aguilar v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5744. Barber v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 994 So. 2d 376. 

No. 09–5748. Hawkins v. Washington. Sup. Ct. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5750. Harris v. Terry, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5751. Gocio v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 316. 

No. 09–5756. Phillips v. District of Columbia et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. 
Appx. 332. 

No. 09–5762. Joseph v. Curry, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 982. 

No. 09–5765. O’Diah v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5770. Antonsson v. Kast. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5774. Chumpia v. City of Memphis, Tennessee, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5777. Johnson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 931 So. 2d 906. 

No. 09–5794. Olivarez v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5796. Gaskins v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5798. Rangel v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 10th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5807. Davis v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 4 So. 3d 1220. 

No. 09–5813. Thomas et al. v. City of St. Paul, Minnesota. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 541. 
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No. 09–5822. Tillman v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5825. Torrence v. Ozmint, Director, South Caro­

lina Department of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 55. 

No. 09–5828. Larry v. Branker, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 356. 

No. 09–5829. Johnson v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5832. Lay v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 10 So. 3d 726. 

No. 09–5834. Page v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5835. Dean v. Blaisdell, Warden. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5836. Allen v. Barnes, Deputy Sheriff, Los 
Angeles County, California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 740. 

No. 09–5843. Lyles v. Lemmon et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5849. Bryant v. Metro/State Newspaper. Sup. Ct. 
S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5850. Perkins v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5851. Medina v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 381 Ill. App. 3d 1138, 966 
N. E. 2d 604. 

No. 09–5855. Thompson v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5858. Kelley v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Mahoning 
County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 179 Ohio App. 3d 
666, 903 N. E. 2d 365. 
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No. 09–5860. Ewing v. Bergeron, Superintendent, 
Bridgewater State Hospital. App. Ct. Mass. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 74 Mass. App. 1106, 904 N. E. 2d 494. 

No. 09–5862. Dortch v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 964 A. 2d 940. 

No. 09–5864. Miller v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5865. Muldrow v. Denney, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5866. Benson v. Luttrell, Sheriff, Shelby 
County, Tennessee, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5867. Davis v. Vanderville et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5869. Hearns v. New Hampshire State Prison. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5872. Peoples v. Williams et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5874. Guadarrama v. Tilton et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5877. Campbell v. Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transportation Authority (SEPTA). Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 599 Pa. 463, 961 A. 2d 1228. 

No. 09–5883. Young v. Holderness et al. Ct. Sp. App. Md. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 183 Md. App. 764, 772. 

No. 09–5891. Ruiz v. Hofbauer, Warden, et al. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 427. 

No. 09–5892. Rohden v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5902. Griffin v. Ortiz et al. Ct. App. Colo. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5903. Harris v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5904. Hunter v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5916. Powers v. Snyder et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5921. Haque v. Immigration and Customs En­

forcement et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5925. Linton v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5928. Nika v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 124 Nev. 1272, 198 P. 3d 839. 

No. 09–5938. Tyson v. Mize, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5956. Catledge v. Mueller, Director, Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 464. 

No. 09–5962. Wilson v. Spencer, Superintendent, Massa­

chusetts Correctional Institution at Norfolk. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5977. Rittner v. Williams, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5980. Sabet v. Intel Corp. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5988. Warman v. Marberry, Warden, et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6006. Barnes v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 So. 3d 623. 

No. 09–6010. Gurnsey v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6013. Hill v. District of Columbia Department 
of Employment Services et al. Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 964 A. 2d 619. 
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October 13, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–6028. Cortinas v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 124 Nev. 1013, 195 P. 3d 315. 

No. 09–6066. Taylor v. Roper, Superintendent, Potosi 
Correctional Center. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 561 F. 3d 859. 

No. 09–6089. Childress v. Cameron, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Cresson. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6109. Walker v. Zenk, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 144. 

No. 09–6119. Conn v. Klopotoski, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Dallas, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 122. 

No. 09–6174. Gaston v. United States Postal Service 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 
Fed. Appx. 155. 

No. 09–6200. Williams v. Drew, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6205. McIntyre v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6206. Travis v. Park City Municipal Corporation 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 
F. 3d 1252. 

No. 09–6207. Tate v. Merit Systems Protection Board. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. 
Appx. 319. 

No. 09–6211. Troxelle v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 176. 

No. 09–6217. Smith v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 934. 

No. 09–6218. Rollness v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 996 and 320 Fed. 
Appx. 797. 
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No. 09–6219. Spriggs v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 163. 

No. 09–6230. Pollino v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 478. 

No. 09–6232. Clay v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 403. 

No. 09–6235. Brown v. Kerestes, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6240. Hussain v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 227. 

No. 09–6242. Isom v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 665. 

No. 09–6246. Tyler v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6247. Alexeev v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 259. 

No. 09–6251. Birdsong v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 573. 

No. 09–6252. Mendoza-Zaragoza v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 431. 

No. 09–6253. Paredes v. Marshall, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 639. 

No. 09–6254. Moore v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 736. 

No. 09–6259. Pine v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 84. 

No. 09–6262. Hoey v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 165. 

No. 09–6263. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 237. 

No. 09–6264. Pitts, aka Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 533. 
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October 13, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–6269. Dinkens v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6271. Elmardoudi, aka Safieddine, aka Labibe, 
aka Tardelli v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 923. 

No. 09–6275. Norris v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 522. 

No. 09–6278. Fonville v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 673. 

No. 09–6279. Zaldivar v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 839. 

No. 09–6284. Azubike v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 59. 

No. 09–6286. Bermea-Boone v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 621. 

No. 09–6287. Miller v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 288. 

No. 09–6288. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6289. Rivera v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 194. 

No. 09–6290. Scales, aka Simms, aka Johnson v. United 
States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
335 Fed. Appx. 890. 

No. 09–6292. Gilyard v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6293. Miggins v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 319. 

No. 09–6295. Epps v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 924. 

No. 09–6298. Todd v. Federal Correctional Institution, 
Memphis, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6300. Zayas v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 43. 

No. 09–6301. Brown v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 856. 

No. 09–6303. Roberts v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 555. 

No. 09–6305. Story, aka Jones v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 422. 

No. 09–6310. Pratt v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 11. 

No. 09–6314. Green v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6315. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 349. 

No. 09–6316. Wells v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 781. 

No. 09–6317. Littlejohn v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 963 A. 2d 167. 

No. 09–6320. Cochran v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 244. 

No. 09–6321. Dean v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 377. 

No. 09–6322. De Leon-Godinez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 818. 

No. 09–6323. Ciocan v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 773. 

No. 09–6324. Cantu v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6325. Quezada-Enriquez v. United States. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 1228. 

No. 09–6326. Stewart v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 102. 
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October 13, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–6329. Savoca v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 802. 

No. 09–6330. Settle v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6331. Rivera v. Nolan. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6333. Sullivan, aka Cathey, aka Edwards v. 
United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 330 Fed. Appx. 445. 

No. 09–6335. Dickens v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6336. Chester v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 597. 

No. 09–6337. Doyle v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 706. 

No. 09–6340. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6342. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 951. 

No. 09–6343. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 569. 

No. 09–6346. Lirette v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6347. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 776. 

No. 09–6348. Alexander v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 388. 

No. 09–6349. Benitez-Avila v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 364. 

No. 09–6350. Konsavich v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 313. 

No. 09–6354. Bishawi v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6355. Underwood v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 825. 

No. 09–6356. Williams v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6357. Williams v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6358. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 492. 

No. 09–6359. Underwood v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 92. 

No. 09–6360. Pettiette v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 362. 

No. 09–6361. Porter v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 848. 

No. 09–6364. Roberts v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 388. 

No. 09–6368. Jordan v. Federal Bureau of Prisons et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. 
Appx. 752. 

No. 09–6370. Diaz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6373. Rashad, aka Coleman v. United States. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6374. Davis v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6377. Hill v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6380. Gallagos v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 943. 

No. 09–6381. Mullen v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 61. 

No. 09–6386. Phasung Lu Baccam v. United States. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 1197. 
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No. 09–6390. Rogers v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 485. 

No. 09–6393. Tilghman v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 269. 

No. 09–6403. James v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 960. 

No. 09–6404. Malone v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6405. Wheeler v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 250. 

No. 09–6407. Urbano v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 1150. 

No. 09–6409. Blocker v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 151. 

No. 09–6415. Styer v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 151. 

No. 09–6418. Clark v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 992. 

No. 09–6423. Scott v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 822. 

No. 09–6427. Marguet-Pillado v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 1078. 

No. 09–6432. Boam v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 642. 

No. 09–6438. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 438. 

No. 09–6444. Dartez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 308. 

No. 09–6445. Douglas v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 635. 

No. 09–6446. Chatman v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 555. 
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No. 09–6452. Love v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6455. Pomales-Pizarro v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 78. 

No. 09–6456. Moore v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6460. Setser v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 482. 

No. 09–6466. Zetino-Morales, aka Cety-Morales v. 
United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 326 Fed. Appx. 835. 

No. 09–6476. Colson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 895. 

No. 09–6478. Collins v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 825. 

No. 09–6482. Bell v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 976 A. 2d 224. 

No. 09–6484. Brewster v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 8. 

No. 09–6485. Barajas v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 940. 

No. 09–6487. Jones v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6489. Johns v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 737. 

No. 09–6490. Noble v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 125. 

No. 09–6496. Bunchan v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 66. 

No. 09–6498. Brown v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6499. Bender v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 644. 
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No. 09–6503. Soto-Cosme v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6506. Eames v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 279 Fed. Appx. 541. 

No. 08–1407. DTD Enterprises, Inc., aka Together, aka 
Together-Clark, aka Together Dating Service, et al. v. 
Wells, on Behalf of Herself and All Others Similarly 
Situated. Super. Ct. N. J., Middlesex County. Certiorari 
denied. 

Statement of Justice Kennedy, with whom The Chief Jus­

tice and Justice Sotomayor join, respecting the denial of the 
petition for writ of certiorari. 

This case began with a contract action brought by DTD Enter­
prises, Inc. (hereinafter petitioner), a commercial dating-referral 
service, against respondent, one of petitioner’s customers. The 
suit alleged that respondent refused to make payments due under 
a contract. Respondent answered by bringing a class action 
against petitioner. The trial court certified the class and ordered 
petitioner to bear all the costs of class notification, on the sole 
ground (or so it appears) that petitioner could afford to pay and 
respondent could not. 

To the extent that New Jersey law allows a trial court to im­
pose the onerous costs of class notification on a defendant simply 
because of the relative wealth of the defendant and without any 
consideration of the underlying merits of the suit, a serious due 
process question is raised. Where a court has concluded that a 
plaintiff lacks the means to pay for class certification, the defend­
ant has little hope of recovering its expenditures later if the suit 
proves meritless; therefore, the court’s order requiring the de­
fendant to pay for the notification “finally destroy[s] a property 
interest.” Logan v. Zimmerman Brush Co., 455 U. S. 422, 433– 
434 (1982). The Due Process Clause requires a “ ‘hearing appro­
priate to the nature of the case.’ ” Boddie v. Connecticut, 401 
U. S. 371, 378 (1971). And there is considerable force to the argu­
ment that a hearing in which the trial court does not consider 
the underlying merits of the class-action suit is not consistent 
with due process because it is not sufficient, or appropriate, to 
protect the property interest at stake. 

I nonetheless agree with the Court’s denial of certiorari, for 
two reasons. First, the petition is interlocutory; the state appel­
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late courts denied petitioner leave to appeal the trial court’s ac­
tion. Second, petitioner has filed for bankruptcy, and an auto­
matic bankruptcy stay has issued pursuant to 11 U. S. C. § 362. 
Respondent contends that the present action comes within the 
scope of the automatic stay. If we were to grant the petition we 
would be required to construe New Jersey law without the aid of 
a reasoned state appellate court decision and to confront a proce­
dural obstacle unrelated to the question presented. Under these 
circumstances, it is best to deny the petition. It seems advisable, 
however, to note that the petition for certiorari does implicate 
issues of constitutional significance. 

No. 08–10604. Baker et al. v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 554 
F. 3d 230. 

No. 08–10885. McCargo v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–45. Norris, Director, Arkansas Department of 
Correction v. Sasser. C. A. 8th Cir. Motion of respondent for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 553 F. 3d 1121. 

No. 09–186. Colon, aka Lopez v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 684. 

No. 09–5194. Josephberg v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 562 F. 
3d 478. 

No. 09–5761. Luo v. Town of Hempstead, New York, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 316 Fed. Appx. 77. 

No. 09–5816. Uzamere v. Allen E. Kaye, P. C., et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 
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No. 09–5863. Davis v. Smith, Superintendent, Shawan­

gunk Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. 

No. 09–6280. Luna v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 328 Fed. 
Appx. 721. 

No. 09–6296. Yalincak v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–6408. Azzara v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 293 Fed. 
Appx. 814. 

No. 09–6430. Alabi v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 334 Fed. 
Appx. 379. 

No. 09–6454. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 326 
Fed. Appx. 1. 

October 20, 2009 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded. (See No. 08–10495, 
ante, p. 1.) 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–6035. Millen v. Kansas City Star. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6121. Sibley v. United States Court of Appeals 
for the Second Circuit. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of petitioner 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari 
dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
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No. 09–6312. Powell v. Keller et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6525. Genevier v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6165. DiGianni v. Cuomo, Attorney General of 
New York, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. 
See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this motion and this petition. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09A356. Doe et al. v. Reed, Secretary of State of 
Washington, et al. Application, presented to Justice Ken­

nedy, and by him referred to the Court, granted. Order of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, case Nos. 
09–35818, 09–35826, and 09–35863, entered October 15, 2009, is 
hereby stayed. The September 10, 2009, order of the United 
States District Court for the Western District of Washington, 
case No. C09–5456BHS, granting the motion for preliminary in­
junction shall remain in effect pending the timely filing and dispo­
sition of a petition for writ of certiorari. Should the petition for 
writ of certiorari be denied, this stay shall terminate automati­
cally. In the event the petition for writ of certiorari is granted, 
the stay shall terminate upon the sending down of the judgment 
of this Court. Justice Stevens would deny the application. 

No. 09M34. Winstead, nka Muhammad v. New Jersey; and 
No. 09M35. Corredor v. Federal Aviation Administra­

tion. Motions to direct the Clerk to file petitions for writs of 
certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 08–969. Hemi Group, LLC, et al. v. City of New York, 
New York. C. A. 2d Cir. [Certiorari granted, 556 U. S. 1220.] 
Motion of The Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids for leave to file 
a brief as amicus curiae granted. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 08–1134. United Student Aid Funds, Inc. v. Espinosa. 
C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 903.] Motion of 
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Professor Rafael I. Pardo for leave to file a brief as amicus cu­
riae granted. 

No. 08–1151. Stop the Beach Renourishment, Inc. v. 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection et al. 
Sup. Ct. Fla. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 903.] Motion of the 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami­
cus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 09–5973. Torain v. Ameritech Advanced Data Serv­

ices. C. A. 7th Cir.; 
No. 09–6078. GwanJun Kim v. Progressive Express Insur­

ance Co. et al. C. A. 11th Cir.; 
No. 09–6453. Roach v. Rockingham County Board of Edu­

cation et al. C. A. 4th Cir.; and 
No. 09–6595. Schmitz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 

Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioners are allowed until November 10, 2009, within 
which to pay the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) and to 
submit petitions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of 
this Court. 

No. 09–6658. In re Curtis; 
No. 09–6677. In re Warren; 
No. 09–6716. In re Martinez; and 
No. 09–6733. In re Velarde. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 09–6708. In re Berry; and 
No. 09–6748. In re Carbin. Motions of petitioners for leave 

to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs of 
habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5944. In re Williams; and 
No. 09–6024. In re Rochester. Motions of petitioners for 

leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs 
of mandamus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–204. In re Klat. Petition for writ of mandamus and/ 
or prohibition denied. 

No. 09–6139. In re Traylor. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
mandamus and/or prohibition dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 
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Certiorari Granted 

No. 08–1234. Kiyemba et al. v. Obama, President of the 
United States, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari granted. 
Reported below: 555 F. 3d 1022. 

No. 08–1553. Kawasaki Kisen Kaisha Ltd. et al. v. 
Regal-Beloit Corp. et al.; and 

No. 08–1554. Union Pacific Railroad Co. v. Regal-Beloit 
Corp. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted, cases consoli­
dated, and a total of one hour is allotted for oral argument. Re­
ported below: 557 F. 3d 985. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1427. Brockman v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 681. 

No. 08–1428. Burkey v. Marberry, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 142. 

No. 08–1453. Rollins v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 739. 

No. 08–1465. Rodriguez v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 67 M. J. 110. 

No. 08–9991. Mosley v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 
Fed. Appx. 40. 

No. 08–10521. Parker v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 991 So. 2d 411. 

No. 08–10993. Macias v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 50. 

No. 09–183. Roberts v. Bank of New York. Ct. App. Ore. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 223 Ore. App. 259, 195 P. 
3d 923. 

No. 09–185. Anderson v. Iowa City Development Board 
et al. Ct. App. Iowa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 767 
N. W. 2d 420. 
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No. 09–191. J. W. v. Knight, Senior Status Judge, Circuit 
Court of Mercer County, West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 223 W. Va. 785, 679 
S. E. 2d 617. 

No. 09–193. Abner v. Probate Court of Mobile, Alabama. 
Sup. Ct. Ala. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–195. Reust v. Alaska. Sup. Ct. Alaska. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 206 P. 3d 437. 

No. 09–199. Halliwell et al. v. Superior Court of Cali­

fornia, Sonoma County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–209. Culver v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 22 So. 3d 499. 

No. 09–232. Cox v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–266. Bowens et al. v. Quinn, Governor of Illinois. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 671. 

No. 09–286. Sullivan v. University of Texas Health Sci­

ence Center at Houston Dental Branch et al. Ct. App. 
Tex., 10th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–313. Howard v. Department of the Army. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 765. 

No. 09–318. Morris et al. v. Lanpher et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 399. 

No. 09–323. Scambos v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 221. 

No. 09–332. Minh Huynh et ux. v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 636. 

No. 09–339. Tway et al. v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 377. 

No. 09–344. Davis v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 279. 
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No. 09–349. Yaitsky v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 347. 

No. 09–5022. Rothery v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 6 So. 3d 622. 

No. 09–5128. Balentine v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
324 Fed. Appx. 304. 

No. 09–5131. Davis v. Branker, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 926. 

No. 09–5389. Fields v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 274 S. W. 3d 375. 

No. 09–5391. Evertson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 509. 

No. 09–5896. Cassell v. White, Correctional Adminis­

trator, Maury Correctional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 245. 

No. 09–5923. Maisano v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5926. Reed v. Cirtin. Ct. App. Mo., Southern Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 280 S. W. 3d 143. 

No. 09–5929. Pruitt v. Schofield, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5952. Olivas v. Neven, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 70. 

No. 09–5960. Long et ux. v. Wood Mizer Products Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. 
Appx. 755. 

No. 09–5963. Tung v. Cuevas et al. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5965. Neufer v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–5966. Moorman v. Jowers et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 733. 

No. 09–5972. Muhammad, aka Cooper v. Kannrine et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5974. Barnes v. Cain, Warden. Sup. Ct. La. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 993 So. 2d 1233. 

No. 09–5982. Sutton v. Corrections Corporation of 
America et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 323 Fed. Appx. 685. 

No. 09–5983. Qazza v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5984. Serna v. Goodno et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 944. 

No. 09–5989. Wordlow v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 387 Ill. App. 3d 1182, 981 
N. E. 2d 539. 

No. 09–5990. Wilson v. Curiel et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5997. Johnson v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5999. Powell v. Curry et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 940. 

No. 09–6008. Deakins v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6020. Harris v. Sweatt, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6021. Gates v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6022. Rodriguez v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
327 Fed. Appx. 466. 
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No. 09–6025. Carver v. Vail, Secretary, Washington De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 869. 

No. 09–6027. Dann v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 220 Ariz. 351, 207 P. 3d 604. 

No. 09–6030. Lacey v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 349 Mont. 371, 204 P. 3d 1192. 

No. 09–6033. Latham v. United States et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 716. 

No. 09–6042. Hon v. Cosmos Jewelry, Ltd. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6046. Hampton v. Belleque, Superintendent, Ore­

gon State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 601. 

No. 09–6048. Cole v. Texas. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6053. Kopy v. Ryan, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 666. 

No. 09–6057. Bell v. Norwood et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 306. 

No. 09–6058. Higgins v. Randall County Sheriff’s Of­

fice. Ct. App. Tex., 7th Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6059. Garcon v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 7 So. 3d 1098. 

No. 09–6061. Oliphant v. Mendoza-Powers, Warden. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6062. Kristiadi v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6064. Fan v. Roe. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6079. Knight v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 6 So. 3d 733. 
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No. 09–6136. Nesbitt v. Circuit Court of Illinois, Cook 
County. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6180. Barrett v. Lamarque, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 131. 

No. 09–6181. Balko v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6198. Montague v. Carlton, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6199. Williams v. Quinn, Superintendent, Monroe 
Correctional Complex. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 364. 

No. 09–6229. Stamos v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6238. Little v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6260. Owens v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6273. Okafor v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 426. 

No. 09–6277. Leftwich v. West Virginia. Cir. Ct. Raleigh 
County, W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6306. Stogner v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6327. Wiegand v. Zavares, Executive Director, 
Colorado Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 837. 

No. 09–6332. Sabino-Morales v. United States; and 
No. 09–6599. Flores-De-Jesus v. United States. C. A. 1st 

Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 8. 

No. 09–6383. Lockett et ux. v. Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
306 Fed. Appx. 464. 
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No. 09–6422. Gordon v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6433. Vores v. Merit Systems Protection Board. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. 
Appx. 883. 

No. 09–6462. Rashid v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6464. Wright v. Volland, Judge, Superior Court 
of Alaska, Third Judicial District at Anchorage, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. 
Appx. 496. 

No. 09–6494. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 445. 

No. 09–6495. Bonilla v. United States; and 
No. 09–6517. Villatoro v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 968 A. 2d 39. 

No. 09–6507. Werst v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 779. 

No. 09–6508. Wright v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 148. 

No. 09–6513. Gonzalez-Gamez v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 629. 

No. 09–6514. Green v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6515. Hayes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 222. 

No. 09–6519. Peterson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 228. 

No. 09–6520. Carson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 75. 

No. 09–6523. Deckard v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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October 20, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–6524. White v. Gates, Secretary of Defense. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. 
Appx. 134. 

No. 09–6530. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 457. 

No. 09–6534. Matthews v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6539. Williams et al. v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6541. Delapaz Vasquez v. United States. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 461. 

No. 09–6547. Boyd v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6548. Bluntson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 960. 

No. 09–6551. Joseph v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. Appx. 519. 

No. 09–6555. Lopez-Castas v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 419. 

No. 09–6561. DeVeaux, aka Dover v. United States. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 313 Fed. 
Appx. 595. 

No. 09–6566. Sohn v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 392. 

No. 09–6567. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6568. Rodriguez-Orozco v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 968. 

No. 09–6578. Duronio v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6582. Powell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 433. 
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No. 09–6588. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 254. 

No. 09–6589. Robinson, aka Mathurin v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. 
Appx. 876. 

No. 09–6593. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6596. Soto-Maciel, aka Macias v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6597. Garza Gallego v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 115. 

No. 09–6611. Jones v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 279. 

No. 09–6612. Lamere v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 669. 

No. 09–6613. Manzo v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 642. 

No. 09–6614. Jones v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 367. 

No. 09–6615. Muniz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 524. 

No. 09–6616. Overton v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 679. 

No. 09–6618. O’Connor v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 395. 

No. 09–6620. Mohamed v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 68 M. J. 150. 

No. 09–6625. Niblock v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 165. 

No. 09–6628. DeBerry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 151. 

No. 09–6629. Espinosa v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 889. 
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No. 09–6632. Peterson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6633. Russ v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6634. Poindexter v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 871. 

No. 08–1385. Virginia v. Harris. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 276 Va. 689, 668 S. E. 2d 141. 

Chief Justice Roberts, with whom Justice Scalia joins, 
dissenting. 

Every year, close to 13,000 people die in alcohol-related car 
crashes—roughly one death every 40 minutes. See Dept. of 
Transp., Nat. Hwy. Traffic Safety Admin., Traffic Safety Facts, 
2007 Traffic Safety Annual Assessment—Alcohol-Impaired Driv­
ing Fatalities 1 (No. 811016, Aug. 2008). Ordinary citizens are 
well aware of the dangers posed by drunk driving, and they fre­
quently report such conduct to the police. A number of States 
have adopted programs specifically designed to encourage such 
tips—programs such as the “Drunkbuster Hotline” in New Mexico 
and the REDDI program (Report Every Drunk Driver Immedi­
ately) in force in several States. See Dept. of Transp., Nat. Hwy. 
Traffic Safety Admin., Programs Across the United States That 
Aid Motorists in the Reporting of Impaired Drivers to Law En­
forcement (2007). 

By a 4-to-3 vote, the Virginia Supreme Court below adopted a 
rule that will undermine such efforts to get drunk drivers off the 
road. The decision below commands that police officers following 
a driver reported to be drunk do nothing until they see the driver 
actually do something unsafe on the road—by which time it may 
be too late. 

Here, a Richmond police officer pulled Joseph Harris over after 
receiving an anonymous tip that Harris was driving while intoxi­
cated. The tip described Harris, his car, and the direction he 
was traveling in considerable detail. The officer did not person­
ally witness Harris violate any traffic laws. When Harris was 
pulled over, however, he reeked of alcohol, his speech was slurred, 
he almost fell over in attempting to exit his car, and he failed the 
sobriety tests the officer administered on the scene. Harris was 
convicted of driving while intoxicated, but the Virginia Supreme 
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Court overturned the conviction. It concluded that because the 
officer had failed to independently verify that Harris was driving 
dangerously, the stop violated the Fourth Amendment’s prohibi­
tion on unreasonable searches and seizures. 276 Va. 689, 696–698, 
668 S. E. 2d 141, 146–147 (2008); see Pet. for Cert. 4 (citing 
record). 

I am not sure that the Fourth Amendment requires such inde­
pendent corroboration before the police can act, at least in the 
special context of anonymous tips reporting drunk driving. This 
is an important question that is not answered by our past deci­
sions, and that has deeply divided federal and state courts. The 
Court should grant the petition for certiorari to answer the ques­
tion and resolve the conflict. 

On the one hand, our cases allow police to conduct investigative 
stops based on reasonable suspicion, viewed under the totality of 
the circumstances. Terry v. Ohio, 392 U. S. 1, 22 (1968); Alabama 
v. White, 496 U. S. 325, 328–331 (1990). In Florida v. J. L., 529 
U. S. 266, 270 (2000), however, we explained that anonymous tips, 
in the absence of additional corroboration, typically lack the “indi­
cia of reliability” needed to justify a stop under the reasonable 
suspicion standard. In J. L., the Court suppressed evidence 
seized by police after receiving an anonymous tip alleging that a 
young man, wearing a plaid shirt and waiting at a particular bus 
stop, was carrying a gun. The majority below relied extensively 
on J. L. in reversing Harris’s conviction. 

But it is not clear that J. L. applies to anonymous tips reporting 
drunk or erratic driving. J. L. itself suggested that the Fourth 
Amendment analysis might be different in other situations. The 
Court declined “to speculate about the circumstances under which 
the danger alleged in an anonymous tip might be so great as to 
justify a search even without a showing of reliability.” Id., at 
273. It also hinted that “in quarters where the reasonable expec­
tation of Fourth Amendment privacy is diminished,” it might be 
constitutionally permissible to “conduct protective searches on the 
basis of information insufficient to justify searches elsewhere.” 
Id., at 274. 

There is no question that drunk driving is a serious and poten­
tially deadly crime, as our cases have repeatedly emphasized. 
See, e. g., Michigan Dept. of State Police v. Sitz, 496 U. S. 444, 
451 (1990) (“No one can seriously dispute the magnitude of the 
drunken driving problem or the States’ interest in eradicating 
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it. Media reports of alcohol-related death and mutilation on the 
Nation’s roads are legion”). The imminence of the danger posed 
by drunk drivers exceeds that at issue in other types of cases. 
In a case like J. L., the police can often observe the subject of a 
tip and step in before actual harm occurs; with drunk driving, 
such a wait-and-see approach may prove fatal. Drunk driving 
is always dangerous, as it is occurring. This Court has in fact 
recognized that the dangers posed by drunk drivers are unique, 
frequently upholding anti-drunk-driving policies that might be 
constitutionally problematic in other, less exigent circumstances.1 

In the absence of controlling precedent on point, a sharp dis­
agreement has emerged among federal and state courts over how 
to apply the Fourth Amendment in this context. The majority 
of courts examining the question have upheld investigative stops 
of allegedly drunk or erratic drivers, even when the police did 
not personally witness any traffic violations before conducting the 
stops.2 These courts have typically distinguished J. L.’s general 
rule based on some combination of (1) the especially grave and 
imminent dangers posed by drunk driving; (2) the enhanced relia­
bility of tips alleging illegal activity in public, to which the tipster 

1 See, e. g., Michigan Dept. of State Police v. Sitz, 496 U. S. 444, 455 
(1990) (approving use of field-sobriety checkpoints of all approaching driv­
ers, despite fact that over 98 percent of such drivers were innocent); South 
Dakota v. Neville, 459 U. S. 553, 554, 560 (1983) (upholding state law allow­
ing a defendant’s refusal to take a blood-alcohol test to be introduced as 
evidence against him at trial); Mackey v. Montrym, 443 U. S. 1, 17–19 
(1979) (upholding state law requiring mandatory suspension of a driver’s 
license upon a drunk-driving suspect’s refusal to submit to a breath-
analysis test); see also Indianapolis v. Edmond, 531 U. S. 32, 37–38 (2000) 
(noting that in the Fourth Amendment context the Court has upheld gov­
ernment measures “aimed at removing drunk drivers from the road,” 
distinguishing such measures from those with the primary purpose of 
“detect[ing] evidence of ordinary criminal wrongdoing”). 

2 See, e. g., United States v. Wheat, 278 F. 3d 722 (CA8 2001); People v. 
Wells, 38 Cal. 4th 1078, 136 P. 3d 810 (2006); State v. Prendergast, 103 Haw. 
451, 83 P. 3d 714 (2004); State v. Walshire, 634 N. W. 2d 625 (Iowa 2001); 
State v. Crawford, 275 Kan. 492, 67 P. 3d 115 (2003); Bloomingdale v. State, 
842 A. 2d 1212 (Del. 2004); State v. Golotta, 178 N. J. 205, 837 A. 2d 359 
(2003); State v. Scholl, 2004 S. D. 85, 684 N. W. 2d 83; State v. Boyea, 171 
Vt. 401, 765 A. 2d 862 (2000); State v. Rutzinski, 2001 WI 22, 241 Wis. 2d 
729, 623 N. W. 2d 516. 
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was presumably an eyewitness; (3) the fact that traffic stops are 
typically less invasive than searches or seizures of individuals on 
foot; and (4) the diminished expectation of privacy enjoyed by 
individuals driving their cars on public roads. A minority of ju­
risdictions, meanwhile, take the same position as the Virginia 
Supreme Court, requiring that officers first confirm an anonymous 
tip of drunk or erratic driving through their own independent 
observation.3 This conflict has been expressly noted by the 
lower courts.4 

The conflict is clear and the stakes are high. The effect of the 
rule below will be to grant drunk drivers “one free swerve” be­
fore they can legally be pulled over by police. It will be difficult 
for an officer to explain to the family of a motorist killed by that 
swerve that the police had a tip that the driver of the other car 
was drunk, but that they were powerless to pull him over, even 
for a quick check. 

Maybe the decision of the Virginia Supreme Court below was 
correct, and the Fourth Amendment bars police from acting on 
anonymous tips of drunk driving unless they can verify each tip. 
If so, then the dangerous consequences of this rule are unavoid­
able. But the police should have every legitimate tool at their 
disposal for getting drunk drivers off the road. I would grant 
certiorari to determine if this is one of them. 

No. 08–1441. Boim et ux. v. Salah. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion 
of Zionist Organization of America for leave to file a brief as 
amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
549 F. 3d 685. 

No. 09–200. Kim v. City of Federal Way, Washington. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 09–205. Lapetina v. Carlsen, Superintendent, Ul­

ster Correctional Facility, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 

3 See, e. g., McChesney v. State, 988 P. 2d 1071 (Wyo. 1999); Common­
wealth v. Lubiejewski, 49 Mass. App. 212, 729 N. E. 2d 288 (2000); State 
v. Sparen, No. CR00258199S, 2001 WL 206078 (Conn. Super. Ct., Feb. 9, 
2001) (unpublished). 

4 See, e. g., Wheat, supra, at 729–730 (reviewing cases upholding stops, 
then noting that some courts “have reached a different conclusion”); Wells, 
supra, at 1084, 136 P. 3d, at 814 (“split of authority”). 
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denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5906. Wheeler v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Motion 
of petitioner to defer consideration of petition for writ of certio­
rari denied. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5941. Rodriguez v. Ercole, Superintendent, 
Green Haven Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5986. Mendoza v. Marshall, Superintendent, 
Sing Sing Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 215. 

No. 09–6037. Ruezga v. Yates, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 330 Fed. 
Appx. 656. 

No. 09–6077. Saqib v. Federal Bureau of Investigation 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–7104 (09A363). McClain v. Upton, Warden. Super. 
Ct. Butts County, Ga. Application for stay of execution of sen­
tence of death, presented to Justice Thomas, and by him re­
ferred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 09–5004 (09A338). McClain v. Hall, Warden, ante, 
p. 882. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, 
presented to Justice Thomas, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Petition for rehearing denied. 

October 27, 2009 
Miscellaneous Order 

No. 09–7210 (09A387). In re Blanton. Application for stay 
of execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Scalia, 
and by him referred to the Court, denied. Petition for writ of 
habeas corpus denied. 
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Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–7211 (09A391). Blanton v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. 
Tex. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre­
sented to Justice Scalia, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

October 29, 2009 

Dismissals Under Rule 46 

No. 08–1529. Migliaccio et al. v. Castaneda, as Personal 
Representative of the Estate of Castaneda, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 966.] Writ of certiorari 
dismissed as to petitioners Eugene Migliaccio and Timothy Shack 
under this Court’s Rule 46.1. 

No. 08–1547. Henneford v. Castaneda, as Personal Rep­

resentative of the Estate of Castaneda, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 966.] Writ of certiorari dis­
missed under this Court’s Rule 46.1. 

November 2, 2009 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 09–69. Norwood v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further 
consideration in light of Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts, 557 
U. S. 305 (2009). Reported below: 555 F. 3d 1061. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 08–10169. Ortiz, aka Lopez Ortiz v. Thaler, Director, 
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional In­

stitutions Division, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari 
dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–10844. Norton v. Norris et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 08–10942. Tibbs v. McWhorter et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
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No. 08–11023. Wheeler v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5377. Piggie v. Robertson et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5437. Crutcher v. United States District Court 
for the District of Nevada. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio­
rari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5577. Richardson v. Johnson, Director, Virginia 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio­
rari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 324 
Fed. Appx. 209. 

No. 09–5591. Tibbs v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6192. Harrell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–6228. Jackson v. Province, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Re­
ported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 377. 

No. 09–6234. Cluck v. Washington. Sup. Ct. Wash. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
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No. 09–6536. Naddi v. Hernandez, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 09–6684. Howard v. United States District Court 
for the Southern District of Ohio et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Certificate Dismissed 

No. 09–166. United States v. Seale. C. A. 5th Cir. Ques­
tion certified by the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth 
Circuit dismissed. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 566. 

Statement of Justice Stevens, with whom Justice Scalia 
joins, respecting the dismissal of the certified question. 

This certificate presents us with a pure question of law that 
may well determine the outcome of a number of cases of ugly 
racial violence remaining from the 1960’s. The question is what 
statute of limitations applies to a prosecution under 18 U. S. C. 
§ 1201 commenced in 2007 for a kidnaping offense that occurred 
in 1964. 

James Ford Seale was found guilty of violating § 1201, a provi­
sion that does not include its own limitations period. Title 18 
U. S. C. § 3281 provides that “any offense punishable by death” 
may be prosecuted “at any time without limitation,” whereas 
§ 3282(a) imposes a 5-year period of limitations for all other of­
fenses “[e]xcept as otherwise expressly provided by law.” In 
1964 a violation of § 1201 was a capital offense when the victim 
was harmed, and since 1994 a violation of § 1201 has been a capital 
offense when the kidnaping results in the loss of life. But for 
more than two decades in between, Seale’s crime was not punish­
able by death. 

Several developments accounted for this. In 1968 this Court 
held that the death penalty provision in the old § 1201 was uncon­
stitutional because it applied “only to those defendants who assert 
the right to contest their guilt before a jury,” United States v. 
Jackson, 390 U. S. 570, 581, and in 1972 we cast significant doubt 
on the constitutionality of death penalty laws nationwide, Fur-
man v. Georgia, 408 U. S. 238 (per curiam). Following Furman, 
Congress repealed the death penalty clause of § 1201, see Act for 
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the Protection of Foreign Officials and Official Guests of the 
United States, Pub. L. 92–539, § 201, 86 Stat. 1072, which had the 
effect of changing the applicable statute of limitations from § 3281 
to § 3282. 

In this case, the District Court held that the 1972 repeal did 
not retroactively change the character of a violation of § 1201 as 
a capital offense within the meaning of § 3281—and therefore that 
the prosecution of Seale could go forward—but a panel of the 
Court of Appeals reversed. 542 F. 3d 1033 (CA5 2008). In re­
sponse to the Government’s petition for rehearing en banc, the 
full court vacated the panel decision and, by an equally divided 
9-to-9 vote, affirmed the District Court’s ruling on the limitations 
defense. 570 F. 3d 650 (2009) (per curiam); see also id., at 651 
(DeMoss, J., dissenting) (noting the affirmance’s “nominal” nature 
in light of the deadlock). Following the procedure authorized by 
Congress in 28 U. S. C. § 1254(2) and by this Court’s Rule 19, a 
majority of the members of the en banc court voted to certify 
this question of law to us for decision. 

The question is narrow, debatable, and important. I recognize 
that the question reaches us in an interlocutory posture, as Seale 
appealed his conviction on numerous grounds, and that “[i]t is 
primarily the task of a Court of Appeals to reconcile its internal 
difficulties,” Wisniewski v. United States, 353 U. S. 901, 902 (1957) 
(per curiam). Yet I see no benefit and significant cost to post­
poning the question’s resolution. A prompt answer from this 
Court will expedite the termination of this litigation and deter­
mine whether other similar cases may be prosecuted. In these 
unusual circumstances, certification can serve the interests not 
only of legal clarity but also of prosecutorial economy and “the 
proper administration and expedition of judicial business.” Ibid. 

The certification process has all but disappeared in recent dec­
ades. The Court has accepted only a handful of certified cases 
since the 1940’s and none since 1981; it is a newsworthy event 
these days when a lower court even tries for certification. Sec­
tion 1254(2) and this Court’s Rule 19 remain part of our law 
because the certification process serves a valuable, if limited, func­
tion. We ought to avail ourselves of it in an appropriate case. 
In my judgment, this case should be briefed and set for argument. 
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Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09A265. Giannone v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Application for bail, addressed to Justice Sotomayor and re­
ferred to the Court, denied. 

No. 09M36. Riser v. Department of the Treasury; 
No. 09M37. Burnes v. United States; 
No. 09M40. McCoy v. Ercole, Superintendent, Green 

Haven Correctional Facility; 
No. 09M41. Barnes v. Harrison-Belk et al.; and 
No. 09M42. Manns v. University of Arkansas Medical 

Center et al. Motions to direct the Clerk to file petitions for 
writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 09M38. In re Al-Ghizzawi. Motion for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis without an affidavit of indigency executed by 
petitioner granted. Motion for leave to file petition for writ of 
habeas corpus under seal granted. 

No. 09M39. Nitro Distributing, Inc., et al. v. Alticor, 
Inc., et al. Motion for leave to file petition for writ of certiorari 
under seal with redacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 08–861. Free Enterprise Fund et al. v. Public Com­

pany Accounting Oversight Board et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, 556 U. S. 1234.] Motion of the Solicitor Gen­
eral for divided argument granted. 

No. 08–1134. United Student Aid Funds, Inc. v. Espinosa. 
C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 903.] Motion of the 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami­
cus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 08–1322. Astrue, Commissioner of Social Security 
v. Ratliff. C. A. 8th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 965.] 
Motion of the Solicitor General to dispense with printing the joint 
appendix granted. 

No. 08–1438. Sossamon v. Texas et al. C. A. 5th Cir.; 
No. 09–109. Cardinal v. Metrish, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir.; 

and 
No. 09–115. Chamber of Commerce of the United States 

of America et al. v. Candelaria et al. C. A. 9th Cir. The 
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Solicitor General is invited to file briefs in these cases expressing 
the views of the United States. 

No. 08–1498. Holder, Attorney General, et al. v. Hu­

manitarian Law Project et al.; and 
No. 09–89. Humanitarian Law Project et al. v. Holder, 

Attorney General, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 
557 U. S. 966.] Motion of the parties to amend the briefing sched­
ule granted. Petitioners in No. 09–89 will file an opening brief, 
not to exceed 18,000 words, on or before November 16, 2009. 
Petitioners in No. 08–1498 will file a response brief, not to exceed 
18,000 words, on or before December 22, 2009. Petitioners in 
No. 09–89 will file a reply brief, not to exceed 12,000 words, on 
or before January 21, 2010. Petitioners in No. 08–1498 will file a 
reply brief, not to exceed 12,000 words, on or before February 
12, 2010. 

No. 09–34. Pfizer Inc. v. Abdullahi et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
The Solicitor General is invited to file a brief in this case express­
ing the views of the United States. The Chief Justice and 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. 

No. 09–5371. McCarthy v. Vilsack, Secretary of Agri­

culture, et al. C. A. 7th Cir.; 
No. 09–6083. Pryor v. Wolfe et al. C. A. 5th Cir.; 
No. 09–6103. Augustin v. Chase Home Finance LLC. 

C. A. 1st Cir.; and 
No. 09–6241. Vadde v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Motions of 

petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. Peti­
tioners are allowed until November 23, 2009, within which to pay 
the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) and to submit petitions 
in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 

No. 09–6773. In re Fullerblack; 
No. 09–6802. In re Grinker; 
No. 09–6899. In re Singleton; and 
No. 09–6980. In re Lester. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 09–6157. In re McCorvey; 
No. 09–6268. In re Carter; 
No. 09–6434. In re Telfair; and 
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No. 09–6776. In re Garraud. Petitions for writs of manda­
mus denied. 

No. 08–10694. In re Rochester. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ 
of mandamus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–5226. In re Rivas. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5102. In re Wheeler; and 
No. 09–6188. In re Alpine. Motions of petitioners for leave 

to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs of 
mandamus and/or prohibition dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 09–6435. In re Telfair. Petition for writ of prohibi­
tion denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 08–1457. New Process Steel, L. P. v. National Labor 
Relations Board. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari granted. Re­
ported below: 564 F. 3d 840. 

No. 09–223. Levin, Tax Commissioner of Ohio v. Commerce 
Energy, Inc., et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari granted. Re­
ported below: 554 F. 3d 1094. 

No. 08–998. Hamilton, Chapter 13 Trustee v. Lanning. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari granted limited to the following ques­
tion: “Whether, in calculating the debtor’s ‘projected disposable 
income’ during the plan period, the bankruptcy court may con­
sider evidence suggesting that the debtor’s income or expenses 
during that period are likely to be different from her income 
or expenses during the prefiling period.” Reported below: 545 
F. 3d 1269. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1418. Grosdidier et al. v. Chairman, Broadcasting 
Board of Governors. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 560 F. 3d 495. 
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No. 08–10337. Bisby v. Crites, Assistant Warden, et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 312 Fed. 
Appx. 631. 

No. 08–10666. Yost v. West Virginia. Cir. Ct. Raleigh 
County, W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10723. N. I. v. Orange County Social Services 
Agency et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 3. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–10827. Musick v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 291 Fed. Appx. 706. 

No. 08–10845. Ogunde v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 08–11065. Gutierrez v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 45 Cal. 4th 789, 200 P. 3d 847. 

No. 09–3. Daewoo Engineering & Construction Co., 
Ltd. v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 557 F. 3d 1332. 

No. 09–77. Martinez-Rodriguez v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
313 Fed. Appx. 154. 

No. 09–88. Biltmore Forest Broadcasting FM, Inc. v. 
United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 555 F. 3d 1375. 

No. 09–95. Grenada Stamping & Assembly Inc. v. Na­

tional Labor Relations Board. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 404. 

No. 09–117. Apotex, Inc., et al. v. Sanofi-Synthelabo 
et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 
F. 3d 1075. 

No. 09–202. Ward v. Trans Union, LLC. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 613. 

No. 09–212. Lenham v. Disabled American Veterans 
et al. Ct. App. N. M. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–215. Raspanti v. Office of Disciplinary Counsel. 
Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 8 So. 3d 526. 

No. 09–218. McCrory v. Can Do, Inc., et al. Ct. App. La., 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 91. 

No. 09–228. Martinez et ux. v. Masseri et al. Ct. App. 
N. M. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–230. Amorrortu v. Republic of Peru. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 400. 

No. 09–236. Ventimiglia v. St. Louis, Church of God, Inc., 
dba Twin Rivers Worship Center, et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–237. Rodriguez v. United States Court of Ap­

peals for the District of Columbia Circuit. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–246. Bridgeport Roman Catholic Diocesan Corp. 
et al. v. New York Times Co. et al. Sup. Ct. Conn. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 292 Conn. 1, 970 A. 2d 656. 

No. 09–248. Mohawk Industries, Inc. v. Williams et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 
1350. 

No. 09–251. Saffran v. Novastar Mortgage, Inc. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–254. American Insurance Co. et al. v. AstenJohn­

son, Inc. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
562 F. 3d 213. 

No. 09–258. Arnold v. KPMG LLP et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 349. 

No. 09–260. Wayne-Dalton Corp. v. Amarr Co. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 906. 

No. 09–262. USI MidAtlantic, Inc., et al. v. William A. 
Graham Co., dba Graham Co. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 568 F. 3d 425. 

No. 09–267. Bazargani v. Snyder et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 351. 
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No. 09–279. Robertson v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–282. Davis et al. v. Tilzer et al. Sup. Ct. Kan. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 288 Kan. 477, 204 P. 3d 617. 

No. 09–283. Reeves v. DSI Security Services et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. 
Appx. 659. 

No. 09–284. Independence News, Inc., et al. v. City of 
Charlotte, North Carolina. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 148. 

No. 09–298. Blum v. Federal Aviation Administration 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 
Fed. Appx. 189. 

No. 09–299. Michigan v. Shafier. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 483 Mich. 205, 768 N. W. 2d 305. 

No. 09–320. Chapman et al. v. Casner et al. C. A. Fed. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 294. 

No. 09–334. Heimermann v. McCaughtry et al. Ct. App. 
Wis. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Wis. 2d 355, 763 
N. W. 2d 247. 

No. 09–336. Rx.com, Inc. v. Medco Health Solutions, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 
Fed. Appx. 394. 

No. 09–354. Villarreal v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 286 S. W. 3d 321. 

No. 09–366. Curry v. Alaska. Sup. Ct. Alaska. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–378. Akins v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 335. 

No. 09–5016. Barrett v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 347. 

No. 09–5043. Hovind v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 615. 
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No. 09–5070. Avila v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 
F. 3d 299. 

No. 09–5089. Gatewood v. Outlaw, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 843. 

No. 09–5144. Risley v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5164. Cruz v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 303 Fed. Appx. 133. 

No. 09–5242. Jones v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 384 Ill. App. 3d 1087, 973 N. E. 
2d 1087. 

No. 09–5285. Johnson v. Nevada Department of Correc­

tions et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5321. Collier v. Sears, Roebuck & Co. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 213. 

No. 09–5347. Tharp v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 478. 

No. 09–5533. Castro-Coello, aka Molinas v. United 
States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 
Fed. Appx. 354. 

No. 09–5546. Lerma-Velez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 352. 

No. 09–5550. Lopez-Leon v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 367. 

No. 09–5589. Erazo-Villatoro v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 383. 

No. 09–5619. Eldridge v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
325 Fed. Appx. 322. 
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No. 09–5674. Futch v. Dewey et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 102. 

No. 09–5714. O’Dwyer v. Nelson et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 741. 

No. 09–5886. Owens v. Virginia et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5981. Reed v. Hofbauer, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6009. Cook v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6036. Robenson v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6050. Roper v. Farwell, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6055. Justice v. King. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 12 N. Y. 3d 908, 912 N. E. 2d 1066. 

No. 09–6068. Cutaia v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 So. 3d 1239. 

No. 09–6071. Maisano v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6072. Langosh v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th 
App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6081. Niceley v. Kentucky. Ct. App. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6084. Williams v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6086. Williams v. McBride, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 235. 

No. 09–6099. Jones v. Yates, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6102. Kendrick v. Frank et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 34. 

No. 09–6105. Borthwell v. Jackson, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6111. Smith v. Ozmint, Director, South Carolina 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6118. Rone v. Michigan. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 483 Mich. 1018, 765 N. W. 2d 313. 

No. 09–6127. Hawthorne v. Caruso, Director, Michigan 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6130. Gumbs v. Holder, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6132. Fuentes Rios v. Cate, Secretary, Califor­

nia Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6134. Carroll v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 1354. 

No. 09–6135. Cain v. Johnson, Director, Virginia Depart­

ment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 486. 

No. 09–6144. Pedroso v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 993 So. 2d 1220. 

No. 09–6146. Abraham v. Heinemann. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 4. 

No. 09–6147. Amason v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6148. Scott v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 6 So. 3d 622. 

No. 09–6149. Lopez v. McKune, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 695. 
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No. 09–6153. Harris v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1129, 970 
N. E. 2d 128. 

No. 09–6156. Chavez v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 12 So. 3d 199. 

No. 09–6160. Fleitas v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 351. 

No. 09–6166. Judd v. New Mexico. Ct. App. N. M. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6168. Walsh v. United States et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 806. 

No. 09–6169. Theiss v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6170. Weiser v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6173. Himmelberger v. Ayers, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6177. Brown v. American Institute for Research 
in the Behavioral Sciences, Inc. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 614. 

No. 09–6184. Davie v. Mitchell, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 547 F. 3d 297. 

No. 09–6185. Jones v. California. App. Div., Super. Ct. 
Cal., County of Modoc. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6194. Doyle v. Ritter, Governor of Colorado, 
et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 
Fed. Appx. 164. 

No. 09–6197. Newman v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6201. Tilton v. Cate, Secretary, California De­

partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6202. Thomas v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 377 Ill. App. 3d 1144, 953 
N. E. 2d 84. 

No. 09–6203. Meredith v. Erath et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 579. 

No. 09–6204. Grayson v. Stevenson, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 159. 

No. 09–6209. Hannon v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 562 F. 3d 1146. 

No. 09–6215. Lopez v. Kennedy et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6216. Martin v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6225. Blakeney v. Branker, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 Fed. Appx. 572. 

No. 09–6226. Bernard v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6227. Harley v. Beioh et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 134. 

No. 09–6236. Hearne v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 171. 

No. 09–6237. S. B. et ux. v. J. L. Ct. App. Mo., Southern 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 280 S. W. 3d 147. 

No. 09–6244. Thomas v. Horel, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 85. 

No. 09–6248. Brown v. Samano. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6249. Ansel v. Superior Court of California, Sac­

ramento County, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 313 Fed. Appx. 34. 

No. 09–6250. Ashipa v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Hamilton 
County. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6256. Wick v. Prosper, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 624. 

No. 09–6257. Flowers v. Phelps, Warden, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6258. Graham v. Missouri. Ct. App. Mo., Western 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 284 S. W. 3d 735. 

No. 09–6261. Taylor v. Minnesota. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6265. Blie v. Artus, Superintendent, Clinton 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6266. Hardy v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6267. Bibbs v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6270. Davis v. Knowles et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 557. 

No. 09–6272. Carter v. Gaetz, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6274. Miller v. South Carolina Department of 
Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 407. 

No. 09–6276. Perez v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6281. LaFavors v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6282. Derrickson v. District Attorney of Dela­

ware County et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 132. 

No. 09–6283. Artis v. Newport News Shipbuilding & Dry-

dock Co. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
322 Fed. Appx. 306. 
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No. 09–6285. Brown v. City of Philadelphia, Pennsylva­

nia. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 
Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 09–6294. Cox v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 383 Ill. App. 3d 1142, 968 N. E. 
2d 217. 

No. 09–6297. J. M. B. v. New Jersey. Sup. Ct. N. J. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 197 N. J. 563, 964 A. 2d 752. 

No. 09–6299. Garcia v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6304. Snow v. Kansas. Ct. App. Kan. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 40 Kan. App. 2d 747, 195 P. 3d 282. 

No. 09–6311. Mendez v. Knowles, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 757. 

No. 09–6339. Lewis v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 670. 

No. 09–6341. Cargyle S. v. Prince George’s County Child 
Protective Services. Ct. App. Md. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6363. Armstrong v. Kerestes, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Mahanoy, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6378. Hutchinson v. Maine. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 969 A. 2d 923. 

No. 09–6396. Garcell v. North Carolina. Sup. Ct. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 363 N. C. 10, 678 S. E. 
2d 618. 

No. 09–6417. Smith v. Richards. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 991. 

No. 09–6420. DeNictolis et al. v. Clarke, Commissioner, 
Massachusetts Department of Correction. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6436. Almond v. Pollard, Warden, et al. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6437. Yoder v. Brewer, Governor of Arizona, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6440. Perez Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 840. 

No. 09–6449. Williams, aka Stewart v. Rozum, Superin­

tendent, State Correctional Institution at Somerset, 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6512. Smith v. Weber, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6527. Ball v. Houston, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 890. 

No. 09–6535. Peterson v. Roe, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 658. 

No. 09–6537. Taylor v. Purkett, Superintendent, East­

ern Reception, Diagnostic and Correctional Center. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6540. Asbell v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6552. Jones v. Carlson, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6558. Ellis v. Shearin, Warden, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 212. 

No. 09–6562. Elizares v. Thomas, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6572. Wheeler v. Miller. Ct. App. Md. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 408 Md. 151, 968 A. 2d 1066. 

No. 09–6574. Boyd v. Sherrod, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6576. Albright-Lazzari et vir v. Connecticut. 
App. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6581. Corral v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 387. 
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No. 09–6584. Bowman v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6601. Trotter v. Gates, Secretary of Defense. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 288 Fed. 
Appx. 398. 

No. 09–6604. Evans v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6607. Campbell v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6608. Cao v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 687. 

No. 09–6626. Currie v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 158. 

No. 09–6635. Morse v. Maine. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6638. Bryce v. Martinez, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 759. 

No. 09–6640. Walker v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 230. 

No. 09–6643. McGhee v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6644. Vazquez v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 644. 

No. 09–6646. Walls v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 546 F. 3d 728. 

No. 09–6652. Daubon v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 167. 

No. 09–6653. Dolamore v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6655. Monroe v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 703. 

No. 09–6656. Duncan v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 270. 
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No. 09–6657. Doublin v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 235. 

No. 09–6660. Morales-Pitones v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 441. 

No. 09–6661. Yates v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 452. 

No. 09–6663. Slinger v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6667. Ellis v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 471. 

No. 09–6668. Valle Mercado v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 390. 

No. 09–6670. Carrillo-Palacios v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 511. 

No. 09–6671. Croto v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 11. 

No. 09–6678. Hardimon v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 660. 

No. 09–6680. Huber v. United States Parole Commission. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. 
Appx. 699. 

No. 09–6681. Haynes v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 420. 

No. 09–6685. Blanco v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 139. 

No. 09–6687. Carter v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6688. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 404. 

No. 09–6691. Saldarriaga-Palacio v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6700. Santana v. Trani, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 360. 

No. 09–6702. Burgie v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 2009 Ark. 382. 

No. 09–6704. Balentine v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6705. Wagoner v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6706. R. T. v. N. G. S. C. et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 240. 

No. 09–6710. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 287 Fed. Appx. 150. 

No. 09–6713. Simek v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 433. 

No. 09–6714. Suitt v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 867. 

No. 09–6717. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 172. 

No. 09–6719. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6720. Knight v. Kaminski et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 901. 

No. 09–6722. Ortiz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 167. 

No. 09–6725. Willis v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6727. Scaife v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 172. 

No. 09–6728. Surratt v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6731. Dodds, aka Wilson v. United States. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 336. 
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No. 09–6736. Aronja-Inda v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 151. 

No. 09–6737. Arellano-Ochos v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 163. 

No. 09–6739. Keen v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6743. Holmes v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 750. 

No. 09–6745. Gonzalez-Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 22. 

No. 09–6746. Mayle v. Sabol, Warden. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6747. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6749. Nash v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 386. 

No. 09–6753. Young v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 477. 

No. 09–6757. Jimenez-Alvarado v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 479. 

No. 09–6759. Kinchion v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 743. 

No. 09–6762. Burney v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 885. 

No. 09–6763. Scott v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 930. 

No. 09–6766. Momah v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 470. 

No. 09–6770. Hurt v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 295 Fed. Appx. 541. 

No. 09–6778. Gutierrez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6779. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6781. Jean-Charles v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6783. Boyd v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 865. 

No. 09–6787. Brito v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6799. Barian v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6800. Brewer v. United States. C. A. Armed 
Forces. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 67 M. J. 408. 

No. 09–6804. Hamani v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6807. Chung v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 862. 

No. 09–6808. Coltrane v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 283. 

No. 09–6809. De La Garza-Valles v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 307. 

No. 09–6810. Celedon v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6813. Ross v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 700. 

No. 09–6814. Rinick v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6815. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6816. Jones v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 353. 

No. 09–6819. Sanchez-Ramirez v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 75. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



1006 OCTOBER TERM, 2009 

November 2, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–6820. Warfield v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6824. Humbert v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 132. 

No. 09–6827. Dharni v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 554. 

No. 09–6831. Lacen-Berrios v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6837. Sealed Petitioner v. United States; and
 
No. 09–6838. Sealed Petitioners v. United States. C. A.
 

D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 
669. 

No. 09–6840. Carney v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6841. Roberson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6844. Brooks v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 195. 

No. 09–6847. Ramirez Reyna v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 353. 

No. 09–6856. Blanks v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6859. Brown v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1093. 

No. 09–6860. Alejandre-Alcaraz v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 122. 

No. 09–6869. Morris v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6872. Vigil v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 775. 

No. 09–6873. Montoya-Carmona v. United States. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 255. 
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No. 08–1415. Filebark et al. v. Department of Transpor­

tation et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of National Treasury 
Employees Union et al. for leave to file a brief as amici curiae 
out of time granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 555 
F. 3d 1009. 

No. 08–10982. Basardh v. Gates, Secretary of Defense, 
et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 09–28. Easterday v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 1004. 

No. 09–49. Lazarenko v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 1026. 

No. 09–74. Smith, Warden v. Mason. C. A. 6th Cir. Motion 
of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 543 F. 3d 766. 

No. 09–104. Ad Hoc Committee of Kenton County Bond­

holders v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Mo­
tion of Professor George W. Kuney for leave to file a brief as 
amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion 
and this petition. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 455. 

No. 09–141. Bennett v. Verizon Wireless. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 326 
Fed. Appx. 9. 

No. 09–188. Fisher v. Penn Traffic Co. et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 319 
Fed. Appx. 34. 

No. 09–216. McNeil, Secretary, Florida Department of 
Corrections, et al. v. Asay. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of re­
spondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–234. McNeil, Secretary, Florida Department of 
Corrections v. Thomas. C. A. 11th Cir. Motion of respondent 
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for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–261. Wubayeh et al. v. City of New York, New 
York, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 60. 

No. 09–321. Gottlieb v. Securities and Exchange Com­

mission. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 424. 

No. 09–6075. Savinon v. Khahaifa, Superintendent, Or­

leans Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 41. 

No. 09–6224. Basciano v. Martinez, Warden. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 316 
Fed. Appx. 50. 

No. 09–6647. Simmons v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 560 F. 
3d 98. 

No. 09–6675. Noster v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner to defer consideration of petition for writ of 
certiorari denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 
664. 

No. 09–6817. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 313 
Fed. Appx. 402. 

No. 09–6825. Kopp v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 141. 

No. 09–6858. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 
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November 5, 2009 
Miscellaneous Order 

No. 09–7379 (09A431). In re Oliver. Application for stay of 
execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Scalia, and 
by him referred to the Court, denied. Petition for writ of habeas 
corpus denied. 

November 9, 2009 

Certiorari Granted—Reversed and Remanded. (See No. 09–144, 
ante, p. 4.) 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–6692. Struck v. Cook County Public Guardian. 
App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any further 
petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the dock­
eting fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is sub­
mitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 
Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 
Reported below: 387 Ill. App. 3d 867, 901 N. E. 2d 946. 

No. 09–6715. Leaphart v. City of Detroit, Michigan, 
et al. Ct. App. Mich. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any further 
petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the dock­
eting fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is sub­
mitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 
Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–6892. Boyd v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09M44. Randolph v. Cole. Motion to direct the Clerk 
to file petition for writ of certiorari out of time denied. 
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No. 09M45. Hoffart v. Herman et al. Motion for leave to 
proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 132, Orig. Alabama et al. v. North Carolina. Motion 
of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument 
as amicus curiae and for divided argument granted. Motion of 
the parties for enlargement of time for oral argument granted 
and time allocated as follows: 30 minutes for plaintiffs, 10 minutes 
for the Solicitor General, 40 minutes for defendant, and 10 minutes 
for plaintiffs. [For earlier order herein, see ante, p. 944.] 

No. 08–240. Mac’s Shell Service, Inc., et al. v. Shell Oil 
Products Co. LLC et al.; and 

No. 08–372. Shell Oil Products Co. LLC et al. v. Mac’s 
Shell Service, Inc., et al. C. A. 1st Cir. [Certiorari granted, 
557 U. S. 903.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to partic­
ipate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided argu­
ment granted. 

No. 08–304. Graham County Soil and Water Conserva­

tion District et al. v. United States ex rel. Wilson. C. A. 
4th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 918.] Motion of the Solici­
tor General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus 
curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 08–905. Merck & Co., Inc., et al. v. Reynolds et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. [Certiorari granted, 556 U. S. 1257.] Motion of the 
Solicitor General for leave to participate in oral argument as ami­
cus curiae and for divided argument granted. 

No. 08–1175. Florida v. Powell. Sup. Ct. Fla. [Certiorari 
granted, 557 U. S. 918.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave 
to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided 
argument granted. 

No. 08–1214. Granite Rock Co. v. International Brother­

hood of Teamsters et al. C. A. 9th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 
557 U. S. 933.] Motion of respondents for divided argument 
granted. 

No. 09–400. Staub v. Proctor Hospital. C. A. 7th Cir. 
The Solicitor General is invited to file a brief in this case express­
ing the views of the United States. 

No. 09–5096. Howard v. Industrial Commission of Ohio 
et al. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration 
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of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 805] denied. 

No. 09–5856. Wagner v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 808] denied. 

No. 09–6154. In re Millen. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 813] denied. 

No. 09–296. In re Kalil. Petition for writ of mandamus and/ 
or prohibition denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1413. Laroche v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veter­

ans Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 310 Fed. Appx. 389. 

No. 08–1500. Federal Express Corp. v. Equal Employ­

ment Opportunity Commission. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 842. 

No. 08–1507. Meier v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. Appx. 976. 

No. 08–1595. Manning v. United States et al. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 F. 3d 430. 

No. 08–10454. Knox et al. v. New York. Ct. App. N. Y. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 N. Y. 3d 60, 903 N. E. 
2d 1149. 

No. 09–162. Perry v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 314 
Fed. Appx. 663. 

No. 09–168. Pinnick et al. v. Corboy & Demetrio, P. C., 
et al. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–201. Simplicity Manufacturing, Inc. v. Berrier 
et ux. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 
F. 3d 38. 
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No. 09–235. Macerich Management Co. et al. v. United 
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America Local 
586 et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
540 F. 3d 957. 

No. 09–278. Rivas v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 121 Ohio St. 3d 469, 905 N. E. 2d 618. 

No. 09–292. Martini v. Godaddy.com Inc. et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–300. Avery v. First Resolution Management 
Corp. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 568 F. 3d 1018. 

No. 09–311. HCA Health Services of Oklahoma, Inc., dba 
OU Medical Center, dba Children’s Hospital, et al. v. 
Shinn, a Minor, By and Through His Parents Shinn et vir. 
Ct. Civ. App. Okla. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–361. Pirincci v. United Parcel Service. Sup. Ct. 
Fla. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 12 So. 3d 220. 

No. 09–371. Hutzler v. West Virginia. Sup. Ct. App. 
W. Va. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 223 W. Va. 461, 677 
S. E. 2d 655. 

No. 09–387. Davis v. Curry, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 370. 

No. 09–390. Laber v. Geren, Secretary of the Army. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. 
Appx. 266. 

No. 09–408. Pole v. Randolph, Acting Warden. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 922. 

No. 09–413. Husband v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 170. 

No. 09–414. Hennessy et ux. v. Commissioner of Inter­

nal Revenue. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–422. Murtagh v. Commissioner of Internal Reve­

nue. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–425. Every Penny Counts, Inc. v. American Ex­

press Co. et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 563 F. 3d 1378. 

No. 09–5168. Delgado v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 286. 

No. 09–5267. Bunyard v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 45 Cal. 4th 836, 200 P. 3d 879. 

No. 09–5421. Hawkins v. Coyle, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 547 F. 3d 540. 

No. 09–5598. Hazelwood v. North Carolina. Ct. App. 
N. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 187 N. C. App. 94, 
652 S. E. 2d 63. 

No. 09–6307. Sharpe v. Runnels, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6308. Stone v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6309. Spillman v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 2d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 57 App. 
Div. 3d 580, 870 N. Y. S. 2d 363. 

No. 09–6318. Lowery v. Utah et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 812. 

No. 09–6319. Lopez v. Lewis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6328. Yeager v. City of San Diego, California, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 
Fed. Appx. 133. 

No. 09–6334. Dalton v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 3d Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 248 S. W. 3d 866. 

No. 09–6344. Kimbrough v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 796. 

No. 09–6345. Lee v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2009 Ark. 255, 308 S. W. 3d 596. 
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No. 09–6351. Byrd v. North Carolina. Ct. App. N. C. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6352. Bynum v. Levenhagen, Superintendent, In­

diana State Prison. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 560 F. 3d 678. 

No. 09–6353. Atkins v. Vadlamudi et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6362. Brooks v. Hubert, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6365. Stafford v. Astrue, Commissioner of Social 
Security. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6366. Seaman v. Astrue, Commissioner of Social 
Security. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
321 Fed. Appx. 134. 

No. 09–6391. Rodriguez v. Evans, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 692. 

No. 09–6416. Rodgers v. Hedgpeth, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 815. 

No. 09–6461. Rodriguez-Montelvo v. United States (Re­
ported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 834); and Mendez-Monroy v. 
United States (333 Fed. Appx. 840). C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6470. Evans v. Cartledge, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 152. 

No. 09–6497. Alfredo-Cardenas v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 965. 

No. 09–6509. Williams v. Thurmer, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 740. 

No. 09–6510. Robinson v. Cain, Warden, et al. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 282. 

No. 09–6557. Daniels v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6560. Eisenhauer v. Texas Department of Trans­

portation et al. Ct. App. Tex., 2d Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6575. Bowman v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 S. W. 3d 69. 

No. 09–6603. Townsend v. Minnesota. Sup. Ct. Minn. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 767 N. W. 2d 11. 

No. 09–6606. Moore v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6624. Norfleet v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 389 Ill. App. 3d 1146, 976 
N. E. 2d 1209. 

No. 09–6637. Cummings v. Moore et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 162. 

No. 09–6648. Moncion v. Power, Administrator, East Jer­

sey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6694. Ross v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6730. Cruz v. United States;
 
No. 09–6821. Prudente v. United States; and
 
No. 09–6912. Flores v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir.
 

Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 1254. 

No. 09–6744. Heffington, Individually and on Behalf of 
Heffington, Deceased v. Bush, Former President of the 
United States, et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 741. 

No. 09–6767. Norman v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 976 A. 2d 843. 

No. 09–6777. Herbert v. United States et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6790. Holt v. Obama, President of the United 
States, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 321 Fed. Appx. 5. 

No. 09–6801. Hernandez v. Gaetz, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



1016 OCTOBER TERM, 2009 

November 9, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–6833. Poindexter v. Zavares, Executive Director, 
Colorado Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 850. 

No. 09–6849. Doe et al. v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 305. 

No. 09–6853. Old Chief v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 898. 

No. 09–6863. Johnson v. Gaetz, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6866. Rocha v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6868. Saunders v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 829. 

No. 09–6874. Covington v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1336. 

No. 09–6875. Salley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 247. 

No. 09–6876. Russo v. Hulick, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6879. Guibilo v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 126. 

No. 09–6881. DeFeo v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 257. 

No. 09–6882. Coplen v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1094. 

No. 09–6885. Andrews v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 227. 

No. 09–6886. Burke v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 1048. 

No. 09–6887. Bibb v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 364. 
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No. 09–6889. Bueno-Sierra v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6891. Alvarez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 995. 

No. 09–6898. Wallenfang v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 649. 

No. 09–6900. Landin v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6901. Serrano v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6903. Coleman v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 643. 

No. 09–6904. Chambers v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 854. 

No. 09–6905. Epps v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 508. 

No. 09–6906. Carrizoza v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 234. 

No. 09–6909. Horne v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 343. 

No. 09–6910. Harris v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 612. 

No. 09–6911. Guillory v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 344. 

No. 09–6913. Gillespie, aka Millspin v. United States. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. 
Appx. 298. 

No. 09–6914. Garcia-Sanchez v. United States (Reported 
below: 328 Fed. Appx. 426); and Martinez-Quezada v. United 
States (345 Fed. Appx. 222). C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6917. Quiah v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 233. 
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No. 09–6918. Warren v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 1211. 

No. 09–6920. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 449. 

No. 09–6921. Knight v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 900. 

No. 09–6922. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 961. 

No. 09–6929. Meadows v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 131. 

No. 09–6930. Essell v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6932. Ross v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 821. 

No. 09–6934. Barbosa-Torres v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6935. Knibbs v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 258. 

No. 09–6940. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6942. Halter v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6944. Harris v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 444. 

No. 09–6945. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 426. 

No. 09–6946. Hansley, aka Hansely v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 824. 

No. 09–6955. Osaki v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 302 Fed. Appx. 660. 

No. 09–6960. Fleck v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 264. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 1019 

558 U. S. November 9, 2009 

No. 09–6964. Porter et al. v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 184. 

No. 08–1410. Handle with Care Behavior Management 
System, Inc. v. New York State Division for Youth et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 546 F. 3d 230. 

No. 09–312. Greene v. Hanover Direct, Inc., et al. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
326 Fed. Appx. 57. 

No. 09–330. Jin Xin Ye v. United States (Reported below: 
338 Fed. Appx. 26); and Yunxia Liu et al. v. United States 
(336 Fed. Appx. 106). C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 09–424. Pannell v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 51. 

No. 09–6400. Daigneault v. Eaton Corp. et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–6927. Brown v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 328 Fed. 
Appx. 57. 

No. 09–7328 (09A428). Muhammad v. Kelly, Warden. C. A. 
4th Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, 
presented to The Chief Justice, and by him referred to the 
Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 
359. 

Statement of Justice Stevens, with whom Justice Ginsburg 
and Justice Sotomayor join, respecting the denial of the petition 
for writ of certiorari. 

This case highlights once again the perversity of executing in­
mates before their appeals process has been fully concluded. 
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Under our normal practice, Muhammad’s timely petition for cer­
tiorari would have been reviewed at our Conference on November 
24, 2009. Virginia has scheduled his execution for November 10, 
however, so we must resolve the petition on an expedited basis 
unless we grant a temporary stay. By denying Muhammad’s stay 
application, we have allowed Virginia to truncate our deliberative 
process on a matter—involving a death row inmate—that de­
mands the most careful attention. This result is particularly un­
fortunate in light of the limited time Muhammad was given to 
make his case in the District Court. 

I continue to believe that the Court would be wise to adopt a 
practice of staying all executions scheduled in advance of the 
completion of our review of a capital defendant’s first application 
for a federal writ of habeas corpus. See, e. g., Emmett v. Kelly, 
552 U. S. 942 (2007) (Stevens, J., joined by Ginsburg, J., respect­
ing denial of certiorari); Breard v. Greene, 523 U. S. 371, 379 (1998) 
(Stevens, J., dissenting). Such a practice would give meaningful 
effect to the distinction Congress has drawn between first and 
successive habeas petitions. See 28 U. S. C. § 2244(b). It would 
also serve the interests of avoiding irreversible error, facilitating 
the efficient management of our docket, and preserving basic fair­
ness by ensuring death row inmates receive the same procedural 
safeguards that ordinary inmates receive. 

Having reviewed petitioner’s claims, I do not dissent from the 
Court’s decision to deny certiorari. “I do, however, remain firmly 
convinced that no State should be allowed to foreshorten this 
Court’s orderly review of . . .  first-time habeas petition[s] by 
executing prisoners before that review can be completed.” Em­
mett, 552 U. S., at 943. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 08–9884. Cooper v. United States, ante, p. 830; 
No. 08–10450. Purpura v. Bushkin, Gaimes, Gains, Jonas & 

Stream et al., ante, p. 840; and 
No. 08–11025. Wells v. Carro, Judge, Supreme Court of 

New York, New York County, ante, p. 866. Petitions for re­
hearing denied. 

No. 08–608. Flipping et al. v. Reilly, 555 U. S. 1170. Mo­
tion for leave to file petition for rehearing denied. 
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Certiorari Granted—Reversed and Remanded. (See No. 08–1263, 
ante, p. 15.) 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–6447. Cohen v. Syme et al. Ct. App. Ariz. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6459. Spurlock v. Bank of America, N. A. Cir. Ct. 
Wayne County, W. Va. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any further 
petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the dock­
eting fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is sub­
mitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 
Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–6554. Plummer v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As peti­
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–6586. Smith v. Knight, Superintendent, Pendle­

ton Correctional Facility. Ct. App. Ind. Motion of peti­
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio­
rari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 908 
N. E. 2d 1277. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09M46. Daniel v. Trans Union Consumer Reporting. 
Motion to direct the Clerk to file petition for writ of certiorari 
out of time denied. 
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No. 09M47. Ogedengbe v. United States; and 
No. 09M50. Ogedengbe v. United States. Motions for 

leave to file petitions for writs of certiorari under seal with re­
dacted copies for the public record granted. 

No. 09M48. Ahmed v. Gates, Secretary of Defense. Mo­
tion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis without an affidavit 
of indigency executed by petitioner granted. 

No. 09M49. Jackson v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. Motion for leave to proceed as a veteran denied. 

No. 08–1569. United States v. O’Brien et al. C. A. 1st 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 966.] Motions of Arthur Bur­
gess and Martin O’Brien for appointment of counsel granted. 
Leslie Feldman-Rumpler, Esq., of Boston, Mass., is appointed to 
serve as counsel for respondent Arthur Burgess in this case. 
Timothy P. O’Connell, Esq., of Charlestown, Mass., is appointed 
to serve as counsel for respondent Martin O’Brien in this case. 

No. 08–10846. In re Michalski. Motion of petitioner for re­
consideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris [ante, p. 814] denied. 

No. 08–10886. In re Alpine. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 813] denied. 

No. 09–1. Holy See v. Doe. C. A. 9th Cir. The Solicitor 
General is invited to file a brief in this case expressing the views 
of the United States. 

No. 09–5078. Jerry v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Mo­
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 805] denied. 

No. 09–5398. Jaffe v. US Airways, Inc., et al. Ct. App. 
Ariz. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 806] denied. 

No. 09–6389. Beras v. Carvlin et al. C. A. 2d Cir.; and 
No. 09–6610. Johnson v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 

Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until 
December 7, 2009, within which to pay the docketing fees required 
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by Rule 38(a) and to submit petitions in compliance with Rule 
33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 

No. 09–7103. In re Caldwell; and 
No. 09–7202. In re Medel. Petitions for writs of habeas cor­

pus denied. 

No. 09–6467. In re Minix; and 
No. 09–7030. In re Maxwell. Petitions for writs of manda­

mus denied. 

No. 09–6501. In re Woerth; 
No. 09–6538. In re Van Broughton; and 
No. 09–7006. In re Minneman. Petitions for writs of manda­

mus and/or prohibition denied. 

No. 09–6412. In re Alpine; and 
No. 09–6528. In re Alpine. Motions of petitioner for leave 

to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petitions for writs of 
mandamus and/or prohibition dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 09–158. Magwood v. Patterson, Warden, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari granted limited to Question 1 presented by 
the petition. Reported below: 555 F. 3d 968. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1378. CHF Industries, Inc. v. Park B. Smith, Inc. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. 
Appx. 411. 

No. 08–1564. American Civil Liberties Union of Florida 
et al. v. Miami-Dade County School Board et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 1177. 

No. 08–1566. McComb et al. v. Crehan et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 507. 

No. 08–10440. Ford v. Christiana Care Health Systems 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–10625. GwanJun Kim v. Department of Labor 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–47. United States Aviation Underwriters, Inc., 
et al. v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 562 F. 3d 1297. 

No. 09–55. Platone v. Department of Labor. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 548 F. 3d 322. 

No. 09–108. Davis v. Tarrant County, Texas, et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 214. 

No. 09–187. Elliott v. White Mountain Apache Tribal 
Court et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 566 F. 3d 842. 

No. 09–198. Medela AG et al. v. Kinetic Concepts, Inc., 
et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 554 
F. 3d 1010. 

No. 09–207. J. R. Y., Individually and as the Administra­

tor of the Estate of B. M. Y., et al. v. Woodmen of the 
World Life Insurance Society. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 216. 

No. 09–208. Wrinn v. Johnson et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 560. 

No. 09–220. Whisenhant v. Allen, Commissioner, Ala­

bama Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 1198. 

No. 09–265. Independence Institute v. Buescher, Secre­

tary of State of Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 209 P. 3d 1130. 

No. 09–280. Obiajulu v. Professional, Clerical and Mis­

cellaneous Employees, Teamsters Local Union No. 995, 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 
Fed. Appx. 794. 

No. 09–303. Smith v. United States Court of Appeals for 
the Tenth Circuit. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 805. 

No. 09–304. Rothman et al. v. Target Corp. et al. C. A. 
Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 1310. 
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No. 09–307. Brown et ux. v. Falcone et al. Sup. Ct. Del. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 976 A. 2d 170. 

No. 09–308. U-Haul Company of California v. City of 
Berkeley, California, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–317. City of Patterson, California v. Building In­

dustry Association of Central California et al. Ct. App. 
Cal., 5th App. Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 171 
Cal. App. 4th 886, 90 Cal. Rptr. 3d 63. 

No. 09–322. Gregory et al. v. Dillard’s Inc. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 464. 

No. 09–326. Harjo et al. v. Pro-Football, Inc. C. A. D. C. 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 880. 

No. 09–327. Sampson v. Sun Life Assurance Company of 
Canada. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
556 F. 3d 6. 

No. 09–368. Jenkins v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 26 So. 3d 464. 

No. 09–372. Forte v. Knight Ridder et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 112. 

No. 09–382. Correa-Ruiz et al. v. Fortuno, Governor of 
Puerto Rico, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 573 F. 3d 1. 

No. 09–407. Abreu-Velez v. Board of Regents of the 
University System of Georgia et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 611. 

No. 09–421. McClaren v. Wisconsin. Sup. Ct. Wis. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Wis. 2d 739, 767 N. W. 
2d 550. 

No. 09–433. Wills v. Potter, Postmaster General. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 300 Fed. Appx. 
748. 

No. 09–437. Spechler v. Tobin. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 870. 
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No. 09–443. Buck v. Internal Revenue Service. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 540. 

No. 09–450. Koloay v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 729. 

No. 09–454. Gahagan v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–455. Clarke v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 949. 

No. 09–456. Adams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 338. 

No. 09–467. Miller v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 528. 

No. 09–5330. Gosselin v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 205 P. 3d 456. 

No. 09–5346. Potter v. South Coast Plumbing Systems, 
Inc., et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5355. Mongane v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. 
Appx. 218. 

No. 09–5374. Lumsden v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 572. 

No. 09–5388. Francis v. Miller, Warden, et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 894. 

No. 09–5448. Rodriguez v. Quality Engineering Prod­

ucts et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 995 So. 2d 987. 

No. 09–5474. Carter v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 970. 

No. 09–6004. Butler v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 847, 209 P. 3d 596. 

No. 09–6367. Reed v. Florida et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6369. Edmond v. Caskey, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6371. Enriquez v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6372. Clervil v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6375. McCarthy v. Unknown. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6376. D’Angelo v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 583. 

No. 09–6382. Odom v. Ozmint, Director, South Carolina 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 254. 

No. 09–6385. Petersen v. Michigan Department of Cor­

rections. Sup. Ct. Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6387. Barkus v. Runnels, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6397. Christian v. California et al. Ct. App. Cal., 
2d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6398. Del Rio v. Texas et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6402. Staten v. Parker, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 166. 

No. 09–6410. Bynes v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6411. Whirty v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6413. Roth v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 943 A. 2d 321. 
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No. 09–6419. Dutra v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6421. Derringer v. Moore et al. Ct. App. N. M. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6424. Simmons v. Bazzle, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 149. 

No. 09–6426. Small v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 So. 3d 960. 

No. 09–6428. Mohiuddin v. Raytheon Co. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6431. Bables v. Kansas City, Missouri, School Dis­

trict. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 
Fed. Appx. 678. 

No. 09–6439. McGee v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 12 So. 3d 752. 

No. 09–6443. McCray v. Glass. Ct. App. Tex., 3d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6450. Lomax v. Mize, Superintendent, Reception 
Diagnostic Center. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6451. Kitchen v. Michigan et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6458. Torres v. Amerada Hess Corp. Super. Ct. 
N. J., App. Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6463. Brown v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6468. Telfair v. Tandy, Administrator, Drug En­

forcement Agency, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 564 F. 3d 176. 

No. 09–6469. Daniel v. Scott et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6471. Daly v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart­

ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 
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No. 09–6473. Cotton v. Coleman, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Fayette. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6474. Davis v. Harmon, Warden, et al. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 448. 

No. 09–6475. Collie v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 709. 

No. 09–6477. Darby v. Moore, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 567. 

No. 09–6479. Dahl v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6480. Chavarria v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6481. Taylor v. Murphy, Commissioner, Connecti­

cut Department of Correction, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6483. White v. Luoma, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6486. Asante v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 47 App. 
Div. 3d 1129, 849 N. Y. S. 2d 184. 

No. 09–6488. Judd v. New Mexico. Ct. App. N. M. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6493. Larson v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6500. Andrews v. City of Seattle, Washington. 
Ct. App. Wash. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6502. Taylor et ux. v. National City Bank. Sup. 
Ct. Ind. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6505. Meehan v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6511. Sanchez v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6522. Ede v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 600 Pa. 506, 968 A. 2d 228. 

No. 09–6526. Ayyar v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6532. Marshall v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 20 So. 3d 830. 

No. 09–6533. LaForge v. Iowa. Ct. App. Iowa. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 772 N. W. 2d 15. 

No. 09–6542. Monacelli v. Lee County Education Assn. 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6543. Monacelli v. Heartland Educational Con­

sortium et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6544. Turner v. Runnels, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6545. Nunley v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6546. Miller v. Friel, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6550. Wells v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 147 Wash. App. 1018. 

No. 09–6553. Broom v. Strickland, Governor of Ohio, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 
F. 3d 553. 

No. 09–6556. Watkins v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. 
Mass. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6559. Doorbal v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 572 F. 3d 1222. 

No. 09–6563. Monacelli v. Heartland Educational Con­

sortium et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6564. Hung Nguyen v. Superior Court of Califor­

nia, Orange County, et al. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6565. Reeves v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 11 So. 3d 1031. 

No. 09–6569. Burroughs, By and Through Her Next 
Friend Burroughs v. Broadspire, fka Kemper Insurance 
Co. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 
Fed. Appx. 730. 

No. 09–6570. Adams v. Honda Engineering North 
America, Inc. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 122 Ohio St. 3d 1411, 907 N. E. 2d 1194. 

No. 09–6571. Bownes v. Epps, Commissioner Mississippi 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6573. Maxwell v. Talley et al. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6587. Scott v. Hanson. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 490. 

No. 09–6619. Polonczyk v. Arkansas et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6639. Yeboah-Sefah v. Russo, Superintendent, 
Souza-Baranowski Correctional Center. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 53. 

No. 09–6642. Muhammad v. Sapp et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6649. Ndongo v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6695. Sang v. Scribner, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6724. Valverde v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 220 Ariz. 582, 208 P. 3d 233. 

No. 09–6735. Bramit v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 1221, 210 P. 3d 1171. 
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No. 09–6756. Tate v. Warren, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6758. Jeanlouis v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6761. Owens v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6769. Stanko v. Davis, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 744. 

No. 09–6772. Fobbs v. Potter, Postmaster General. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. 
Appx. 359. 

No. 09–6793. Martin v. Reynolds, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 304 Fed. Appx. 176. 

No. 09–6870. Jamison v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 977 A. 2d 898. 

No. 09–6908. Hyde v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 996. 

No. 09–6923. Mark v. Bauer et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 771. 

No. 09–6941. Holstick v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6958. Beckett v. Gansler, Attorney General of 
Maryland, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 338 Fed. Appx. 293. 

No. 09–6963. Haddad v. Hertz Corp. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 475. 

No. 09–6978. Leatch v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 12. 

No. 09–6979. Kollar v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6981. Morgan v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 849. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 1033 

558 U. S. November 16, 2009 

No. 09–6984. Daniels v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 201. 

No. 09–6989. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6990. White v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 484. 

No. 09–6996. Jeffers v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 370 F. 3d 557. 

No. 09–6999. Jones v. Platteview Apartments et al. Ct. 
App. Neb. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7002. Watters v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 479. 

No. 09–7005. Wise v. Floyd, Judge, United States Dis­

trict Court for the District of South Carolina, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. 
Appx. 908. 

No. 09–7008. Allen v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 796. 

No. 09–7010. Cain v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7011. Cruz-Gramajo v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 1162. 

No. 09–7015. Sanches Montes v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7020. Kindsfather v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7022. Knight v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 137. 

No. 09–7024. Herring v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 431. 

No. 09–7025. Gable v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 576. 
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No. 09–7026. Hicks v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 130. 

No. 09–7027. Harris v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 894. 

No. 09–7028. Porter v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 300. 

No. 09–7032. Wylie v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 888. 

No. 09–7034. Rodriguez-Mendiola, aka Banuelos, aka Ba­

nales, aka Herrera v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7036. Karim-Panahi v. United States. Ct. App. 
D. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7037. Smith v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 400. 

No. 09–7038. Muniz v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 192. 

No. 09–7039. Morgan v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 798. 

No. 09–7041. Calle-Ochoa v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7042. Castro-Guevarra v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 550. 

No. 09–7044. Adams v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 417. 

No. 09–7045. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 320. 

No. 09–7046. Mackay v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 367. 

No. 09–7049. Hernandez Suarez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7052. Hernandez-Hernandez v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7053. Gibson v. Vaughan, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 172. 

No. 09–7055. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7059. Gresham v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7061. Cantu v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 186. 

No. 09–7065. Longstreet v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 911. 

No. 09–7067. Ponton v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 179. 

No. 09–7068. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 709. 

No. 09–7070. Pulliam v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 784. 

No. 09–7075. Cameron v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 399. 

No. 09–7076. Carey v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 256. 

No. 09–7077. Esquivel v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7078. Dahler v. Holinka, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7080. Torres-Torres v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7081. Woodberry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 267 Fed. Appx. 221. 

No. 09–7084. Loera v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 406. 

No. 09–7090. Polak v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 428. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



1036 OCTOBER TERM, 2009 

November 16, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–7091. Puckett v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 817. 

No. 09–7093. Kiderlen v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 358. 

No. 09–7095. Laury v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 634. 

No. 09–7100. Turner v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 637. 

No. 09–7101. Williams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7105. Canipe v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 597. 

No. 09–7107. Osuna v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 147. 

No. 09–7110. Strahan v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1047. 

No. 09–7111. Scott v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 907. 

No. 09–7113. Akers v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 798. 

No. 09–7115. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 557. 

No. 09–7118. Blurton v. North Dakota. Sup. Ct. N. D. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 770 N. W. 2d 231. 

No. 09–7122. Obasohan v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 798. 

No. 09–7124. Montoya v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 1011. 

No. 09–7126. Martinez-Vasquez v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7128. Wallace v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 82. 
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No. 09–7133. Michel v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 125. 

No. 09–7137. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7138. Castillo-Hernandez v. United States. 
C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–174. Glogower v. Clark, Liquidator of National 
Business Association Trust et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of 
National Association of Insurance Commissioners for leave to file 
a brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 320 Fed. Appx. 809. 

No. 09–217. Peters v. Scivantage et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 564 F. 
3d 110. 

No. 09–360. Levine v. McCabe et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 327 Fed. 
Appx. 315. 

No. 09–427. Grant v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 338 Fed. 
Appx. 19. 

No. 09–444 (09A452). Elliott v. Kelly, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre­
sented to The Chief Justice, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. Justice Stevens, Justice Gins­

burg, and Justice Sotomayor would grant the application for 
stay of execution. 

No. 09–6919. Dunlap v. Graham, Superintendent, Au­

burn Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 160. 

No. 09–6982. Pitcher v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
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eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 316 Fed. 
Appx. 60. 

No. 09–7003. Townsend v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 573 F. 
3d 138. 

No. 09–7064. Tavares v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 328 Fed. 
Appx. 741. 

No. 09–7072. Tyson v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 338 Fed. 
Appx. 38. 

No. 09–7106. Parra v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 249 Fed. 
Appx. 226. 

Rehearing Denied 
No. 08–10148. McMullen v. Tennis, Superintendent, 

State Correctional Institution at Rockview, et al., ante, 
p. 833; 

No. 08–10150. Frankel v. United States, ante, p. 801; 
No. 08–10268. Colleen F. v. Riverside County Depart­

ment of Public Social Services, ante, p. 835; 
No. 08–10504. Hawkins v. California et al., ante, p. 842; 
No. 08–10508. Haque v. United States, ante, p. 831; 
No. 08–10512. Swift v. Mississippi, ante, p. 842; 
No. 08–10576. Young v. Presley et al., ante, p. 844; 
No. 08–10600. Wright v. Zoeller, Attorney General of 

Indiana, ante, p. 845; 
No. 08–10738. Olivier v. California, ante, p. 851; 
No. 08–10927. In re Roberts, ante, p. 813; 
No. 08–11003. In re Singletary, ante, p. 814; 
No. 08–11127. Cheeseman v. City of Reedsport, Oregon, 

et al., ante, p. 872; 
No. 09–5034. Raby v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, ante, p. 883; 
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No. 09–5086. Smith v. Denny, Warden, ante, p. 886; 
No. 09–5237. Greene v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, ante, p. 893; 
No. 09–5439. Cornes v. Illinois, ante, p. 903; 
No. 09–5793. Brown v. United States, ante, p. 919; 
No. 09–5847. Ronwin v. Bayer Corp., ante, p. 921; and 
No. 09–6060. Moore v. Merit Systems Protection Board, 

ante, p. 927. Petitions for rehearing denied. 

November 18, 2009 
Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–7505 (09A472). Simpson v. Thaler, Director, Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institu­

tions Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Scalia, and by him 
referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Justice Ste­

vens, Justice Ginsburg, and Justice Sotomayor would grant 
the application for stay of execution. Reported below: 341 Fed. 
Appx. 68. 

November 19, 2009 
Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–7567 (09A466). Thompson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. 
Tex. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre­
sented to Justice Scalia, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

November 23, 2009 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 09–563. Peters v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari dismissed under this Court’s Rule 46.1. 

November 30, 2009 

Certiorari Granted—Reversed and Remanded. (See No. 08–10537, 
ante, p. 30.) 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 08–10314. Webster v. Cooper, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
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granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re­
manded for further consideration in light of Jimenez v. Quarter-
man, 555 U. S. 113 (2009). 

Justice Scalia, dissenting. 
Petitioner was convicted and sentenced in Louisiana state court. 

His motion for reconsideration of the sentence was denied on 
April 15, 2003, and he did not appeal. After initiating postconvic­
tion relief, he filed in the trial court a “motion to vacate sentence 
and resentence defendant” on the ground that he had not had a 
lawyer present at the sentencing. That motion was granted, and 
on June 2, 2004, petitioner was resentenced, this time with a 
lawyer, to the same term of incarceration. 

After the conclusion of state postconviction relief, petitioner 
filed a petition in federal court for habeas corpus under 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2254. The District Court thought that the 1-year statute of 
limitations provided by § 2244(d)(1)(A) started to run on May 
15, 2003, 30 days after the Louisiana trial court denied peti­
tioner’s motion for reconsideration of sentence. Accordingly, it 
concluded that the statute had expired before petitioner filed his 
federal habeas petition. The Fifth Circuit denied a certificate 
of appealability. 

Our recent decision in Jimenez v. Quarterman, 555 U. S. 113 
(2009), held that the statute of limitations of § 2244(d)(1)(A) does 
not begin to run until the expiration of the time allowed to seek 
direct appeal, even if the state court allows an out-of-time appeal 
during state collateral review. Id., at 121. The parties do 
not agree, and it is not clear, whether under Louisiana law peti­
tioner’s motion to vacate would be regarded as restarting the 
clock for his direct appeal. If so, then the Jimenez error is obvi­
ous; if not, there is no error. Today, without request by (or even 
warning to) the parties, the Court grants certiorari, vacates the 
Fifth Circuit’s judgment without determination of the merits, and 
remands for further consideration in light of Jimenez. 

I certainly agree that we have the power to GVR “where an 
intervening factor has arisen that has a legal bearing upon the 
decision.” Lawrence v. Chater, 516 U. S. 163, 191–192 (1996) 
(Scalia, J., dissenting). The purpose of such an “intervening­
factor” GVR is to give the court to which we remand the first 
opportunity to consider the factor—in this case a new decision of 
ours. Though we have sometimes GVR’d in light of decisions 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 1041 

1039 Scalia, J., dissenting 

that preceded the decision vacated, see, e. g., Grier v. United 
States, 419 U. S. 989 (1974), I have acquiesced in this expansion 
of “intervening-factor” GVRs only when (as in Grier) our decision 
came so soon before the judgment in question “that the lower 
court might have been unaware of it,” Lawrence, supra, at 181 
(Scalia, J., dissenting). This is not such a case: We decided 
Jimenez on January 13, 2009, more than two months before the 
Fifth Circuit denied the certificate. There is thus no basis for 
regarding that decision as an “intervening” factor—that is, one 
that the Court of Appeals did not have before it. 

This is not, of course, the first time the Court has GVR’d on 
the basis of a case decided long before the Court of Appeals ruled, 
see, e. g., Robinson v. Story, 469 U. S. 1081 (1984) (three months), 
nor the first time I have protested, see Lawrence, supra, at 184 
(Scalia, J., dissenting) (more than a year). This practice has 
created a new mode of disposition, a sort of ersatz summary re­
versal. We do not say that the judgment below was wrong, but 
since we suspect that it may be wrong and do not want to waste 
our time figuring it out, we instruct the Court of Appeals to do 
the job again, with a particular issue prominently in mind. 

It surely suggests something is amiss that this case would be 
over, and petitioner would be worse off, if he had asked us to 
reverse the judgment below on the basis of Jimenez. Since he 
did not argue that ground to the Court of Appeals, and since that 
court did not address it, we would almost certainly deny certio­
rari. See Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. Mineta, 534 U. S. 103, 
108–109 (2001) (per curiam) (dismissing a writ as improvidently 
granted because the question at issue was not raised or considered 
below). Have we established a new system in which a party’s 
repetition before this Court of his failure below (here, the failure 
to invoke Jimenez) cures—and causes us to reward—his earlier 
failure? Or perhaps we are developing a new system in which 
all arguably valid points not raised and not discussed below— 
whether or not belatedly raised here—will be sent back for a 
redo by the Court of Appeals. And if we can apply this failure-
friendly practice to a neglected precedent two months old, there 
is no reason in principle not to apply it to a neglected precedent 
two years old. 

In my view we have no power to set aside the duly recorded 
judgments of lower courts unless we find them to be in error, or 
unless they are cast in doubt by a factor arising after they were 
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rendered. The GVR for consideration of a day’s old Supreme 
Court case is already a technical violation of sound practice 
and should not be extended further. Since we review judgments 
rather than opinions, a lower court’s failure to discuss a pre­
existing factor it should have discussed is no basis for rever­
sal. Once we disregard the logic (and the attendant limits) of 
“intervening-factor” GVRs, they metastasize into today’s monster. 
We should at least give it a new and honest name—not GVR, 
but perhaps SRMEOPR: Summary Remand for a More Extensive 
Opinion than Petitioner Requested. If the acronym is ugly, so is 
the monster. 

No. 09–160. Department of Defense et al. v. American 
Civil Liberties Union et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for further consid­
eration in light of § 565 of the Department of Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act, 2010, and the certification by the Secretary 
of Defense pursuant to that provision. Justice Sotomayor took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 543 F. 3d 59. 

Certiorari Dismissed 
No. 09–6600. Sikora v. Clandestine Attackers/Assail­

ants et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any further 
petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the dock­
eting fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is sub­
mitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 
Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–6686. Baumer v. Cate, Secretary, California De­

partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6697. Smith v. McKune. C. A. 10th Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6721. Wakefield v. Walt Disney Co. et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pau­
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peris denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. Justice Alito took no part in the consideration or deci­
sion of this motion and this petition. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 685. 

No. 09–6741. Hurst v. State Farm Mutual Automobile 
Insurance Co. et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dis­
missed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeat­
edly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to 
accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from peti­
tioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and 
the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Mar­
tin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) 
(per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and 
cases cited therein. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 261. 

No. 09–6750. Davis v. Bay Area Rapid Transit District. 
Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 
No. 09A208. Cohen v. Holder, Attorney General. Appli­

cation for stay, addressed to The Chief Justice and referred to 
the Court, denied. 

No. 09A280 (09–6959). Albright-Lazzari et vir v. Con­

necticut. Sup. Ct. Conn. Application for stay, addressed to 
Justice Alito and referred to the Court, denied. 

No. D–2457. In re Discipline of Siciliano. Anthony J. Si­
ciliano, of West Springfield, Mass., is suspended from the practice 
of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 
days, requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2458. In re Discipline of DeMarco. Leo P. De-
Marco, of Malden, Mass., is suspended from the practice of law in 
this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, re­
quiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2459. In re Discipline of Passmore. J. Lincoln 
Passmore, of Dover, Mass., is suspended from the practice of law 
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in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2460. In re Discipline of Berman. Jeffrey Neil Ber­
man, of Newton Center, Mass., is suspended from the practice of 
law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2461. In re Discipline of Finnerty. Thomas E. 
Finnerty, of South Boston, Mass., is suspended from the practice 
of law in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 
days, requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred 
from the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2462. In re Discipline of Sheehan. Stafford Shee­
han, of Fall River, Mass., is suspended from the practice of law 
in this Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, 
requiring him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from 
the practice of law in this Court. 

No. D–2463. In re Discipline of Sachar. Bruce N. Sachar, 
of Lynn, Mass., is suspended from the practice of law in this 
Court, and a rule will issue, returnable within 40 days, requiring 
him to show cause why he should not be disbarred from the 
practice of law in this Court. 

No. 09M51. Ville v. United Airlines, Inc.; 
No. 09M52. Gargano et al. v. Liberty International Un­

derwriters, Inc., et al.; 
No. 09M53. Alvarez-Ocanegra v. United States; 
No. 09M54. Rex v. Federal Aviation Administration 

et al.; 
No. 09M55. Yancey v. Ludwig, Trustee; and 
No. 09M56. Myers v. Silbermann et al. Motions to direct 

the Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 07–11191. Briscoe et al. v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. 
[Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 933.] Motion of the Solicitor Gen­
eral for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae 
and for divided argument granted. 

No. 08–1224. United States v. Comstock et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 918.] Motion of Kansas et al. 
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for leave to participate in oral argument as amici curiae and for 
divided argument denied. 

No. 08–10543. Karnofel v. Girard Police Department 
et al. Ct. App. Ohio, Trumbull County. Motion of petitioner 
for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis [ante, p. 802] denied. 

No. 08–10578. Wells v. Vasquez, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 802] denied. 

No. 08–10650. Dasisa v. University of Massachusetts 
Board of Trustees. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris [ante, p. 803] denied. 

No. 08–10732. In re Alpine. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 814] denied. 

No. 08–10847. Simmons v. Flecker. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 803] denied. 

No. 08–10986. Strong v. Illinois Department of Human 
Services. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsidera­
tion of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 804] denied. 

No. 08–10997. Williams v. Church’s Chicken et al. Ct. 
App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration 
of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 812] denied. 

No. 09–5074. Wakefield v. Cordis Corp. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 805] denied. 

No. 09–5111. Simmons v. California et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 805] denied. 

No. 09–5356. Curto v. Siwek. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in 
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forma pauperis [ante, p. 806] denied. Justice Sotomayor took 
no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 09–5373. Melson v. Allen, Commissioner, Alabama 
Department of Corrections, ante, p. 900. Respondent is re­
quested to file a response to the petition for rehearing within 
30 days. 

No. 09–5576. Smith v. Wrigley, Superintendent, New 
Castle Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in 
forma pauperis [ante, p. 807] denied. 

No. 09–5814. In re Treece. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 813] denied. 

No. 09–5920. Farris v. Whaley et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 943] denied. 

No. 09–5945. In re Williams. Motion of petitioner for re­
consideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris [ante, p. 813] denied. 

No. 09–6035. Millen v. Kansas City Star. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 966] denied. 

No. 09–6139. In re Traylor. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 968] denied. 

No. 09–6291. In re Bennett. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 813] denied. 

No. 09–6636. Cline v. Utah et al. Ct. App. Utah; 
No. 09–6764. Royse v. Corning Glass Works, Inc. C. A. 

6th Cir.; 
No. 09–6985. Rucker v. Illinois Department of Children 

and Family Services. C. A. 7th Cir.; and 
No. 09–7326. Isa v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Motions 

of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied. 
Petitioners are allowed until December 21, 2009, within which to 
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pay the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) and to submit peti­
tions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 

No. 09–6442. In re Leaf; and 
No. 09–7258. In re Newman. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 09–351. In re Pesarik; and 
No. 09–7229. In re Walshe. Petitions for writs of manda­

mus denied. 

No. 09–7050. In re Dantzler. Petition for writ of manda­
mus and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 08–1191. Morrison et al. v. National Australia Bank 
Ltd. et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari granted. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 547 F. 3d 167. 

No. 09–338. Renico, Warden v. Lett. C. A. 6th Cir. Mo­
tion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 
421. 

No. 09–5201. Barber et al. v. Thomas, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1392. Massis v. Holder, Attorney General, et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 549 F. 3d 631. 

No. 08–1494. Arguelles-Olivares v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
526 F. 3d 171. 

No. 08–1575. Linder v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 391. 

No. 09–10. Joyner v. Arkansas. Sup. Ct. Ark. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 2009 Ark. 168, 303 S. W. 3d 54. 

No. 09–26. Hertz, Individually and as Personal Repre­

sentative of the Estate of Hertz, Deceased v. United 
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States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
560 F. 3d 616. 

No. 09–70. Modern, Inc., et al. v. St. Johns River Water 
Management District et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 330. 

No. 09–86. Boulware v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 971. 

No. 09–98. Scurlark v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 839. 

No. 09–102. Virginia v. Rudolph. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 277 Va. 209, 722 S. E. 2d 527. 

No. 09–106. Pedernera v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–113. Price v. United States Trustee et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 1052. 

No. 09–222. Matheny, Individually and as Surviving 
Spouse of Matheny, Deceased, et al. v. Tennessee Valley 
Authority. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
557 F. 3d 311. 

No. 09–225. Block et al. v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veter­

ans Affairs, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 285. 

No. 09–231. Brown et al. v. Hovatter et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 357. 

No. 09–241. Wilkinson v. Palmetto State Transportation 
Co. et al. Sup. Ct. S. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
382 S. C. 295, 676 S. E. 2d 700. 

No. 09–242. Pyke, Individually and as Personal Repre­

sentative of the Estate of Pyke, Deceased, et al. v. Cuomo 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 
F. 3d 74. 

No. 09–257. Corder v. Lewis Palmer School District 
No. 38. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 
F. 3d 1219. 
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No. 09–297. Ford Motor Co. v. Buell-Wilson et al. Ct. 
App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 1. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–331. Harper, Individually and as Personal Rep­

resentative of the Estate of Harper, Deceased, et al. v. 
United Services Automobile Assn. et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 302. 

No. 09–340. Powell et al. v. Carey International, Inc., 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 
Fed. Appx. 829. 

No. 09–345. Gerard v. Board of Regents of Georgia 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 
Fed. Appx. 818. 

No. 09–352. Whitmore v. Pierce County Department of 
Community Corrections et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 595. 

No. 09–362. Boston Scientific Corp. et al. v. Cordis 
Corp.; and 

No. 09–365. Cordis Corp. v. Boston Scientific Corp. et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 
1319. 

No. 09–363. Cooper v. Ayers, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 510 F. 3d 870. 

No. 09–369. Maggard et vir v. Ford Motor Co. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 367. 

No. 09–373. Hallinan et al. v. Fraternal Order of Po­

lice, Chicago Lodge 7, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 811. 

No. 09–374. Hoffman v. United Airlines, Inc. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 429. 

No. 09–380. Beltran Lozano v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 
Fed. Appx. 312. 

No. 09–381. Constant v. California Department of 
Transportation. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 2. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–391. White v. Department of Defense et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–393. Baumgartner v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Cuya­
hoga County. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 122 Ohio St. 
3d 1457, 908 N. E. 2d 946. 

No. 09–398. Louisiana v. Abshire et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 267. 

No. 09–399. Moore v. Adventist Health System/Geor­

gia Inc. et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 311 Fed. Appx. 209. 

No. 09–411. Thomas v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–415. Anderson-Tully Co. v. McDaniel, Attorney 
General of Arkansas. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 571 F. 3d 760. 

No. 09–428. Washington v. Department of Defense, De­

fense Logistics Agency. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 285. 

No. 09–431. City of Albany Police Department et al. v. 
Lewis. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 
Fed. Appx. 641. 

No. 09–449. Patrick v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–462. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 397. 

No. 09–463. Brookens v. Solis, Secretary of Labor. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–464. Benson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 718. 

No. 09–478. Trivedi v. United States et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 679. 

No. 09–486. Harley et ux. v. Securities and Exchange 
Commission. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
294 Fed. Appx. 711. 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 1051 

558 U. S. November 30, 2009 

No. 09–496. Brown v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 492. 

No. 09–5027. McNeill v. Stamper et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 255. 

No. 09–5035. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–5305. Corines v. Broward County Sheriff’s De­

partment et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 326 Fed. Appx. 493. 

No. 09–5429. Benally v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 F. 3d 1230. 

No. 09–5434. Abebe v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5480. Barrios-Beltran v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 384. 

No. 09–5496. Abbey v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 513. 

No. 09–5542. Shelton v. Roper, Superintendent, Potosi 
Correctional Center. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 563 F. 3d 404. 

No. 09–5547. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 890. 

No. 09–5583. Paracha v. Gates, Secretary of Defense. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5597. Garcia-Echaverria v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 353. 

No. 09–5615. Oliver v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 550 F. 3d 734. 

No. 09–5715. Miranda v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 858. 

No. 09–5728. Hollis v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 14. 
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No. 09–5739. Del Gallo v. Parent et al. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 58. 

No. 09–5747. Flick v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–5780. Hojan v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 3 So. 3d 1204. 

No. 09–6133. Carruth v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 21 So. 3d 770. 

No. 09–6302. Smith v. Mitchell, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 246. 

No. 09–6379. Gary v. Hall, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 1229. 

No. 09–6392. Rouse v. Department of State et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 408. 

No. 09–6518. Walter v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 600 Pa. 392, 966 A. 2d 560. 

No. 09–6579. Endencia v. ADT Security Services, Inc. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. 
Appx. 457. 

No. 09–6580. Ensey v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6583. Ware v. Garnett et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6585. Kilpatrick v. Hernandez et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 84. 

No. 09–6590. Smith v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 So. 3d 633. 

No. 09–6591. Raines v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6592. Torres v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6594. Skinner v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 210 P. 3d 840. 

No. 09–6602. White v. School District of Philadelphia. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. 
Appx. 102. 

No. 09–6617. Nitschke v. Coastal Tank Cleaning et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 310 Fed. 
Appx. 183. 

No. 09–6621. Johnston v. Allen. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 231. 

No. 09–6623. Larson v. Gonzalez, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6631. Edwards v. Rozum, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Somerset, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 236. 

No. 09–6641. LaMarca v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 568 F. 3d 929. 

No. 09–6651. McCreary v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6654. Coleman v. Ott, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6662. Cutts v. Hetzel, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6665. Cardenas v. Figueroa, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6666. Corona-Cuevas v. Hall, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6669. Moore v. Arizona. Sup. Ct. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 222 Ariz. 1, 213 P. 3d 150. 

No. 09–6672. Veale v. New Hampshire. Sup. Ct. N. H. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 158 N. H. 632, 972 A. 2d 
1009. 
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No. 09–6674. Millen v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 19 So. 3d 311. 

No. 09–6676. Mosley v. Upton, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6683. Falso v. Ablest Staffing Services et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. 
Appx. 54. 

No. 09–6689. Johnson v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 284 S. W. 3d 561. 

No. 09–6690. Holguin v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6693. Starks v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6696. Bundrant v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6698. Rippy v. Burkett. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 09–6699. Spivey v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6701. Runge v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6703. Berry v. Porterfield. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 245. 

No. 09–6707. Thomas v. Telegraph Publishing Co. et al. 
Sup. Ct. N. H. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6709. Brown v. Hathaway, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6711. Streater v. Gregory et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 520. 
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No. 09–6712. Brower v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6718. Leonard v. Iowa. Ct. App. Iowa. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 771 N. W. 2d 651. 

No. 09–6723. Trimble v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 122 Ohio St. 3d 297, 911 N. E. 2d 242. 

No. 09–6726. Walker v. McCann et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6729. Daly v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6734. Wilson v. Hauck, Administrator, Edna 
Mahan Correctional Facility for Women, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6740. Mabe v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1130, 970 N. E. 
2d 129. 

No. 09–6751. Culbero v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 1st Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 57 
App. Div. 3d 316, 869 N. Y. S. 2d 78. 

No. 09–6752. Davis v. Correctional Medical Systems 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 
Fed. Appx. 519. 

No. 09–6754. Parker v. Board of Supervisors, University 
of Louisiana-Lafayette. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 465. 

No. 09–6771. Groves v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
324 Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 09–6788. Cardenas Negrete v. Holder, Attorney 
General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6794. Oguagha v. Cravener. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 378. 

No. 09–6797. Hartman v. Virginia Department of Cor­

rections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
317 Fed. Appx. 364. 
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No. 09–6803. Hrusovsky v. Sjolund. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 965 A. 2d 309. 

No. 09–6806. McCall v. Crosthwait et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 871. 

No. 09–6830. Merritt v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
337 Fed. Appx. 897. 

No. 09–6877. Jardine v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 124 Nev. 1481, 238 P. 3d 826. 

No. 09–6883. Craver v. Franco. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 690. 

No. 09–6890. Burnes v. Rogers, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6924. Krzywkowski v. Bobby, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6948. Gomez v. Clark, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6968. Hartmann v. Delaware. Sup. Ct. Del. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 970 A. 2d 256. 

No. 09–6986. Alston v. Court of Appeals of Wisconsin, 
District I. Sup. Ct. Wis. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
319 Wis. 2d 216, 775 N. W. 2d 104. 

No. 09–6993. Slaughter v. Epps, Commissioner, Missis­

sippi Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 731. 

No. 09–7017. Wright v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7062. de Jesus v. Acevedo, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 941. 

No. 09–7069. Garnett v. Uttecht, Superintendent, 
Washington State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 671. 
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No. 09–7071. Parmelee v. McKenna, Attorney General 
of Washington. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7074. Prendergast v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 843. 

No. 09–7079. Chavis v. Fischer, Commissioner, New York 
Department of Correctional Services, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 641. 

No. 09–7083. Powell v. Kentucky. Ct. App. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7094. Lopez v. Thurmer, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 484. 

No. 09–7099. Williams v. Geithner, Secretary of the 
Treasury. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
327 Fed. Appx. 175. 

No. 09–7145. Rivera v. Rios, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7148. Nailor v. Castillo, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7154. Doe v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7155. Davis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7157. Murphy v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 563. 

No. 09–7159. Pablo-Gonzalez, aka Gonzales, aka Garcia-

Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 246. 

No. 09–7162. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 995. 

No. 09–7163. Amreya v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 825. 

No. 09–7164. Armstrong v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 889. 
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No. 09–7166. Juarez-Galvan v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 1156. 

No. 09–7169. Williams v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7171. Brock v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 497. 

No. 09–7176. King v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7177. Lowe v. Mathy, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7178. Warrick v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 881. 

No. 09–7179. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 840. 

No. 09–7180. Suarez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 551. 

No. 09–7181. Cox v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1013. 

No. 09–7182. Dotson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 1067. 

No. 09–7183. Cooper v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 837. 

No. 09–7184. Contrera-Aguilar v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 736. 

No. 09–7185. Gilden v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 312. 

No. 09–7187. Boyd v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 259. 

No. 09–7189. Briones v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7190. Billue v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 898. 
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No. 09–7192. Grant v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7193. Frost v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 725. 

No. 09–7195. Galloway v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 829. 

No. 09–7198. Herrera v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 737. 

No. 09–7200. Avery v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 259. 

No. 09–7204. Barnett v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 600. 

No. 09–7207. Watson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 226. 

No. 09–7208. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 869. 

No. 09–7213. Bush v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 826. 

No. 09–7214. Pita v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 537. 

No. 09–7215. McAffee v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 435. 

No. 09–7216. Powell v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7217. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7221. Allan-Selvin v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 314. 

No. 09–7222. Spaulding v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 942. 

No. 09–7226. Pettiford v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 352. 
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No. 09–7227. Wade v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 509. 

No. 09–7230. Wright v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7231. Weatherspoon v. United States. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 143. 

No. 09–7234. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 641. 

No. 09–7235. Lugo Luna v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 778. 

No. 09–7237. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 846. 

No. 09–7238. Libman v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 614. 

No. 09–7240. Mackey v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 243. 

No. 09–7248. Washington v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 877. 

No. 09–7249. Timley v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 782. 

No. 09–7251. Madrigal-Diaz v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 657. 

No. 09–7253. Pirtle v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 108. 

No. 09–7254. Anderson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 878. 

No. 09–7256. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7261. Stricklin v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 599. 

No. 09–7269. Murphy v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 719. 
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No. 09–7271. Parra-Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 887. 

No. 09–7273. Lee v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 541. 

No. 09–7274. Kattaria v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 1171. 

No. 09–7285. Lnu v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 298. 

No. 09–7288. Smith v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 308. 

No. 09–7289. Mitchell v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 613. 

No. 09–7295. Ereme v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 340. 

No. 09–7296. Donovan v. Government of the Virgin Is­

lands. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 
Fed. Appx. 206. 

No. 09–7298. Peraza-Carrillo v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 357. 

No. 09–7299. Coffman v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7300. Childress v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 954. 

No. 09–7301. Daniels v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7303. Beltran-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 765. 

No. 09–7304. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 552. 

No. 09–7310. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7312. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 400. 
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No. 09–7314. Holmes v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 151. 

No. 09–7315. Harris v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 471. 

No. 09–7316. Guerrero v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 274. 

No. 09–7317. Gladney v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 734. 

No. 09–7318. Felan v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 499. 

No. 09–7321. Hall v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 340. 

No. 09–7323. Hayman v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 872. 

No. 09–7324. Holycross v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 81. 

No. 09–7327. Peguero v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 394. 

No. 09–7331. Ortiz-Ruiz, aka Garcia-Salgado v. United 
States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 
Fed. Appx. 66. 

No. 09–7332. Pereira v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7334. Martinez v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7335. Lewis v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 905. 

No. 09–7336. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 465. 

No. 09–7337. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7340. Boudreau v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 431. 
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No. 09–7341. Banks v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7342. Angulo-Hernandez et al. v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 2. 

No. 09–7343. Benton v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 969. 

No. 09–7344. Berkefelt v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 566. 

No. 09–7345. Booker v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 506. 

No. 09–7346. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 259. 

No. 09–7348. Beverly v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 44. 

No. 09–7349. Butler v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–348. Tradin Organics USA, Inc. v. Maryland 
Casualty Co. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 10. 

No. 09–376. Pitkins, Superintendent, State Correc­

tional Institution at Laurel Highlands, et al. v. Hummel. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 
3d 290. 

No. 09–383. Park Mini Storage Center Co. v. Sam’s East, 
Inc., dba Sam’s Club. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 11 So. 3d 951. 

No. 09–5217. Scott v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 71. 

No. 09–5553. Brisco v. Ercole, Superintendent, Green 
Haven Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari de­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



1064 OCTOBER TERM, 2009 

November 30, 2009 558 U. S. 

nied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 80. 

No. 09–6609. Dixon v. Grant et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–6645. Williams v. Jones, Superintendent, Hyde 
Correctional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari before 
judgment denied. 

No. 09–6738. Jones v. Scribner, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 09–7146. Reyes v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 08–1172. Nacchio v. United States, ante, p. 815;
 
No. 08–1348. Railsback v. Washington, ante, p. 817;
 
No. 08–1421. Van Auken v. Catron, Catron & Pottow,
 

P. A., et al., ante, p. 819; 
No. 08–1485. Brown et al. v. One Beacon Insurance Co., 

Inc., ante, p. 822; 
No. 08–1491. Wagenknecht v. Levin, Ohio Tax Commis­

sioner, ante, p. 823; 
No. 08–1533. Mehen v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., et al., ante, 

p. 824; 
No. 08–1576. Linam v. Linam, ante, p. 827; 
No. 08–9887. Sampath v. Concurrent Technologies Corp., 

ante, p. 830; 
No. 08–10257. Hawkins v. Hamlet, Ltd., et al., ante, p. 835; 
No. 08–10358. Swift v. Stanford, ante, p. 837; 
No. 08–10361. Monacelli v. UPS Store et al., ante, p. 837; 
No. 08–10431. Davis v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, ante, p. 839; 
No. 08–10444. Ware v. Laney et al., ante, p. 840; 
No. 08–10451. O’Kelley v. Hall, Warden, ante, p. 840; 
No. 08–10497. Dorsey v. Coleman, Superintendent, Fay­

ette State Correctional Institution, ante, p. 841; 
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No. 08–10575. Dinkins v. Sebelius, Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, ante, p. 844; 

No. 08–10617. Ayres v. Virginia, ante, p. 845; 
No. 08–10636. Wilson v. Simpson, Warden, ante, p. 846; 
No. 08–10824. Jones v. United States, ante, p. 856; 
No. 08–10829. Murray v. Locke, State Medical Examiner, 

et al., ante, p. 856; 
No. 08–10956. Blackshear v. Dowling et al., ante, p. 863; 
No. 08–10978. White v. Donley, Secretary of the Air 

Force, et al., ante, p. 864; 
No. 08–11007. In re Brown, ante, p. 814; 
No. 08–11036. Diaz v. Florida, ante, p. 867; 
No. 08–11066. Shiraishi v. United States, ante, p. 869; 
No. 08–11084. Williams v. William Beaumont Hospital, 

ante, p. 870; 
No. 09–7. Stevens v. Vons Cos., Inc., ante, p. 874; 
No. 09–19. Hill v. United States et al., ante, p. 874; 
No. 09–44. Cano v. Industrial Commission of Arizona 

et al., ante, p. 875; 
No. 09–46. United States ex rel. Vuyyuru v. Jadhav 

et al., ante, p. 875; 
No. 09–72. Brocail v. Detroit Tigers, Inc., ante, p. 877; 
No. 09–99. Patterson v. American Federation of State, 

County and Municipal Employees, AFL–CIO, #2456, ante, 
p. 878; 

No. 09–116. Secarea v. Regents of the University of 
California et al., ante, p. 878; 

No. 09–130. Owens v. Steele, Warden, ante, p. 879; 
No. 09–133. Morters v. Barr et al., ante, p. 946; 
No. 09–5046. Haywood v. Tribeca Lending Corp. et al., 

ante, p. 884; 
No. 09–5047. Hogues v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, ante, p. 884; 
No. 09–5058. Patterson v. City of Chesapeake, Virginia, 

et al., ante, p. 885; 
No. 09–5072. Zahn v. City of San Diego, California, ante, 

p. 886; 
No. 09–5082. Weeks v. White’s Mill Colony, Inc., ante, 

p. 886; 
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November 30, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–5087. Greene v. Finger Lakes Developmental 
Disabilities Service Office et al., ante, p. 886; 

No. 09–5145. Brown v. United States, ante, p. 889; 
No. 09–5198. Gorman v. National Transportation Safety 

Board et al., ante, p. 892; 
No. 09–5235. Harris v. Florida, ante, p. 893; 
No. 09–5238. Hunt v. Wolfenbarger, Warden, ante, p. 894; 
No. 09–5282. Best v. GEICO Casualty Co., ante, p. 896; 
No. 09–5287. Mullins v. United States, ante, p. 896; 
No. 09–5312. Monacelli v. Heartland Educational Con­

sortium et al., ante, p. 897; 
No. 09–5328. Holland v. Holland, ante, p. 898; 
No. 09–5359. Tompkins v. Mitchell, Correctional Admin­

istrator IV, Mountain View Correctional Institution, 
ante, p. 900; 

No. 09–5406. Powell v. San Diego County Health and 
Human Services Agency, ante, p. 902; 

No. 09–5438. Griffin v. Sebuliba, ante, p. 903; 
No. 09–5518. Creusere v. Weaver et al., ante, p. 907; 
No. 09–5552. Tatum v. United States, ante, p. 909; 
No. 09–5582. Phillips v. Missouri, ante, p. 911; 
No. 09–5643. Hanks v. Wright, Warden, et al., ante, p. 914; 
No. 09–5707. White v. Supreme Court of New Jersey 

et al., ante, p. 916; 
No. 09–5735. Lopez v. Wallace et al., ante, p. 951; 
No. 09–5770. Antonsson v. Kast, ante, p. 952; 
No. 09–5921. Haque v. Immigration and Customs En­

forcement et al., ante, p. 955; and 
No. 09–5979. Ramirez-Ponce v. McNeil, Secretary, Flor­

ida Department of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 924. Peti­
tions for rehearing denied. 

No. 08–1354. DeSalvo v. Volhard et al., ante, p. 932. Peti­
tion for rehearing denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 08–1511. Gilley v. Monsanto Co., Inc., et al., ante, 
p. 823. Motion of petitioner to defer consideration of petition for 
rehearing denied. Petition for rehearing denied. 

No. 08–8135. Sims v. City of New York, New York, et al., 
556 U. S. 1110. Motion for leave to file petition for rehearing 
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denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this motion. 

No. 09–5692. Njoku v. Holder, Attorney General, et al., 
ante, p. 916. Motion for leave to file petition for rehearing 
denied. 

December 2, 2009 
Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–7839 (09A521). Johnson v. Bredesen, Governor of 
Tennessee, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay of exe­
cution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Stevens, and 
by him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. 

Statement of Justice Stevens, with whom Justice Breyer 
joins, respecting the denial of the petition for writ of certiorari. 

Petitioner Cecil Johnson, Jr., has been confined to a solitary cell 
awaiting his execution for nearly 29 years.1 Johnson bears little, 
if any, responsibility for this delay. After his execution date was 
set and on the day the Governor of Tennessee denied him clem­
ency, Johnson brought this Eighth Amendment challenge under 
Rev. Stat. § 1979, 42 U. S. C. § 1983, to enjoin the State from exe­
cuting him after this lengthy and inhumane delay. See Lackey 
v. Texas, 514 U. S. 1045, 1045–1046 (1995) (Stevens, J., statement 
respecting denial of certiorari); see also Thompson v. McNeil, 556 
U. S. 1114, 1115–1116 (2009) (same); id., at 1119–1120 (Breyer, J., 
dissenting from denial of certiorari). Because I remain steadfast 
in my view “that executing defendants after such delays is unac­
ceptably cruel,” id., at 1116, I would grant the stay application 
and the petition for certiorari. 

Johnson was tried and convicted of three counts of first-degree 
murder in 1981. He continues to maintain his innocence. Veri­
fied Complaint in No. 3:09–1133 (MD Tenn.), ¶ 9, App. to Pet. for 
Cert. 15. There was no physical evidence tying Johnson to the 
crime. See Johnson v. Bell, 525 F. 3d 466, 490 (CA6 2008) (Cole, 
J., dissenting). In 1992 a change in state law gave Johnson ac­
cess, for the first time, to substantial evidence undermining key 

1 “Inmates who are under a sentence of death shall be single-celled and 
housed in a maximum security unit separate from the general popula­
tion.” State of Tennessee, Dept. of Correction, Administrative Policies and 
Procedures, Index #506.14(VI)(B)(2) (2009), online at http://www.state.tn.us/ 
correction/pdf/506-14.pdf (as visited Dec. 1, 2009). 
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eyewitness testimony against him. Id., at 473. This evidence 
calls into question the persuasive force of the eyewitness’ testi­
mony, and, consequently, whether Johnson’s conviction was in­
fected with constitutional error. See Brady v. Maryland, 373 
U. S. 83 (1963); Johnson, 525 F. 3d, at 490 (Cole, J., dissenting). 
The merits of Johnson’s Brady claim are not before us; we denied 
certiorari on this issue several months ago. 556 U. S. 1154 (2009). 
But the constitutional concerns raised by Judge Cole’s dissent 
only underscore my strongly held view that state-caused delay in 
state-sponsored killings can be unacceptably cruel. See Thomp­
son, 556 U. S., at 1116.2 We cannot know as a definitive matter 
whether, if the State had not withheld exculpatory evidence, John­
son would have been convicted of these crimes. We do know 
that Johnson would not have waited for 11 years on death row 
before the State met its disclosure obligations. In short, this is 
as compelling a case as I have encountered for addressing the 
constitutional concerns that I raised in Lackey. 

This case deserves our full attention for another reason. John­
son has brought his Eighth Amendment claim under 42 U. S. C. 
§ 1983. More typically, such claims have been brought in habeas 
corpus. See, e. g., Thompson v. Secretary for Dept. of Correc­
tions, 517 F. 3d 1279, 1280 (CA11 2008) (per curiam); Allen v. 
Ornoski, 435 F. 3d 946, 956–960 (CA9 2006); cf. Knight v. Florida, 
528 U. S. 990, 998 (1999) (Breyer, J., dissenting from denial of 
certiorari) (discussing Lackey claim raised after state resentenc­
ing on successful habeas corpus petition). This case’s posture 
raises two important questions: whether a Lackey claim is cogni­
zable under § 1983; and, if it is not, whether a second federal 
habeas petition raising a Lackey claim is a successive petition 
under 28 U. S. C. § 2244(b)(2). The Sixth Circuit agreed with the 
District Court’s conclusion that a stand-alone Lackey challenge 
under § 1983 is the “functional equivalent” of a habeas corpus 
challenge, App. to Pet. for Cert. 9 (District Court opinion), and 
thus must proceed under 28 U. S. C. § 2244(b)(2)’s successive peti­
tion bar, see Allen, 435 F. 3d, at 956–960. The resolution of these 

2 The possibility that there was constitutional error in Johnson’s case is far 
from unique. See Root, Cruel and Unusual Punishment: A Reconsideration 
of the Lackey Claim, 27 N. Y. U. Rev. L. & Soc. Change 281, 312–313 (2002) 
(discussing error rates in capital trials) (citing J. Liebman, J. Fagan, & V. 
West, A Broken System: Error Rates in Capital Cases, 1973–1995, p. 5 
(2000)). 
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questions below poses a nearly insurmountable hurdle for those 
seeking to raise similar Eighth Amendment challenges. 

In my view, these procedural questions are inextricably linked 
to the two underlying evils of intolerable delay. First, the delay 
itself subjects death row inmates to decades of especially severe, 
dehumanizing conditions of confinement. See Thompson, 556 
U. S., at 1115 (Stevens, J., statement respecting denial of certio­
rari); Lackey, 514 U. S., at 1046–1047 (same); see also Furman v. 
Georgia, 408 U. S. 238, 288 (1972) (Brennan, J., concurring) (“[T]he 
prospect of pending execution exacts a frightful toll during the 
inevitable long wait between the imposition of sentence and the 
actual infliction of death”). Second, “delaying an execution does 
not further public purposes of retribution and deterrence but only 
diminishes whatever possible benefit society might receive from 
petitioner’s death.” Thompson, 556 U. S., at 1115 (Stevens, J., 
statement respecting denial of certiorari). In other words, the 
penological justifications for the death penalty diminish as the 
delay lengthens. Ibid.; Lackey, 514 U. S., at 1046–1047. Thus, 
I find constitutionally significant both the conditions of confine­
ment and the nature of the penalty itself. 

In light of these coextensive concerns, I find it quite difficult 
to conclude, as the courts below did, that Johnson’s § 1983 action 
is the functional equivalent of a habeas petition. Both the grava­
men of petitioner’s complaint and one of the central concerns 
animating Lackey is that the “method” of the State’s execution of 
a death sentence—a lengthy delay due in no small part to the 
State’s malfeasance in this case—is itself unconstitutional. We 
have held that “method” of execution claims are cognizable under 
§ 1983. Hill v. McDonough, 547 U. S. 573, 580 (2006); see also 
Nelson v. Campbell, 541 U. S. 637, 645–647 (2004). But a success­
ful Lackey claim would have the effect of rendering invalid a 
particular death sentence, suggesting that Johnson’s Lackey claim 
“directly call[s] into question the ‘fact’ or ‘validity’ of the sentence 
itself,” Nelson, 541 U. S., at 644. Were petitioner to prevail, it is 
true that the State will not be able to go forward in this case 
“by simply altering its method of execution,” ibid. On the other 
hand, it is equally true that, had the State not carried out his 
sentence in this intolerably cruel manner, the State would have 
been quite free, as a constitutional matter, to “go forward with 
the sentence,” ibid. 
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Although the Court of Appeals’ treatment of Johnson’s claim as 
a habeas challenge is a close question, its decision to apply 
§ 2244(b)(2)’s successive habeas bar is not. The Sixth Circuit’s 
decision has the curious effect of forcing Johnson to bring a 
Lackey claim prematurely, possibly at a time before it is ripe.3 

Moreover, construing this claim as the functional equivalent of a 
habeas action also has the unfortunate effect of inviting further 
delay: A petitioner would be compelled to return to state court 
to exhaust his Lackey claim in the first instance under 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2254(b)(1). For these reasons, I am persuaded that a Lackey 
claim, like a claim that one is mentally incompetent to be exe­
cuted, should, at the very least, not accrue until an execution date 
is set. See Ceja v. Stewart, 134 F. 3d 1368, 1371–1372 (CA9 1998) 
(Fletcher, J., dissenting); cf. Panetti v. Quarterman, 551 U. S. 930, 
945 (2007). 

When I first expressed my views in Lackey, I did not envision 
such procedural obstacles to the consideration of a claim that 
nearly three decades of delay on death row, much of it caused by 
the State, has deprived a person of his Eighth Amendment right 
to avoid cruel and unusual punishment. One does not need to 
accept the proposition “that the imposition of the death penalty 
represents ‘the pointless and needless extinction of life with only 
marginal contributions to any discernible social or public pur­
poses,’ ” Baze v. Rees, 553 U. S. 35, 86 (2008) (Stevens, J., concur­
ring in judgment) (quoting Furman, 408 U. S., at 312 (White, J., 
concurring)), in order to agree that the imposition of the death 
penalty on these extreme facts is without constitutional justifica­
tion. Most regrettably, a majority of this Court continues to find 
these issues not of sufficient weight to merit our attention. 

Justice Thomas, concurring. 
In 1981, the petitioner in this case was convicted and sentenced 

to death for three brutal murders he committed in the course of 

3 The State argues, and the courts below agreed, that Johnson should have 
brought his Eighth Amendment claim in the federal habeas proceeding he 
commenced in 1999. At that point in time, Johnson had been on death row 
for 18 years. This was one year longer than the petitioner in Lackey. Of 
course, by 1999, the Court had denied certiorari in Lackey and in Knight v. 
Florida, 528 U. S. 990 (1999), which involved a 19-year delay. Therefore, 
when Johnson filed his federal habeas action, he had reason to believe that 
an 18-year delay was not long enough to trigger Eighth Amendment con­
cerns and that any Lackey-based claim was premature. 
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a robbery. He spent the next 29 years challenging his conviction 
and sentence in state and federal judicial proceedings and in a 
petition for executive clemency. His challenges were unsuccess­
ful. He now contends that the very proceedings he used to con­
test his sentence should prohibit the State from carrying it out, 
because executing him after the “lengthy and inhumane delay” 
occasioned by his appeals would violate the Eighth Amendment’s 
prohibition on “cruel and unusual” punishment. See ante, at 1067 
(Stevens, J., statement respecting denial of certiorari) (citing 
Lackey v. Texas, 514 U. S. 1045, 1045–1046 (1995)). 

It has been 14 years since Justice Stevens proposed this 
“novel” Eighth Amendment argument. Id., at 1045. I was un­
aware of any constitutional support for the argument then. See 
Knight v. Florida, 528 U. S. 990 (1999) (Thomas, J., concurring in 
denial of certiorari). And I am unaware of any support for it 
now. There is simply no authority “in the American constitu­
tional tradition or in this Court’s precedent for the proposition 
that a defendant can avail himself of the panoply of appellate and 
collateral procedures and then complain when his execution is 
delayed.” Thompson v. McNeil, 556 U. S. 1114, 1116–1117 (2009) 
(same) (internal quotation marks omitted). Petitioner cites no 
evidence otherwise and, for all his current complaints about delay, 
did not raise a Lackey objection to the speed of his proceedings 
in the 1999 habeas petition he filed 18 years into his tenure on 
death row. See ante, at 1070, n. 3. 

Undeterred, Justice Stevens insists that petitioner’s Eighth 
Amendment claim warrants relief. It does not, and Justice Ste­

vens’ arguments to the contrary stand in stark contrast not only 
to history and precedent, but also to his own recent statement in 
Muhammad v. Kelly, ante, at 1019 (statement respecting denial 
of certiorari), decrying the “perversity of executing inmates be­
fore their appeals process has been fully concluded.” In Justice 
Stevens’ view, it seems the State can never get the timing just 
right. The reason, he has said, is that the death penalty itself is 
wrong. McNeil, supra, at 1116 (statement respecting denial of 
certiorari) (citing Baze v. Rees, 553 U. S. 35, 78, 86 (2008) (Ste­

vens, J., concurring in judgment)). But that is where he deviates 
from the Constitution and where proponents of his view are 
forced to find their support in precedent from the “European 
Court of Human Rights, the Supreme Court of Zimbabwe, the 
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Supreme Court of India, or the Privy Council.” Knight, supra, 
at 990 (Thomas, J., concurring in denial of certiorari). 

Eager to distinguish this case from Knight and all the other 
cases in which the Court has refused to grant relief on Lackey 
grounds, Justice Stevens asserts that the petition here presents 
important questions regarding the proper procedural vehicle for 
bringing a Lackey claim that merit this Court’s review. First, 
the procedural posture in which a Lackey claim arises does not 
change the fact that the claim itself has no constitutional founda­
tion. Accordingly, the claim’s procedural posture does not matter 
for purposes of merits relief; a Lackey claim would fail no matter 
how it arrived. In addition, Justice Stevens concedes that the 
unusual contours of petitioner’s Eighth Amendment claim are the 
reason the procedural questions in this case are difficult. Given 
that, our order in this case rightly adheres to our precedents 
denying relief on Lackey claims, however presented. Second, 
even if the procedural claims in this case had merit, they would 
not warrant review because Justice Stevens admits that a “suc­
cessful Lackey claim would have the effect of rendering invalid a 
particular death sentence,” ante, at 1069, and thus would “ ‘di­
rectly call into question the “fact” or “validity” of the sentence 
itself,’ ” ibid. (quoting Nelson v. Campbell, 541 U. S. 637, 644 
(2004)). Accordingly, the Sixth Circuit plainly did not err in 
treating petitioner’s §1983 motion as “the functional equivalent 
of” a habeas petition. Ante, at 1069. And for the reasons above, 
the panel’s treatment of the petition as a second or successive 
petition would not, even if reversed, entitle petitioner to the mer­
its relief he seeks. 

At bottom, Justice Stevens’ arguments boil down to policy 
disagreements with the Constitution and the Tennessee Legisla­
ture. Ibid. (“[D]elaying an execution does not further public 
purposes of retribution and deterrence but only diminishes what­
ever possible benefit society might receive from petitioner’s 
death. . . . In other words, the penological justifications for the 
death penalty diminish as the delay lengthens” (internal quotation 
marks omitted)). Such views, no matter how “steadfast[ly]” held, 
ante, at 1067, are not grounds for enjoining petitioner’s execution 
or for granting certiorari on the procedural questions that attend 
his Lackey claim. As long as our system affords capital defend­
ants the procedural safeguards this Court has long endorsed, de­
fendants who avail themselves of these procedures will face the 
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delays Justice Stevens laments. There are, of course, alterna­
tives. As Blackstone observed, the principle that “punishment 
should follow the crime as early as possible” found expression in 
a “statute[,] 25 Geo. II. c. 37,” decreeing that “in case of murder, 
the judge shall in his sentence direct execution to be performed 
on the next day but one after sentence passed.” 4 W. Blackstone, 
Commentaries on the Laws of England 397 (1769). I have no 
doubt that such a system would avoid the diminishing justification 
problem Justice Stevens identifies, but I am equally confident 
that such a system would find little support from this Court. See 
Knight, supra, at 990, n. 1 (Thomas, J., concurring). I thus con­
cur in the denial of certiorari. 

December 3, 2009 
Miscellaneous Order 

No. 09–7843 (09A524). In re Woods. Application for stay of 
execution of sentence of death, presented to Justice Scalia, and 
by him referred to the Court, denied. Petition for writ of habeas 
corpus denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–7879 (09A533). Woods v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. 
Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, presented 
to Justice Scalia, and by him referred to the Court, denied. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor would grant the applica­
tion for stay of execution. Reported below: 296 S. W. 3d 587. 

No. 09–7880 (09A535). Woods v. Livingston, Executive Di­

rector, Texas Department of Criminal Justice. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre­
sented to Justice Scalia, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 354 Fed. Appx. 863. 

December 7, 2009 

Certiorari Granted—Reversed and Remanded. (See No. 09–91, 
ante, p. 45.) 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–6768. Staley v. Hall, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
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No. 09–6818. Smith v. Donahue et al. Ct. App. Ind. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 907 N. E. 2d 553. 

No. 09–6828. Caldwell v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to pro­
ceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6843. Dasisa v. Expert Care Nursing Service, 
Inc. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6871. Addleman v. Washington et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–6878. Hon Chung Lau v. Giurbina, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 09–6888. Beaver v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Motion of petitioner 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari 
dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 18 So. 
3d 527. 

No. 09–6969. Gossett v. Administration of George W. 
Bush et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 843. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09M43. de Johnson v. Holder, Attorney General. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis with­
out an affidavit of indigency executed by petitioner granted. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. 

No. 08–1341. United States v. Marcus. C. A. 2d Cir. 
[Certiorari granted, ante, p. 945.] Motion of the Solicitor General 
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to dispense with printing the joint appendix granted. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 09–5327. Holland v. Florida. C. A. 11th Cir. [Certio­
rari granted, ante, p. 945.] Motion of petitioner for appointment 
of counsel granted. Todd G. Scher, Esq., of Miami Beach, Fla., is 
appointed to serve as counsel for petitioner in this case. 

No. 09–5768. In re Miller. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 813] denied. 

No. 09–6525. Genevier v. Superior Court of California, 
Los Angeles County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Mo­
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 967] denied. 

No. 09–6684. Howard v. United States District Court 
for the Southern District of Ohio et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 985] denied. 

No. 09–6732. Rogers v. KBR Technical Services, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir.; and 

No. 09–6765. McGore v. Birkett, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied. Petitioners are allowed until December 28, 2009, within 
which to pay the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) and to 
submit petitions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of 
this Court. 

No. 09–7290. In re Al-Ghizzawi; 
No. 09–7454. In re Miller; and 
No. 09–7511. In re Bromell. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 09–7470. In re Armstrong. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ 
of habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. 

No. 09–6857. In re Bivens. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 
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December 7, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–6854. In re Oyague. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 08–1371. Christian Legal Society Chapter of the 
University of California, Hastings College of the Law, 
aka Hastings Christian Fellowship v. Martinez et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 319 Fed. 
Appx. 645. 

No. 09–6338. Dillon v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 146. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–10760. Mouling v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 658. 

No. 09–270. Marley v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 1030. 

No. 09–341. D’Aria v. Glass et al.; and 
No. 09–410. Evans v. Glass et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­

rari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 452. 

No. 09–396. Hudson v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 296 Ga. App. 758, 675 S. E. 2d 603. 

No. 09–397. Henley v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 285 Ga. 500, 678 S. E. 2d 884. 

No. 09–401. Fieger v. Supreme Court of South Carolina. 
Sup. Ct. S. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–403. Jones v. City of Franklin, Tennessee. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 938. 

No. 09–404. YMCA of Metropolitan Chicago et al. v. 
U. S. Bank, Trustee of the Roe Ann Lockhart OBRA ‘93 
Trust, et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 409 Ill. App. 3d 548, 946 N. E. 2d 850. 

No. 09–405. United States ex rel. Darian v. Accent 
Builders, Inc., et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–406. United States ex rel. Darian v. Pasternak 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 
Fed. Appx. 254. 

No. 09–423. Stacey, Executor of the Estate of Stacey, 
Deceased v. Tierney. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–452. Fastov v. Christie’s International PLC 
et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
324 Fed. Appx. 10. 

No. 09–488. Thomas Kinkade Co., LLC, et al. v. Hazle­

wood et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 336 Fed. Appx. 629. 

No. 09–512. Smith v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. 
Appx. 607. 

No. 09–514. Clarke v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 1158. 

No. 09–526. Phengsengkham v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 423. 

No. 09–534. Catlett v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 681. 

No. 09–552. Ledingham v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 150. 

No. 09–5076. Kincaid-Chauncey v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 923. 

No. 09–5515. Quinn v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 308 Fed. Appx. 293. 

No. 09–5694. Bolden v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 545 F. 3d 609. 

No. 09–5708. Al Uzayti, aka Al Libbi v. Gates, Secretary 
of Defense. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5734. Luster v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 224. 
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No. 09–6078. GwanJun Kim v. Progressive Express Insur­

ance Co. et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6186. Lewis v. Alabama. Sup. Ct. Ala. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 24 So. 3d 540. 

No. 09–6243. Varga v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 
Fed. Appx. 390. 

No. 09–6453. Roach v. Rockingham County Board of Edu­

cation et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6774. Galache v. Kenan, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6775. Gates v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6780. Frost v. Toney. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 296. 

No. 09–6782. Bundrant v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6784. Anderson v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6786. Brown v. City of Philadelphia, Pennsylva­

nia, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
331 Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 09–6789. Om v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d App. Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6791. Garland v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6796. Hrusovsky v. Harlow, Superintendent, 
State Regional Correctional Facility at Mercer, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6798. Hagins v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6805. Pierce v. United States District Court for 
the Central District of California. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6811. Dumas v. Wong, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 442. 

No. 09–6812. Johnson v. Garcia et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6829. Pelletier v. Gerry, Warden. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6836. Millen v. Management Cleaning Controls. 
Sup. Ct. Tenn. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6842. Shelton v. King, Superintendent, South 
Mississippi Correctional Facility. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6848. De La Vega v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6850. Deleon-Puentes v. Sherry, Warden. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6851. Day v. Trybulski. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6852. Paradise v. Roberts, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6855. O’Dwyer v. Louisiana et al. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 309 Fed. Appx. 833. 

No. 09–6861. Knowles v. Province, Warden. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 439. 

No. 09–6862. Kuperman v. Gerry, Warden. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6864. Lewis v. Burtt, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 233. 
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December 7, 2009 558 U. S. 

No. 09–6867. Ibarra Perez v. Oregon. Ct. App. Ore. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 218 Ore. App. 375, 180 P. 3d 185. 

No. 09–6880. Cooper v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 17 So. 3d 705. 

No. 09–6893. Barker v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6894. Arrellano v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 13th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6895. Bell v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 
Fed. Appx. 492. 

No. 09–6896. Walker v. Carter County, Kentucky, et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6897. Young v. Bodison, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 205. 

No. 09–6926. Kirnon v. Klopotoski, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Dallas, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6950. Midi v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 132. 

No. 09–6971. Ignacio v. United States et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 689. 

No. 09–6992. Ballenger v. Mauney, Warden. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 224. 

No. 09–6994. Middleton v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 14th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7021. Marshner v. Maryland. Ct. Sp. App. Md. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 184 Md. App. 751. 

No. 09–7029. Johnson v. Oregon. Sup. Ct. Ore. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 346 Ore. 258, 210 P. 3d 906. 

No. 09–7109. Santos v. DiGuglielmo, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7120. Lambert v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7129. Cruz v. Lawler, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7135. Dyke v. Clarke, Commissioner, Massachu­

setts Department of Correction. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7139. Scriber v. Koppel, Warden, et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 461. 

No. 09–7150. Rector v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 285 Ga. 714, 681 S. E. 2d 157. 

No. 09–7151. Swisher v. Wakefield et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7152. Slade v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 964 A. 2d 446. 

No. 09–7194. Hanson v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 206 P. 3d 1020. 

No. 09–7196. Fuller v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7205. Bledsoe v. Bruce, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 1223. 

No. 09–7209. Patten v. Fleming, Chief Judge, United 
States District Court for the Southern District of Geor­

gia, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7212. Kirkpatrick v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 389 Ill. App. 3d 1151, 976 
N. E. 2d 1211. 

No. 09–7224. Clark v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 273. 

No. 09–7241. Macias v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 18 So. 3d 1038. 
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No. 09–7242. Clark v. Pennsylvania. Sup. Ct. Pa. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 599 Pa. 204, 961 A. 2d 80. 

No. 09–7255. White v. Rabner, Chief Justice, Supreme 
Court of New Jersey. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 681. 

No. 09–7329. Solis-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7355. Richardson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 481. 

No. 09–7356. Shareef v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 365. 

No. 09–7359. Barrera v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 51. 

No. 09–7364. Romero v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 470. 

No. 09–7369. Mathis v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 997. 

No. 09–7371. Bryant v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7372. Welch v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 859. 

No. 09–7375. Cordova v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 427. 

No. 09–7376. Deputy v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7378. Velasquez-Martinez v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. 
Appx. 285. 

No. 09–7380. Pratt v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7387. Fox v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 1050. 
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No. 09–7389. Gamble v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 472. 

No. 09–7393. Osequera-Morales v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7396. Diallo v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 252. 

No. 09–7401. Ortkiese v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7403. Baldwin v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 518. 

No. 09–7404. Robertson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 1203. 

No. 09–7406. Saldana v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7407. Savage v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7409. Hartstein v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 589. 

No. 09–7411. Payan-Carrill, aka Mata-Carillo v. United 
States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 
Fed. Appx. 292. 

No. 09–7416. Sanders v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 975 A. 2d 165. 

No. 09–7417. Rivera-Castaneda v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 337. 

No. 09–7420. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 562. 

No. 09–7421. Culverhouse v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7422. Gatherum v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 271. 

No. 09–7427. Grider v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 820. 
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No. 09–7429. Garcia-Villegas v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 949. 

No. 09–7430. Hilliard v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 500. 

No. 09–7431. Henderson-El v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7432. Holmes v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 334. 

No. 09–7434. Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7437. Gruber v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7438. Higgins v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 381. 

No. 09–7439. Griggs v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 341. 

No. 09–7440. Nweke v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 237. 

No. 09–7447. Romero v. United States Parole Commission. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. 
Appx. 245. 

No. 09–7449. Porter v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7459. Frauendorfer v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7463. Gainer v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7464. Hunter v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7465. Carapia-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7473. Medina v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 493. 
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No. 09–7474. Michael v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 323. 

No. 09–7475. Oruche v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 578. 

No. 09–7477. Mayberry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 859. 

No. 09–7482. Yarbrough v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 266. 

No. 09–7491. Vasquez v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 08–1375. Cassens Transport Co. et al. v. Brown 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Motions of Michigan Self-Insurers Associ­
ation, American Trucking Associations, Inc., DRI–The Voice of 
the Defense Bar, and National Council of Self-Insurers et al. for 
leave to file briefs as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 546 F. 3d 347. 

No. 09–536. Burke v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–7362. Suriel v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 335 Fed. 
Appx. 136. 

No. 09–7397. Flores Carreto v. United States. C. A. 2d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 583 
F. 3d 152. 

No. 09–7908 (09A543). Biros v. Strickland, Governor of 
Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Stevens, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 588 F. 3d 921. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 08–1389. Prelesnik, Warden v. Avery, ante, p. 932; 
No. 08–10085. McNeill v. Goff, Warden, ante, p. 832; 
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No. 08–10225. Shabazz, aka Dennis v. First Correctional 
Medical Services et al., ante, p. 834; 

No. 08–10488. Watts v. Runnels, Warden, et al., ante, 
p. 841; 

No. 08–10511. Raihala v. Whitbeck et al., ante, p. 842; 
No. 08–10643. Kenyon v. Wyoming Department of Correc­

tions et al., ante, p. 846; 
No. 08–10728. Stevens v. Nevada, ante, p. 850; 
No. 08–10743. Oswald v. Thurmer, Warden, ante, p. 851; 
No. 08–10841. Samuel v. United States, ante, p. 857; 
No. 08–10962. Rojas-Barrera v. Wengler, Warden, ante, 

p. 863; 
No. 08–10977. Laskey v. Charles Industries, ante, p. 864; 
No. 08–11014. Laskey v. United Online, Inc., ante, p. 866; 
No. 09–101. Smith et al. v. Thomas Jefferson University 

Hospital et al., ante, p. 878; 
No. 09–171. Halliwell et al. v. Superior Court of Cali­

fornia, Sonoma County, et al., ante, p. 947; 
No. 09–172. Halliwell et al. v. Superior Court of Cali­

fornia, Sonoma County, et al., ante, p. 947; 
No. 09–199. Halliwell et al. v. Superior Court of Cali­

fornia, Sonoma County, et al., ante, p. 970; 
No. 09–210. Frazier v. Sebelius, Secretary of Health 

and Human Services, ante, p. 947; 
No. 09–295. Bert v. Comptroller of the Treasury of 

Maryland, ante, p. 948; 
No. 09–324. Wiley v. Geithner, Secretary of the Treas­

ury, et al., ante, p. 948; 
No. 09–5097. Hostetter v. Virginia, ante, p. 887; 
No. 09–5109. Woods v. Social Security Administration, 

ante, p. 887; 
No. 09–5228. McCarthy v. Jenkins et al., ante, p. 893; 
No. 09–5349. Merriweather v. Reynolds, Warden, et al., 

ante, p. 899; 
No. 09–5458. Robinson v. United States, ante, p. 904; 
No. 09–5605. Gonzalez v. Asset Acceptance, LLC, et al., 

ante, p. 912; 
No. 09–5867. Davis v. Vanderville et al., ante, p. 954; 
No. 09–5902. Griffin v. Ortiz et al., ante, p. 954; 
No. 09–6013. Hill v. District of Columbia Department 

of Employment Services et al., ante, p. 955; 
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No. 09–6168. Walsh v. United States et al., ante, p. 996; 
No. 09–6211. Troxelle v. United States, ante, p. 956; and 
No. 09–6773. In re Fullerblack, ante, p. 988. Petitions for 

rehearing denied. 

No. 08–10348. Gialto v. Obama, President of the United 
States, et al., ante, p. 935; 

No. 08–10996. Legeno v. Douglas Elliman, LLC, ante, 
p. 937; and 

No. 09–5610. Raheim v. New York City Board of Educa­

tion et al., ante, p. 941. Petitions for rehearing denied. Jus­

tice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of 
these petitions. 

December 8, 2009 
Certiorari Denied 

No. 09–7912 (09A551). Biros v. Strickland, Governor of 
Ohio, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Application for stay of execution 
of sentence of death, presented to Justice Stevens, and by 
him referred to the Court, denied. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 589 F. 3d 210. 

December 14, 2009 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded 

No. 09–285. Indiana State Police Pension Trust et al. v. 
Chrysler LLC et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of Washington 
Legal Foundation et al. for leave to file a brief as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re­
manded with instructions to dismiss the appeal as moot. See 
United States v. Munsingwear, Inc., 340 U. S. 36 (1950). Re­
ported below: 576 F. 3d 108. 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–6916. Howard v. Supreme Court of Ohio et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 09–6938. Michalski v. Lempke, Superintendent, Five 
Points Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certio­
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rari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–6943. Humphrey v. Onondaga County Sheriff’s 
Department et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of petitioner for 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dis­
missed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeat­
edly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to 
accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from peti­
tioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and 
the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Mar­
tin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) 
(per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and 
cases cited therein. 

No. 09–7123. Pannell v. Penfold et al. Ct. App. Ind. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7149. Millen v. National Collegiate Athletic 
Assn. et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7160. Millen v. Commercial Appeal. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–7260. Reynoso v. Rock, Superintendent, Great 
Meadow Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7398. Swendra v. Colorado. Ct. App. Colo. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
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No. 09–7594. Bazemore v. United States District Court 
for the Southern District of Georgia. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

Miscellaneous Orders 
No. 09M57. Salter v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections; and 
No. 09M58. Hupp v. Kurpinsky et al. Motions to direct the 

Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 08–645. Abbott v. Abbott. C. A. 5th Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 557 U. S. 933.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave 
to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided 
argument granted. Motion of S&W International ChildFind Pro­
gram et al. for leave to participate in oral argument as amici 
curiae and for divided argument denied. 

No. 08–661. American Needle, Inc. v. National Football 
League et al. C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 
933.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave to participate in 
oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided argument 
granted and time allocated as follows: 30 minutes for petitioner, 10 
minutes for the Solicitor General, and 30 minutes for respondents. 

No. 08–810. Conkright et al. v. Frommert et al. C. A. 2d 
Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 933.] Motion of the Solicitor 
General for leave to participate in oral argument as amicus cu­
riae and for divided argument granted. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 08–1200. Jerman v. Carlisle, McNellie, Rini, 
Kramer & Ulrich L. P. A. et al. C. A. 6th Cir. [Certiorari 
granted, 557 U. S. 933.] Motion of the Solicitor General for leave 
to participate in oral argument as amicus curiae and for divided 
argument granted. 

No. 08–1521. McDonald et al. v. City of Chicago, Illi­

nois, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 557 U. S. 965.] 
Motion of American Legislative Exchange Council for leave to file 
a brief as amicus curiae granted. 

No. 08–10457. Castillo v. Guidry. Ct. App. La., 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 802] denied. 
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No. 08–10783. Smith v. Charleston County School Dis­

trict et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsider­
ation of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 803] denied. 

No. 09–291. Thompson v. North American Stainless, LP. 
C. A. 6th Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to file a brief in 
this case expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 09–5577. Richardson v. Johnson, Director, Virginia 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of peti­
tioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in 
forma pauperis [ante, p. 984] denied. 

No. 09–5713. O’Dwyer v. Becnel et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 944] denied. 

No. 09–6188. In re Alpine. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 989] denied. 

No. 09–6595. Schmitz v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 968] denied. 

No. 09–7899. Quintanilla v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner to expedite consideration of petition for writ 
of certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7634. In re Cain; and 
No. 09–7688. In re Truax. Petitions for writs of habeas cor­

pus denied. 

Certiorari Granted 

No. 08–1332. City of Ontario, California, et al. v. Quon 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 
529 F. 3d 892. 

No. 08–6261. Robertson v. United States ex rel. Watson. 
Ct. App. D. C. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis granted. Certiorari granted limited to the following 
question: “Whether an action for criminal contempt in a congres­
sionally created court may constitutionally be brought in the 
name and pursuant to the power of a private person, rather than 
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in the name and pursuant to the power of the United States.” 
Reported below: 940 A. 2d 1050. 

No. 09–60. Carachuri-Rosendo v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari granted. Reported below: 
570 F. 3d 263. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1472. USA Mobility Wireless, Inc. v. Quon et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 529 F. 3d 892. 

No. 08–10252. Honken v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 541 F. 3d 1146. 

No. 09–157. Jinghai Li v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. 
Appx. 387. 

No. 09–227. Rasul et al. v. Myers et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 527. 

No. 09–244. United States v. Bowden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–259. Metro Lights, L. L. C. v. City of Los Angeles, 
California. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 551 F. 3d 898. 

No. 09–274. Ryan, Director, Arizona Department of Cor­

rections v. Scott. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 567 F. 3d 573. 

No. 09–301. Common Cause of Pennsylvania et al. v. 
Pennsylvania et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 558 F. 3d 249. 

No. 09–309. Time Warner Telecom of Oregon, LLC v. 
City of Portland, Oregon, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 496. 

No. 09–353. Merritt v. United Parcel Service, Inc. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 410. 

No. 09–429. Ellenberg v. New Mexico Military Insti­

tute et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 572 F. 3d 815. 
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No. 09–434. Vathis v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 9 So. 3d 622. 

No. 09–436. Roy v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 761 N. W. 2d 883. 

No. 09–441. Ventimiglia et ux. v. St. Louis, Church of 
God, Inc., dba Twin Rivers Worship Center, et al. Ct. 
App. Mo., Eastern Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 284 
S. W. 3d 681. 

No. 09–465. Bowers v. City of Eugene, Oregon, et al. 
Ct. App. Ore. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 227 Ore. App. 
290, 205 P. 3d 890. 

No. 09–492. Lewis et al. v. Citgo Petroleum Corp. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 698. 

No. 09–508. Novelty, Inc. v. Drug Enforcement Adminis­

tration et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 571 F. 3d 1176. 

No. 09–521. Grund v. Sprinkle. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–557. Royal Oak Entertainment, L. L. C., et al. v. 
City of Royal Oak, Michigan, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 482. 

No. 09–582. Betts v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 738. 

No. 09–584. Burton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 469. 

No. 09–5124. Marmolejo-Campos, aka Ramos Armando v. 
Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 903. 

No. 09–5171. Hernandez-Carrera et al. v. United 
States. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
547 F. 3d 1237. 

No. 09–5466. Lopez-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1306. 
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No. 09–5767. Neal v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 1351. 

No. 09–5812. Al-Nashiri v. Gates, Secretary of Defense. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–5830. Kaufman et ux. v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 546 F. 3d 1242. 

No. 09–5924. Martinez-Valdez v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 507. 

No. 09–5973. Torain v. Ameritech Advanced Data Serv­

ices. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 
Fed. Appx. 433. 

No. 09–6038. Brigham v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 220. 

No. 09–6101. Simpson v. Alabama Department of Human 
Resources et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 311 Fed. Appx. 264. 

No. 09–6395. Harrimon v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 531. 

No. 09–6399. Clayborn v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 99. 

No. 09–6406. Young v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 283 S. W. 3d 854. 

No. 09–6630. Terrazas Loya v. United States. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6826. Estep v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6884. Duquesne v. Harrison et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6902. Davis v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 13 So. 3d 468. 

No. 09–6931. Cordell v. Pacific Indemnity Co. et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. 
Appx. 956. 
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No. 09–6933. McQuirter v. Michigan. Cir. Ct. Jackson 
County, Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6936. Kennedy v. Reese. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6939. Entler v. Washington. Sup. Ct. Wash. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6947. Hall v. New Jersey. Super. Ct. N. J., App. 
Div. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6949. Garibay v. Lewis, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 568. 

No. 09–6951. Garcia v. Cate, Secretary, California De­

partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6952. Finfrock v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 4 So. 3d 33. 

No. 09–6953. Finfrock v. Crist, Governor of Florida, 
et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6954. Virgle v. Cate, Secretary, California De­

partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 534. 

No. 09–6956. Kinney v. McQuiggin, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6957. Hickox v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 7 So. 3d 1101. 

No. 09–6959. Albright-Lazzari et vir v. Connecticut. 
Sup. Ct. Conn. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 287 Conn. 
925, 951 A. 2d 573. 

No. 09–6961. Hardison v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09– 6962. Ivy v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–6965. Flores v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6966. Israel v. Ridley-Turner et al. Ct. App. 
Ind. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 906 N. E. 2d 283. 

No. 09–6967. Haynes v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6970. Garcia v. Felker, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6972. Hollis v. Runnels, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6973. Hutchins v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6974. Harris v. City of Culver City, California, 
et al. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6975. Freeman v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
324 Fed. Appx. 446. 

No. 09–6976. Debose v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6987. Bundrant v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6988. Bundrant v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6991. Mejia v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6995. Riggins v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. Tex. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–6997. Mays v. Dinwiddie, Warden. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 1136. 
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No. 09–6998. Machado v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7000. Larson v. Williams et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7001. Malone v. Campbell, Warden, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7004. Price et vir v. Louisiana Department of 
Education et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 329 Fed. Appx. 559. 

No. 09–7009. Van Dang v. Evans, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7014. Morgan v. Chandler, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7016. Young v. Transportation Deputy Sheriff I 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 
Fed. Appx. 368. 

No. 09–7040. Effler v. Iowa. Sup. Ct. Iowa. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 769 N. W. 2d 880. 

No. 09–7085. Knight v. Belleque, Superintendent, Ore­

gon State Penitentiary. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7170. Carmona v. Astrue, Commissioner of Social 
Security. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7223. Sumner v. Davis, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 937. 

No. 09–7243. Elmore v. Ohio. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 122 Ohio St. 3d 472, 912 N. E. 2d 582. 

No. 09–7281. Anton v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7339. Bosse v. Napolitano, Secretary of Home­

land Security, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 633. 
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No. 09–7386. Haberman v. Century 21 Chamberlain & As­

sociates et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. Dist., Div. 3. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 173 Cal. App. 4th 1, 92 Cal. Rptr. 
3d 249. 

No. 09–7425. McGriggs v. Mississippi. Ct. App. Miss. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 14 So. 3d 746. 

No. 09–7462. Fiore v. Lindsay, Warden. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 168. 

No. 09–7467. Charles v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 1060. 

No. 09–7480. Reed v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 800. 

No. 09–7494. Hutchins v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 920. 

No. 09–7500. Solano-Moreta v. Rios, Warden. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7502. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 905. 

No. 09–7509. Burgess v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 1078. 

No. 09–7514. McKnight v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7515. Reliford v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7518. Thomas v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 328. 

No. 09–7521. Becerra-Fuentes v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 957. 

No. 09–7522. Smith v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 762. 

No. 09–7529. Jennings v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7530. Lynch v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 570. 

No. 09–7531. Miller v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7532. Murphy v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 228. 

No. 09–7533. Rosales v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 65. 

No. 09–7536. Brown v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7541. Goodson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 379. 

No. 09–7543. Hernandez-Curiel v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 418. 

No. 09–7544. Hull v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 573. 

No. 09–7545. Ogedengbe v. United States; and 
No. 09–7546. Ogedengbe v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 

Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7549. Carter v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7551. Andrews v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 231. 

No. 09–7552. Major v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 549. 

No. 09–7555. Pons-Martinez v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7559. Southern v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 393. 

No. 09–7562. Valenzuela-Ruiz v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 188. 

No. 09–7572. Dove v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 428. 
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No. 09–7573. Delgado-Hernandez v. United States. 
C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7574. Emmanuel v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1324. 

No. 09–7578. Pritchett v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7580. James v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 846. 

No. 09–7581. Livingstone v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 576 F. 3d 881. 

No. 09–7584. Prophet, aka Ferrari v. United States. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. 
Appx. 250. 

No. 09–7585. Santos Murillo v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 550. 

No. 09–7588. Younge v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 60. 

No. 09–7589. Vazquez-Padilla v. United States. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 
883. 

No. 09–7590. Barros v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 509. 

No. 09–7595. Marquez-Mendoza v. United States. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 308. 

No. 09–7598. Riley v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 269. 

No. 09–7602. Amponsah v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7607. Perez-Oliveros v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7608. Perez v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 262. 
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No. 09–7614. Noe v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 805. 

No. 09–7615. Phillips v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 1261. 

No. 09–7618. Sims v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 959. 

No. 09–7620. Valdez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 382. 

No. 09–7623. Barron v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 327. 

No. 09–253. Adames et al. v. Beretta U. S. A. Corp. Sup. 
Ct. Ill. Motions of Children’s Defense Fund and Legal Commu­
nity Against Violence et al. for leave to file briefs as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 233 Ill. 2d 276, 909 
N. E. 2d 742. 

No. 09–432. Global Network Communications, Inc. v. 
City of New York, New York, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 145. 

No. 09–442. Oneida Ltd. v. Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Soto-

mayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this peti­
tion. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 154. 

No. 09–5221. McCourty v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 562 F. 
3d 458. 

No. 09–5243. Warren v. Fischer, Commissioner, New York 
Department of Correctional Services, et al. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–5490. Middleton v. Schult, Warden. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 299 
Fed. Appx. 94. 
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No. 09–7527. Wright v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 341 Fed. 
Appx. 709. 

No. 09–7603. Betts v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–7621. Hoffenberg v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 333 
Fed. Appx. 625. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 08–10439. Ijadimini v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, ante, p. 840; 

No. 08–10552. Jones v. Google Inc. et al., ante, p. 843; 
No. 08–10588. Kor v. Felker, Warden, ante, p. 845; 
No. 08–10629. Brown v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, ante, p. 846; 
No. 08–10739. Bradley v. Mississippi, ante, p. 851; 
No. 08–10752. Salazar Lopez, aka Salazar v. United 

States, ante, p. 852; 
No. 08–10759. In re Manship, ante, p. 813; 
No. 08–10780. Dittrich v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 

Department of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 853; 
No. 08–10839. Randle v. Woods, ante, p. 857; 
No. 08–10922. Lynch v. Hertzig et al., ante, p. 861; 
No. 08–11033. Johnson v. Florida, ante, p. 867; 
No. 08–11070. In re Augustin, ante, p. 814; 
No. 08–11112. Mitchell v. KDJM–FM et al., ante, p. 871; 
No. 08–11141. Thomas v. St. Louis Board of Police Com­

missioners et al., ante, p. 873; 
No. 09–112. Ruiz Rivera et al. v. Department of Educa­

tion et al., ante, p. 878; 
No. 09–121. Hoy v. Mentor Township, Michigan, ante, 

p. 878; 
No. 09–318. Morris et al. v. Lanpher et al., ante, p. 970; 
No. 09–5039. Dillard v. Bazzle, Warden, ante, p. 884; 
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No. 09–5061. Hakim v. Thomas, Superintendent, Lumber-

ton Correctional Institution, ante, p. 885; 
No. 09–5064. Toriola v. Appellate Division, Supreme 

Court of New York, Second Judicial Department, et al., 
ante, p. 885; 

No. 09–5180. Floyd v. United States, ante, p. 891; 
No. 09–5229. Hailey v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, ante, p. 893; 
No. 09–5353. Del Castello v. Superior Court of Califor­

nia, Alameda County, ante, p. 899; 
No. 09–5405. Velazquez v. Lape, Superintendent, Cox­

sackie Correctional Facility, et al., ante, p. 902; 
No. 09–5443. 
No. 09–5507. 
No. 09–5520. 
No. 09–5549. 
No. 09–5620. 
No. 09–5787. 
No. 09–5835. 
No. 09–5907. 
No. 09–5926. 
No. 09–6104. 
No. 09–6129. 

ante, p. 929; 
No. 09–6181. 

Tucker v. Chipla College, ante, p. 904;
 
Meizlik v. Florida, ante, p. 907;
 
Trobee v. United States, ante, p. 907;
 
Johnson v. Kelly, Warden, ante, p. 909;
 
Jones v. Florida, ante, p. 913;
 
Ford v. United States, ante, p. 918;
 
Dean v. Blaisdell, Warden, ante, p. 953;
 
In re York, ante, p. 813;
 
Reed v. Cirtin, ante, p. 971;
 
Anderson v. United States, ante, p. 928;
 
Greenwood, aka Grimes v. United States,
 

Balko v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 974; 
No. 09–6258. Graham v. Missouri, ante, p. 998; 
No. 09–6434. In re Telfair, ante, p. 988; 
No. 09–6435. In re Telfair, ante, p. 989; 
No. 09–6468. Telfair v. Tandy, Administrator, Drug En­

forcement Agency, et al., ante, p. 1028; 
No. 09–6524. White v. Gates, Secretary of Defense, ante, 

p. 976; 
No. 09–6529. In re Ndoromo, ante, p. 944; and 
No. 09–6581. Corral v. United States, ante, p. 1000. Peti­

tions for rehearing denied. 

No. 09–5183. Howard v. United States, ante, p. 939;
 
No. 09–5322. Mason v. Guzdek et al., ante, p. 940; and
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No. 09–6077. Saqib v. Federal Bureau of Investigation 
et al., ante, p. 982. Petitions for rehearing denied. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of 
these petitions. 

December 23, 2009 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 09–94. Robinson v. Napolitano, Secretary of Home­

land Security, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari dismissed 
under this Court’s Rule 46. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 358. 

January 4, 2010 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 08–1065. Pottawattamie County, Iowa, et al. v. Mc-

Ghee et al. C. A. 8th Cir. [Certiorari granted, 556 U. S. 
1181.*] Writ of certiorari dismissed under this Court’s Rule 46. 

*[Reporter’s Note: Argued November 4, 2009. Stephen S. Sanders 
argued the cause pro hac vice for petitioners. With him on the briefs 
were Jeffrey W. Sarles, Vincent J. Connelly, Stephen M. Shapiro, Sheldon 
H. Nahmod, Robert M. Livingston, and Kristopher K. Madsen. 

Deputy Solicitor General Katyal argued the cause for the United 
States as amicus curiae urging reversal. With him on the brief were 
Solicitor General Kagan, Assistant Attorney General West, Benjamin J. 
Horwich, and Barbara L. Herwig. 

Paul D. Clement argued the cause for respondents. With him on the 
brief were J. Douglas McCalla, Mel C. Orchard III, Larissa A. McCalla, 
Stephen D. Davis, William H. Jones, and Alan O. Olson. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for the State of Colo­
rado et al. by John W. Suthers, Attorney General of Colorado, Daniel D. 
Domenico, Solicitor General, Kathleen M. Sullivan, and Daniel H. 
Bromberg, by Peter J. Nickles, Attorney General of the District of Colum­
bia, and by the Attorneys General for their respective States as follows: 
Dustin McDaniel of Arkansas, Joseph R. Biden III of Delaware, Law­
rence G. Wasden of Idaho, Gregory S. Zoeller of Indiana, Thomas J. Miller 
of Iowa, Jack Conway of Kentucky, James D. “Buddy” Caldwell of Louisi­
ana, Janet T. Mills of Maine, Douglas F. Gansler of Maryland, Martha 
Coakley of Massachusetts, Michael A. Cox of Michigan, Jim Hood of Mis­
sissippi, Chris Koster of Missouri, Catherine Cortez Masto of Nevada, 
Gary K. King of New Mexico, Roy Cooper of North Carolina, Wayne Sten­
ehjem of North Dakota, Richard Cordray of Ohio, W. A. Drew Edmondson 
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January 8, 2010 
Certiorari Granted 

No. 09–367. Dolan v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari granted. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 1022. 

January 11, 2010 

Reversed and Remanded After Certiorari Granted. (See No. 08– 
559, ante, p. 120.) 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–7023. Kinnell v. McKune, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, 
the Clerk is directed not to accept any further petitions in non­
criminal matters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required 
by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance 
with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dis­
sents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–7035. Sanders v. McMaster et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Re­
ported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 878. 

of Oklahoma, Thomas J. Corbett, Jr., of Pennsylvania, Henry D. McMaster 
of South Carolina, Lawrence E. Long of South Dakota, Robert E. Cooper, 
Jr., of Tennessee, Mark L. Shurtleff of Utah, William C. Mims of Virginia, 
and Robert M. McKenna of Washington; for Cook County, Illinois, by 
Anita Alvarez, Patrick T. Driscoll, Jr., Alan J. Spellberg, Louis R. Hege­
man, and Paul A. Castiglione; for the National Association of Assistant 
United States Attorneys et al. by Thomas C. Goldstein and Amy Howe; 
and for the National Association of Counties et al. by Richard Ruda and 
Lawrence Rosenthal. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for Black Cops 
Against Police Brutality by Mark Herrmann; for the Center on the Ad­
ministration of Criminal Law by William A. Burck, Anthony S. Barkow, 
and David B. Edwards; and for the National Association of Criminal De­
fense Lawyers et al. by Joel B. Rudin, Joshua L. Dratel, Ilya Shapiro, 
Timothy Lynch, and Steven R. Shapiro.] 
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No. 09–7060. Eline v. Lara et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7112. Jackson v. Minnesota. Ct. App. Minn. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7143. Sweed v. Lnu et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, 
and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–7147. Muniz v. Marshall, Warden. Sup. Ct. N. M. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–7186. Hon Chung Lau v. Shumsky. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7220. Plummer v. Sullivan, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Re­
ported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 633. 

No. 09–7266. Parker v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
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petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, 
and cases cited therein. Reported below: 17 So. 3d 376. 

No. 09–7282. Karnofel v. Beck et al. Ct. App. Ohio, 
Trumbull County. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in 
forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this 
Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner has repeatedly abused this 
Court’s process, the Clerk is directed not to accept any further 
petitions in noncriminal matters from petitioner unless the dock­
eting fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid and the petition is sub­
mitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See Martin v. District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). 
Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–7307. Zani v. Social Security Administration. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 286. 

No. 09–7384. Clark v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Motion of 
petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and 
certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As petitioner 
has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is directed 
not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal matters from 
petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) is paid 
and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 33.1. See 
Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U. S. 1 
(1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See id., at 4, 
and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–7418. Hon Lau v. Hernandez, Warden, et al. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 
39.8. 

No. 09–7419. Hon Lau v. Evans, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7423. White v. Workman, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
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No. 09–7436. Smith v. California Department of Correc­

tions and Rehabilitation. Ct. App. Cal., 5th App. Dist. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7667. Mantilla v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7673. Millhouse v. Grondolsky, Warden. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
denied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 
Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 108. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09A648. Hollingsworth et al. v. Perry et al. Upon 
consideration of the application for stay, presented to Justice 
Kennedy, and by him referred to the Court, it is ordered that 
the order of the United States District Court for the Northern 
District of California, case No. 3:09–cv–02292, permitting real-
time streaming is stayed except as it permits streaming to other 
rooms within the confines of the courthouse in which the trial is 
to be held. Any additional order permitting broadcast of the 
proceedings is also stayed pending further order of this Court. 
To permit further consideration in this Court, this order will 
remain in effect until Wednesday, January 13, 2010, at 4 p.m. 
eastern time. 

Justice Breyer, dissenting. 

I agree with the Court that further consideration is warranted, 
and I am pleased that the stay is time limited. However, I would 
undertake that consideration without a temporary stay in place. 
This stay prohibits the transmission of proceedings to other fed­
eral courthouses. In my view, the Court’s standard for granting 
a stay is not met. See Conkright v. Frommert, 556 U. S. 1401, 
1402–1403 (2009) (Ginsburg, J., in chambers). In particular, the 
papers filed, in my view, do not show a likelihood of “irrepara­
ble harm.” 

With respect, I dissent. 

No. D–2458. In re DeMarco. Leo P. DeMarco, of Malden, 
Mass., having requested to resign as a member of the Bar of this 
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Court, it is ordered that his name be stricken from the roll of 
attorneys admitted to the practice of law before this Court. The 
rule to show cause, issued on November 30, 2009 [ante, p. 1043], 
is discharged. 

No. 09M59. Clark v. Burtt, Warden; 
No. 09M60. Filbrandt v. Michigan Department of Human 

Services; and 
No. 09M61. Polk v. Dunckle et al. Motions to direct the 

Clerk to file petitions for writs of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 09M62. P. S. et al. v. Franklin County Children 
Services. Motion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis with­
out an affidavit of indigency executed by petitioner granted. 

No. 08–1301. Carr v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. [Cer­
tiorari granted, 557 U. S. 965.] Motion of petitioner to dispense 
with printing the joint appendix granted. 

No. 08–1457. New Process Steel, L. P. v. National Labor 
Relations Board. C. A. 7th Cir. [Certiorari granted, ante, 
p. 989.] Motion of petitioner to dispense with printing the joint 
appendix granted. 

No. 09–158. Magwood v. Patterson, Warden, et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. [Certiorari granted, ante, p. 1023.] Motions of peti­
tioner to dispense with printing the joint appendix, for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis, and for appointment of counsel 
granted. Jeffrey L. Fisher, Esq., of Stanford, Cal., is appointed 
to serve as counsel for petitioner in this case. 

No. 09–233. Triple-S Management Corp. et al. v. Munici­

pal Revenue Collection Center. Sup. Ct. P. R.; and 
No. 09–525. Janus Capital Group, Inc., et al. v. First De­

rivative Traders. C. A. 4th Cir. The Solicitor General is 
invited to file briefs in these cases expressing the views of the 
United States. 

No. 09–6233. In re Cluck. Motion of petitioner for reconsid­
eration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 813] denied. 

No. 09–6234. Cluck v. Washington. Sup. Ct. Wash. Mo­
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 984] denied. 
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No. 09–6389. Beras v. Carvlin et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Motion 
of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1022] denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this motion. 

No. 09–6412. In re Alpine. Motion of petitioner for recon­
sideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
[ante, p. 1023] denied. 

No. 09–6610. Johnson v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsidera­
tion of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 1022] denied. 

No. 09–6682. Hill v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir.;
 
No. 09–7108. Muino v. Florida Power & Light Co. et al.
 

C. A. 11th Cir.; 
No. 09–7275. Jones v. Shaw Group et al. C. A. 11th Cir.; 
No. 09–7294. Solomon v. Pioneer Adult Rehabilitation 

Center. C. A. 10th Cir.; and 
No. 09–7306. Asbury v. City of Roanoke, Virginia. C. A. 

4th Cir. Motions of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied. Petitioners are allowed until February 1, 2010, 
within which to pay the docketing fees required by Rule 38(a) 
and to submit petitions in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules 
of this Court. 

No. 09–6692. Struck v. Cook County Public Guardian. 
App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration 
of order denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, 
p. 1009] denied. 

No. 09–644. In re Moses; 
No. 09–7836. In re Totaro; 
No. 09–7960. In re Williams; and 
No. 09–8019. In re Singleton. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 09–7659. In re Chekkouri. Motion of petitioner to un­
seal pleadings before this Court denied. Petition for writ of ha­
beas corpus denied. 

No. 09–7961. In re Wagner. Motion of petitioner for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis denied, and petition for writ of 
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habeas corpus dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As peti­
tioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk is 
directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

No. 09–7561. In re Torrance; and 
No. 09–7884. In re Washington. Petitions for writs of man­

damus and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–1462. York et al. v. Robinson. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 817. 

No. 08–1571. Cooley et al. v. Eng. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 552 F. 3d 1062. 

No. 08–10679. Johnson v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–142. Fieger v. Supreme Court of Michigan et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 553 F. 3d 955. 

No. 09–194. Gomis v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 353. 

No. 09–229. Khan et al. v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 681. 

No. 09–239. Allen v. Montana. Sup. Ct. Mont. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 350 Mont. 562, 213 P. 3d 789. 

No. 09–252. Quinn v. Roach et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 280. 

No. 09–275. Rodis v. City and County of San Francisco, 
California, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 558 F. 3d 964. 

No. 09–277. Connecticut Department of Public Utility 
Control et al. v. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 
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C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 
3d 477. 

No. 09–306. Allen v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–346. Martinez-Madera v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 
F. 3d 937. 

No. 09–355. Treesh, Commissioner, Kentucky Depart­

ment of Revenue, et al. v. DirecTV, Inc., et al. Sup. Ct. 
Ky. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 290 S. W. 3d 638. 

No. 09–356. Paulsen et al. v. CNF, Inc., et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 1061. 

No. 09–358. Ming Wei Liu v. Board of Trustees of the 
University of Alabama et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 775. 

No. 09–364. Edwards v. Blue Cross Blue Shield of 
Texas, a Division of Health Care Service Corp. Ct. App. 
Tex., 5th Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 273 S. W. 
3d 461. 

No. 09–370. Lovely v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 778. 

No. 09–384. Office of Alaska Governor v. Equal Employ­

ment Opportunity Commission et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 1062. 

No. 09–386. Ambraco, Inc., et al. v. M/V Clipper Faith 
et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 
F. 3d 233. 

No. 09–388. S & D Trading Academy, LLC, et al. v. 
AAFIS, Inc. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 336 Fed. Appx. 443. 

No. 09–409. Palmer, By and Through His Parents and 
Legal Guardians, Palmer et ux. v. Waxahachie Independ­

ent School District. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 579 F. 3d 502. 
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No. 09–417. Manigault et al. v. King et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 229. 

No. 09–453. Carter v. Burns, Judge, Criminal Court of 
Tennessee, 13th Judicial District, et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–457. O’Boyle et al. v. Braverman et al. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 162. 

No. 09–459. Melfi v. WMC Mortgage Corp. et al. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 309. 

No. 09–460. Milwaukee Deputy Sheriff’s Assn. et al. v. 
Clarke et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 574 F. 3d 370. 

No. 09–468. Bodenstab v. Cook County, Illinois, et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 651. 

No. 09–469. Colonial Life & Accident Insurance Co. v. 
Medley et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 572 F. 3d 22. 

No. 09–470. Danner v. Board of Professional Responsi­

bility of the Supreme Court of Tennessee et al. C. A. 
6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 577. 

No. 09–472. Spann et vir v. Cobb County Superior Court 
Judges et al. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–473. Dyer v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 318 Fed. Appx. 843. 

No. 09–474. Doroshow v. Hartford Life & Accident In­

surance Co. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 574 F. 3d 230. 

No. 09–477. Marr et al. v. Hughes et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 91. 

No. 09–482. Hollady v. Michigan et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–483. Koninklijke Boskalis Westminster NV et al. 
v. Compania Naviera Joanna SA et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 189. 
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No. 09–485. Grisham v. Brooks, Superintendent, Albion 
State Correctional Institution, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–487. Arkansas Dairy Cooperative Assn. et al. v. 
Department of Agriculture et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 573 F. 3d 815. 

No. 09–501. Danner v. Commission on Continuing Legal 
Education and Specialization of the Tennessee Supreme 
Court et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 332 Fed. Appx. 228. 

No. 09–502. Giampa v. Giampa. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–503. Hense v. Hense. Ct. App. N. Y. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 12 N. Y. 3d 897, 912 N. E. 2d 1058. 

No. 09–505. 480.00 Acres of Land et al. v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 557 F. 3d 
1297. 

No. 09–506. Children’s Fund et al. v. Springfield Hold­

ing Co. Ltd. LLC et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 699. 

No. 09–507. Hargis Industries, Inc., dba Sealtite Build­

ing Fasteners et al. v. B&B Hardware, Inc. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 383. 

No. 09–509. Jones v. Burdette. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 599. 

No. 09–511. Shepherd v. Shepherd. Ct. App. Ore. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–515. Weiss v. Speer et al. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 3. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–516. Northwest Louisiana Fish & Game Preserve 
Commission v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 1386. 

No. 09–522. Novak et ux. v. Jablonski, Individually and 
as Administratrix of the Estate of Jablonski, Deceased. 
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Super. Ct. Pa. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 959 A. 2d 
980. 

No. 09–524. Nitro Distributing, Inc., et al. v. Alticor, 
Inc., et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
565 F. 3d 417. 

No. 09–528. Bridgeport Port Authority v. Bridgeport & 
Port Jefferson Steamboat Co. et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 79. 

No. 09–535. Papierz v. Jackson et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 587. 

No. 09–537. Smith v. Kentucky. Ct. App. Ky. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–540. El-Hewie v. Bergen County, New Jersey, 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 
Fed. Appx. 790. 

No. 09–541. Jafari et al. v. Wynn Las Vegas, LLC, et al. 
C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 644. 

No. 09–544. Lock v. General Services Administration. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. 
Appx. 662. 

No. 09–545. Keenan et ux. v. Pyle et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 809. 

No. 09–546. James et al. v. Harris County, Texas. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 612. 

No. 09–551. Friedland v. TIC-The Industrial Co. et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 
1203. 

No. 09–554. Adair v. McGuireWoods LLP et al. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 294. 

No. 09–562. Smith v. United States et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 789. 

No. 09–566. Brown v. Konteh, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 191. 
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No. 09–572. DeOcampo v. Superior Court of California, 
Alameda County, et al. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–573. Cutter v. Northwest Administrators, Inc. 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. 
Appx. 577. 

No. 09–576. Cartledge v. Office of Personnel Manage­

ment. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–578. Stark v. Maine. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–591. Pizzonia v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 455. 

No. 09–593. Nordberg v. Ocean Meadows Condominium 
Assn. Sup. Jud. Ct. Me. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–596. Cardiac Pacemakers, Inc., et al. v. St. Jude 
Medical, Inc., et al. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 576 F. 3d 1348. 

No. 09–599. Allen v. Tennessee. Ct. Crim. App. Tenn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–605. Joint Administrative Committee of the 
Plumbing and Pipefitting Industry in the Detroit Area 
et al. v. Washington Group International, Inc. C. A. 6th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 626. 

No. 09–614. Babcock et al. v. Arthur J. Gallagher & Co. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. 
Appx. 384. 

No. 09–616. Ritchie v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 238. 

No. 09–622. Willaman v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–624. O’Dea v. BNSF Railway Co. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 785. 

No. 09–634. Schneider v. Commissioner of Internal Rev­

enue. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 326 
Fed. Appx. 143. 
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No. 09–645. Ellis et al. v. Mississippi Department of 
Health et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 344 Fed. Appx. 43. 

No. 09–648. Mincoff v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 1186. 

No. 09–5024. Stewart v. New York. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 57 App. 
Div. 3d 1312, 870 N. Y. S. 2d 157. 

No. 09–5123. Latchin v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 554 F. 3d 709. 

No. 09–5195. Jacquemain v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 566. 

No. 09–5371. McCarthy v. Vilsack, Secretary of Agri­

culture, et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 322 Fed. Appx. 456. 

No. 09–5426. Snellenberger, aka Cutter, aka Davidson, 
aka Frehly v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 548 F. 3d 699. 

No. 09–5556. Wion v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 
F. 3d 146. 

No. 09–5659. Mills v. Connors et al. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 747. 

No. 09–5994. Lyons v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 415. 

No. 09–6043. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 876. 

No. 09–6083. Pryor v. Wolfe et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6085. Thompson v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 431. 

No. 09–6213. Kirkland v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 316. 
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No. 09–6239. Patterson v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 285 Ga. 597, 679 S. E. 2d 716. 

No. 09–6241. Vadde v. Georgia. Ct. App. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 296 Ga. App. 405, 674 S. E. 2d 323. 

No. 09–6394. Hale v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 6th App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–6465. Blalock v. Wilson, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 396. 

No. 09–6491. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1059. 

No. 09–6521. Whorley v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 550 F. 3d 326. 

No. 09–6549. Thomas v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6659. Sanchez v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 75. 

No. 09–6673. Bowling v. Kentucky. Sup. Ct. Ky. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6755. Skrzypek et ux. v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 117. 

No. 09–6834. Thomas v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 
Fed. Appx. 386. 

No. 09–6925. Pope v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 598. 

No. 09–7013. Hunt v. Houston, Director, Nebraska De­

partment of Correctional Services. C. A. 8th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 563 F. 3d 695. 

No. 09–7031. Lemons v. Atlantic City Police Department 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 
Fed. Appx. 722. 
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No. 09–7033. Smith v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7047. Strong v. Dragovich, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Chester, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7048. Rush v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7051. Giberson v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 315 Fed. Appx. 634. 

No. 09–7054. Howard v. Upton, Warden. Sup. Ct. Ga. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7056. Good v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 10 So. 3d 1130. 

No. 09–7057. Taylor v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7058. Tuley v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7063. Taylor v. Sampson et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7082. Ware v. Harry, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7086. Calderon-Lopez v. Puerto Rico Court of 
First Instance, San Juan Part, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7087. Bundrant v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7088. Salerno v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 
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No. 09–7092. Pinkston v. Indiana. Ct. App. Ind. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 906 N. E. 2d 284. 

No. 09–7096. Lemons v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 494. 

No. 09–7097. Williams v. Jabe et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 317. 

No. 09–7098. Thomas v. Knowles, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7102. Drake v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7114. Bottomley v. Cate, Secretary, California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7116. Byrd v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7119. Bussey v. Marshall, Superintendent, Sing 
Sing Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 54. 

No. 09–7121. Orsello v. Gaffney et al. Ct. App. Minn. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7125. Jackson v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7130. Cobble v. Owens, Commissioner, Georgia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7134. Miller v. Ryan, Director, Arizona Depart­

ment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7136. Daniel v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7140. Robenson v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 18 So. 3d 529. 
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No. 09–7141. Redd v. LeBlanc, Secretary, Louisiana De­

partment of Public Safety and Corrections, et al. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 10. 

No. 09–7142. Robinson v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 4th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 So. 3d 962. 

No. 09–7144. Sharrieff v. Ricci, Associate Administra­

tor, New Jersey State Prison, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 225. 

No. 09–7161. Jones v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 387 Ill. App. 3d 1179, 981 N. E. 
2d 537. 

No. 09–7165. Rojem v. Oklahoma. Ct. Crim. App. Okla. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 207 P. 3d 385. 

No. 09–7167. Walls v. Cannon, Judge, Circuit Court of 
Illinois, Cook County. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7173. Monacelli v. Target Stores et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7174. Monacelli v. Enterprise Leasing Co. et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7175. Monacelli v. Edison State College et al. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7191. Higgins v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 385 Ill. App. 3d 1129, 970 
N. E. 2d 128. 

No. 09–7197. Mulvey v. Naito. Int. Ct. App. Haw. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 120 Haw. 383, 205 P. 3d 648. 

No. 09–7199. Beal v. Levine et al. App. Div., Sup. Ct. 
N. Y., 3d Jud. Dept. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7203. Miller v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7206. Vizcarra v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 2d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7218. Austin v. McCann, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7219. Miller v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 965 A. 2d 276. 

No. 09–7225. Crutchfield v. Florida Department of Cor­

rections et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7228. Woods v. Missouri. Ct. App. Mo., Western 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 284 S. W. 3d 630. 

No. 09–7232. Tiffer v. Worker’s Compensation et al. 
C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. 
Appx. 108. 

No. 09–7233. Payne v. Tinsley et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7239. Jeffers v. Mize, Superintendent, Pendle­

ton Correctional Facility. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7244. Watkins v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 285 Ga. 107, 674 S. E. 2d 275. 

No. 09–7245. Yenglee v. DiGuglielmo, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7247. Williams v. Horel, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 333. 

No. 09–7259. Redman v. Potomac Place Associates, LLC. 
Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 972 A. 2d 
316. 

No. 09–7262. Roberts v. Jenkins, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 670. 

No. 09–7263. Sanders v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 17 So. 3d 1242. 

No. 09–7264. Stephens v. Cain, Warden. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7265. Sutton v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 4th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7267. Teagle v. DiGuglielmo, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. 
Appx. 209. 

No. 09–7268. Parker v. Allen, Commissioner, Alabama 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 1258. 

No. 09–7270. Rust v. Sandor, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 163. 

No. 09–7272. Stephens v. Branker, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 198. 

No. 09–7277. Epps v. Wagner et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 133. 

No. 09–7278. Camillo v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
345 Fed. Appx. 576. 

No. 09–7279. Christensen v. Nevada. Sup. Ct. Nev. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7280. Farnsworth v. McNeil et al. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7283. Martin v. Luoma, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7284. St. Amant v. Louisiana. Sup. Ct. La. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 17 So. 3d 376. 

No. 09–7286. Rosser v. Scribner, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7287. Stewart v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7291. Williams v. Virginia et al. Sup. Ct. Va. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7292. Valenzuela v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 3d 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7293. Crews v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 11 So. 3d 401. 

No. 09–7297. Preciado v. Runnels, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 234. 

No. 09–7302. Brzowski v. Tristano et al. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7305. Johns v. Michigan Department of Correc­

tions et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7308. Bing Yu v. Washington. Ct. App. Wash. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 145 Wash. App. 1035. 

No. 09–7309. Wright v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 285 Ga. 428, 677 S. E. 2d 82. 

No. 09–7311. Del Castello v. Alameda County Transit 
Parking Enforcement Center. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7313. Grontkowski v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida 
Department of Corrections. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7320. Haygood et ux. v. Tilley. Ct. App. Ga. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 295 Ga. App. 90, 670 S. E. 2d 800. 

No. 09–7325. Gaddy v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 333. 

No. 09–7330. Wells v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7333. Johnson v. Sisto, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 19. 

No. 09–7338. Williams v. Johnson, Director, Virginia De­

partment of Corrections. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 287. 

No. 09–7347. Abbott v. DeKalb et al. Sup. Ct. Ore. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Ore. 306, 211 P. 3d 246. 

No. 09–7350. Ennis v. McDaniel, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7352. Davis v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 539, 208 P. 3d 78. 

No. 09–7353. Powell v. City of Chicago Human Rights 
Commission et al. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 389 Ill. App. 3d 45, 906 N. E. 2d 24. 

No. 09–7354. Alexander v. Illinois. Sup. Ct. Ill. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7357. Schrader v. Turner et al. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 761. 

No. 09–7360. Bunche v. North Carolina. Gen. Ct. Justice, 
Super. Ct. Div., Wake County, N. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7363. Steppe v. California Insurance Commis­

sioner. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7365. Smith v. Bridgestone Firestone Tire Co. 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 
Fed. Appx. 874. 

No. 09–7366. Smith v. Strength, Sheriff, Richmond 
County, Georgia, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7367. Richardson v. Michigan State Treasurer. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7377. Crisostomos v. Lawler, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Huntingdon, et al. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7381. Miller v. Rock Hill City Police Depart­

ment. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 
Fed. Appx. 703. 

No. 09–7383. Chatman v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 387 Ill. App. 3d 1177, 981 
N. E. 2d 536. 

No. 09–7388. Gaw v. Missouri. Sup. Ct. Mo. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 285 S. W. 3d 318. 

No. 09–7390. Houston v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 9th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 286 S. W. 3d 604. 
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No. 09–7391. Gutzmore v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 985. 

No. 09–7392. Hamilton v. Florida et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7394. Diggs v. Stevenson, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 282. 

No. 09–7399. Suggs v. Lindamood, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7400. Moore v. Doe et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 393. 

No. 09–7402. Kazoun v. Kazoun. Ct. App. Ohio, Summit 
County. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7410. Hynes v. New Hampshire. Sup. Ct. N. H. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 159 N. H. 187, 978 A. 2d 264. 

No. 09–7412. McGrath v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7413. Lewis v. Burger King. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 470. 

No. 09–7415. Strong v. Pennsylvania. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 961 A. 2d 1284. 

No. 09–7426. Davis v. California Western School of Law 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 
Fed. Appx. 218. 

No. 09–7448. Pena v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7456. Hammond v. Keller, Secretary, North Caro­

lina Department of Correction, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 306 Fed. Appx. 830. 

No. 09–7458. Garnto v. Mekusker et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7468. DeNoma v. Ohio. Ct. App. Ohio, Hamilton 
County. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7469. Cook v. Beard, Secretary, Pennsylvania De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7483. Nowlin v. Hamrick, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7484. Vasquez v. Kirkland, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 1029. 

No. 09–7487. Mendoza v. Steele, Warden. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7488. Avila v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 680, 208 P. 3d 634. 

No. 09–7490. Warfield v. Grams, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 227. 

No. 09–7504. H. R. v. Alameda County Social Services 
Agency. Ct. App. Cal., 1st App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7507. Allison v. Ryan, Director, Arizona De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7508. Backus v. Hartley, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 
336. 

No. 09–7513. Brown v. Florida. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 5th 
Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7520. Barber v. Walker, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7523. Watson v. United States. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7539. Boctor v. Department of Veterans Affairs. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. 
Appx. 625. 

No. 09–7548. Embry v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 187. 
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No. 09–7556. Myrieckes v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7563. Dykes v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 46 Cal. 4th 731, 209 P. 3d 1. 

No. 09–7582. Karr v. Arizona. Ct. App. Ariz. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 221 Ariz. 319, 212 P. 3d 11. 

No. 09–7583. Lindsey v. Georgia. Sup. Ct. Ga. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 285 Ga. 718, 681 S. E. 2d 141. 

No. 09–7586. Watson v. Milyard, Warden, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 
741. 

No. 09–7601. Saybolt v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 195. 

No. 09–7605. Robbins v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7613. Quenga v. Lanier, Warden, et al. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7622. Spears v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 2d Dist. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 19 So. 3d 992. 

No. 09–7626. Smith v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 381. 

No. 09–7627. Ross v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7630. Cedeno-Perez v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 54. 

No. 09–7632. Clinton v. DiGuglielmo, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Graterford. C. A. 3d 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7635. Pena-Hernandez v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 52. 

No. 09–7641. Villafranca-Mendez v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
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January 11, 2010 558 U. S. 

No. 09–7642. Witherspoon v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7645. Lopez-Frausto v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7648. Sosa-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 987. 

No. 09–7650. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 318. 

No. 09–7652. Smith v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 1209. 

No. 09–7656. Carmichael v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 1270. 

No. 09–7662. Works v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 295. 

No. 09–7663. Trenkler v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7664. Tillery v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7668. Chappell v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 728. 

No. 09–7669. Osley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 418. 

No. 09–7671. Ponce-Aldona, aka Ponce-Aldana v. United 
States. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
579 F. 3d 1218. 

No. 09–7675. Smalls v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 505. 

No. 09–7676. Sternberg v. Michigan State University 
et al. Ct. App. Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7679. Armbrister v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 213. 
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No. 09–7680. Brown v. United States District Court for 
the Northern District of Georgia. C. A. 11th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7681. Bridges v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 241. 

No. 09–7682. Aldridge et ux. v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 759. 

No. 09–7684. Davis v. United States et al.; and Davis v. 
Kansas State Board of Indigent Defense Services et al. 
C. A. 10th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7687. Wilk v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 1229. 

No. 09–7689. Nelson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 215. 

No. 09–7691. Leasure v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 370. 

No. 09–7695. Banda v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 311. 

No. 09–7700. Gomez-Garcia v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 349 Fed. Appx. 2. 

No. 09–7703. Gatling v. United States (two judgments). 
Ct. App. D. C. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7704. Flores v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 386. 

No. 09–7705. Heald v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7708. Jimenez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 361. 

No. 09–7709. Mathews v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7710. Keith v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 975. 
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January 11, 2010 558 U. S. 

No. 09–7712. Martin v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 353 Fed. Appx. 140. 

No. 09–7713. Maxwell v. Internal Revenue Service 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7715. Platte v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 387. 

No. 09–7716. Perkins v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 403. 

No. 09–7717. Pursley v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 1204. 

No. 09–7718. Paige v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 804. 

No. 09–7719. Baker v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 194. 

No. 09–7720. Breault v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 358. 

No. 09–7721. Bowie v. Thurmer, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 200. 

No. 09–7723. Puryear v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 291. 

No. 09–7726. Truette v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7727. Truly v. Robert, Warden. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 231. 

No. 09–7738. Muhammad v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 349. 

No. 09–7739. Smith v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 410. 

No. 09–7743. Harrell v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 965. 

No. 09–7744. Mondragon v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7745. Flores-Sotelo v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 404. 

No. 09–7746. Garcia-Aguilar v. United States. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 736. 

No. 09–7747. Garibay v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 91. 

No. 09–7748. Hill v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7750. Murphy v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7751. Padilla v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. Appx. 382. 

No. 09–7752. Lugo v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7755. Smith v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 501. 

No. 09–7756. Mendoza Alcala v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 985. 

No. 09–7762. Martinez-Torres v. United States. C. A. 1st 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7765. James v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 968 A. 2d 523. 

No. 09–7766. Lauderdale v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 657. 

No. 09–7771. Upshaw v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 898. 

No. 09–7772. Warman v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 320. 

No. 09–7775. Chatman v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 658. 

No. 09–7776. Cirilo-Munoz v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 54. 
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No. 09–7779. Lopez-Lopez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 417. 

No. 09–7781. Lopez v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 314. 

No. 09–7782. Wilkins v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 499. 

No. 09–7783. Randle v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7787. Burley v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 854. 

No. 09–7788. Blake v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 331. 

No. 09–7792. Rivera Torres v. United States; and 
No. 09–7834. Rivera Calderon v. United States. C. A. 

1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 78. 

No. 09–7799. Swain v. Bartleson. Sup. Ct. Ohio. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 123 Ohio St. 3d 125, 914 N. E. 
2d 403. 

No. 09–7803. Frank v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 581. 

No. 09–7805. Pakala v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 47. 

No. 09–7806. Miles v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 993. 

No. 09–7807. Orr v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 333 Fed. Appx. 709. 

No. 09–7810. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 134. 

No. 09–7812. Plummer et al. v. United States. C. A. 7th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 484. 

No. 09–7814. McClellon v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 846. 
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No. 09–7827. Brown v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 672. 

No. 09–7828. Brantley v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 762. 

No. 09–7831. Caron v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7832. Evans v. Mitchell, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 234. 

No. 09–7841. Welch v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 195. 

No. 09–7847. Saldana, aka Rivera v. United States. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. 
Appx. 486. 

No. 09–7848. Rodriguez-Laguna v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 381. 

No. 09–7849. Sandoval v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 1254. 

No. 09–7850. Sanchez Salcido, aka Salcido v. United 
States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 
Fed. Appx. 976. 

No. 09–7851. Smith v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 438. 

No. 09–7852. Rene E., a Juvenile v. United States. C. A. 
1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 583 F. 3d 8. 

No. 09–7854. Thielemann v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 265. 

No. 09–7857. Pliego v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 578 F. 3d 938. 

No. 09–7859. Cullison v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 969 A. 2d 895. 

No. 09–7861. Robinson v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 340. 
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No. 09–7864. Pirtle v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 236. 

No. 09–7869. Fountain, aka Matthews v. United States. 
C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7871. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 1271. 

No. 09–7872. Huttinger v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 147. 

No. 09–7875. Flucker v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 474. 

No. 09–7876. Holman v. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7881. McRae v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 301. 

No. 09–7886. Wilson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 747. 

No. 09–7888. Le v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 821. 

No. 09–7889. Juvenile Female v. United States. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 566 F. 3d 943. 

No. 09–7898. Stevens v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 718. 

No. 09–7899. Quintanilla v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7901. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7904. Davis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7906. Ojeda-Estrada v. United States. C. A. 8th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 871. 

No. 09–7907. Estes v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 97. 
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No. 09–7911. Christensen v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 860. 

No. 09–7913. Watford v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7919. Baca-Quiroz v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 362. 

No. 09–7926. Isom v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 580 F. 3d 43. 

No. 09–7930. Olander v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 572 F. 3d 764. 

No. 09–7936. Lea v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 350 Fed. Appx. 754. 

No. 09–7942. Boyce v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 564 F. 3d 911. 

No. 09–7943. Berro v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 98. 

No. 09–7944. Augustine-Neri v. United States. C. A. 4th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 920. 

No. 09–7954. Meza v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 351 Fed. Appx. 396. 

No. 09–7957. Matthews v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 305 Fed. Appx. 106. 

No. 09–7958. Gonzalez v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 701. 

No. 09–7962. Wheeler v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 632. 

No. 09–7965. Johnson v. United States et al. (Reported 
below: 580 F. 3d 666); and Ward et al. v. United States. C. A. 
7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7971. Shaw v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 936. 

No. 09–7972. Stone v. United States. C. A. 1st Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 83. 
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No. 09–7973. Bell v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7974. Allen v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 844. 

No. 09–7975. Rosenbaum v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 585 F. 3d 259. 

No. 09–7980. Taylor v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 558. 

No. 09–7983. Trogdon v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 762. 

No. 09–264. Centauri Shipping Ltd. v. Western Bulk 
Carriers KS et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
petition. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 36. 

No. 09–272. Athens Disposal Co., Inc., dba Athens Serv­

ices v. Franco. Ct. App. Cal., 2d App. Dist. Motion of Pacific 
Legal Foundation et al. for leave to file a brief as amici curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 171 Cal. App. 4th 
1277, 90 Cal. Rptr. 3d 539. 

No. 09–288. Puget Sound Energy, Inc., et al. v. Califor­

nia et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of Law Professors for leave 
to file a brief as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. The 
Chief Justice took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this motion and this petition. Reported below: 499 F. 3d 1016. 

No. 09–335. Astellas Pharma, Inc. v. Lupin Ltd. et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Breyer took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 566 F. 3d 1282. 

No. 09–458. Weinstock v. Walker. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 331 Fed. 
Appx. 101. 

No. 09–471. Falchenberg v. New York State Department 
of Education et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Jus­

tice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 11. 
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No. 09–481. Sheehan v. Jackson et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Mo­
tion of Roger Schlossberg et al. for leave to file a brief as amici 
curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 574 F. 3d 
248. 

No. 09–494. Crawford et al. v. TRW Automotive U. S. 
LLC. C. A. 6th Cir. Motion of Maurice & Jane Sugar Law Cen­
ter for Economic & Social Justice et al. for leave to file a brief 
as amici curiae granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
560 F. 3d 607. 

No. 09–500. De George v. American Airlines, Inc., et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 338 Fed. Appx. 15. 

No. 09–519. Alameida, Warden v. Phelps. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 1120. 

No. 09–560. Carlson, Warden v. Bobadilla. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 785. 

No. 09–589. Nghiem v. Department of Veterans Affairs 
et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor 
took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Re­
ported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 16. 

No. 09–609. Pitcher v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 120. 

No. 09–5852. Nicholas v. Marshall, Superintendent, 
Sing Sing Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 313. 

No. 09–6231. El-Hage, aka Sabbur v. United States. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 552 F. 3d 93, 157, and 177. 

No. 09–7043. Almeyda v. Travis. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this petition. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 585. 
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No. 09–7089. Mabry v. Scribner, Warden, et al. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari before judgment denied. 

No. 09–7153. Smith v. Taylor et al. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consid­
eration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 328 Fed. 
Appx. 739. 

No. 09–7188. Agron v. Columbia University. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the con­
sideration or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–7535. Silva v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in 
the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 
303 Fed. Appx. 22. 

No. 09–7591. Blake v. Potter, Postmaster General. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no 
part in the consideration or decision of this petition. Reported 
below: 330 Fed. Appx. 232. 

No. 09–7702. Giordano v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the 
consideration or decision of this petition. Reported below: 340 
Fed. Appx. 751. 

No. 09–7732. Okupe v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. 

No. 09–7804. Mejia-Zapata, aka Zapata, aka Megia, aka 
Mejia v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this petition. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 292. 

No. 09–7816. Main v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 579 F. 3d 200. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 08–1263. Wong, Warden v. Belmontes, ante, p. 15; 
No. 08–10337. Bisby v. Crites, Assistant Warden, et al., 

ante, p. 990; 
No. 08–10438. Gonzalez v. Smith et al., ante, p. 840; 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 1139 

558 U. S. January 11, 2010 

No. 08–10487. Widner v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, ante, p. 841; 
No. 08–10510. Harper v. Southern Star Concrete, ante, 

p. 842; 
No. 08–10625. GwanJun Kim v. Department of Labor et 

al., ante, p. 1023; 
No. 08–10693. Candia v. United States, ante, p. 848; 
No. 08–10833. Benham v. United States, ante, p. 856; 
No. 08–11142. Burke v. United States, ante, p. 873; 
No. 09–120. T. G. v. Kentucky Cabinet for Health and 

Family Services, ante, p. 878; 
No. 09–202. Ward v. Trans Union, LLC, ante, p. 990; 
No. 09–283. Reeves v. DSI Security Services et al., ante, 

p. 992; 
No. 09–334. Heimermann v. McCaughtry et al., ante, 

p. 992; 
No. 09–407. Abreu-Velez v. Board of Regents of the 

University System of Georgia et al., ante, p. 1025; 
No. 09–413. Husband v. United States, ante, p. 1012; 
No. 09–433. Wills v. Potter, Postmaster General, ante, 

p. 1025; 
No. 09–5023. Maxwell v. Arkansas, ante, p. 883; 
No. 09–5043. Hovind v. United States, ante, p. 992; 
No. 09–5053. Gruff v. Wilson, Warden, et al., ante, p. 884; 
No. 09–5068. Hallford v. California, ante, p. 885; 
No. 09–5089. Gatewood v. Outlaw, Warden, ante, p. 993; 
No. 09–5187. Hoffman v. Lincoln General Insurance 

et al., ante, p. 891; 
No. 09–5293. Letizia v. New York, ante, p. 896; 
No. 09–5306. Lachira v. Sutton, ante, p. 897; 
No. 09–5308. In re Johnson, ante, p. 812; 
No. 09–5346. Potter v. South Coast Plumbing Systems, 

Inc., et al., ante, p. 1026; 
No. 09–5368. Scott v. Hickman, Warden, ante, p. 900; 
No. 09–5475. Cordell v. Sabol, Warden, et al., ante, 

p. 905; 
No. 09–5493. Rogers v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, ante, p. 906; 
No. 09–5545. Gharb v. Unitronics (1989) (R”G) Ltd. et al., 

ante, p. 909; 
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No. 09–5594. Van Myers v. Ennis Independent School 
District, ante, p. 912; 

No. 09–5647. Hughes v. United States, ante, p. 914; 
No. 09–5693. Moore v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al., ante, p. 950; 
No. 09–5701. McFarland v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division, ante, p. 950; 

No. 09–5719. In re Bojonquez, ante, p. 812; 
No. 09–5746. Barbour v. United States, ante, p. 917; 
No. 09–5756. Phillips v. District of Columbia et al., ante, 

p. 952; 
No. 09–5825. Torrence v. Ozmint, Director, South Caro­

lina Department of Corrections, ante, p. 953; 
No. 09–5831. 
No. 09–5843. 
No. 09–5872. 
No. 09–5880. 
No. 09–5925. 

p. 955; 
No. 09–5960. 

ante, p. 971; 
No. 09–5988. 

p. 955; 
No. 09–6010. 
No. 09–6064. 
No. 09–6068. 
No. 09–6124. 
No. 09–6135. 

Jordan v. United States, ante, p. 920;
 
Lyles v. Lemmon et al., ante, p. 953;
 
Peoples v. Williams et al., ante, p. 954;
 
In re Coppage, ante, p. 813;
 
Linton v. Holder, Attorney General, ante,
 

Long et ux. v. Wood Mizer Products Inc.,
 

Warman v. Marberry, Warden, et al., ante,
 

Gurnsey v. California et al., ante, p. 955;
 
Fan v. Roe, ante, p. 973;
 
Cutaia v. Florida, ante, p. 994;
 
Hoffman v. United States, ante, p. 929;
 
Cain v. Johnson, Director, Virginia Depart­

ment of Corrections, ante, p. 995; 
No. 09–6166. Judd v. New Mexico, ante, p. 996; 
No. 09–6270. Davis v. Knowles et al., ante, p. 998; 
No. 09–6282. Derrickson v. District Attorney of Dela­

ware County et al., ante, p. 998; 
No. 09–6328. Yeager v. City of San Diego, California, 

et al., ante, p. 1013; 
No. 09–6414. In re Ramirez, ante, p. 944; 
No. 09–6437. Yoder v. Brewer, Governor of Arizona, 

et al., ante, p. 1000; 
No. 09–6469. Daniel v. Scott et al., ante, p. 1028; 
No. 09–6487. Jones v. United States, ante, p. 963; 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 1141 

558 U. S. January 11, 12, 2010 

No. 09–6512. Smith v. Weber, Warden, ante, p. 1000; 
No. 09–6542. Monacelli v. Lee County Education Assn. 

et al., ante, p. 1030; 
No. 09–6543. Monacelli v. Heartland Educational Con­

sortium et al., ante, p. 1030; 
No. 09–6562. Elizares v. Thomas, Warden, et al., ante, 

p. 1000; 
No. 09–6563. Monacelli v. Heartland Educational Con­

sortium et al., ante, p. 1030; 
No. 09–6572. Wheeler v. Miller, ante, p. 1000; 
No. 09–6584. Bowman v. Colorado, ante, p. 1001; 
No. 09–6601. Trotter v. Gates, Secretary of Defense, 

ante, p. 1001. 
No. 09–6677. In re Warren, ante, p. 968; 
No. 09–6804. Hamani v. United States, ante, p. 1005; 
No. 09–7005. Wise v. Floyd, Judge, United States Dis­

trict Court for the District of South Carolina, et al., 
ante, p. 1033; 

No. 09–7036. Karim-Panahi v. United States, ante, 
p. 1034; and 

No. 09–7137. Nelson v. United States, ante, p. 1037. Peti­
tions for rehearing denied. 

No. 08–11058. Samas v. United States, ante, p. 937;
 
No. 09–312. Greene v. Hanover Direct, Inc., et al., ante,
 

p. 1019; 
No. 09–424. Pannell v. United States, ante, p. 1019; and 
No. 09–5726. Peace v. Astrue, Commissioner of Social Se­

curity, ante, p. 941. Petitions for rehearing denied. Justice 
Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision of 
these petitions. 

No. 08–10112. Curtis v. Oregon, ante, p. 832; and 
No. 09–5922. Curtis v. United States, ante, p. 922. Mo­

tions for leave to file petitions for rehearing denied. 

January 12, 2010 

Miscellaneous Order. (For the Court’s order approving revisions 
to the Rules of this Court, see post, p. 1162.) 

Certiorari Denied 
No. 09–8394 (09A628). Johnson v. Texas. Ct. Crim. App. 

Tex. Application for stay of execution of sentence of death, pre­
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sented to Justice Scalia, and by him referred to the Court, 
denied. Certiorari denied. 

January 13, 2010 

Dismissal Under Rule 46 

No. 09–6679. Hartman v. Strickland, Governor of Ohio, 
et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari dismissed under this Court’s 
Rule 46. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 497. 

January 15, 2010 
Certiorari Granted 

No. 09–337. Krupski v. Costa Crociere S. p. A. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari granted. Petitioner’s brief is to be filed on or 
before Thursday, February 25, 2010. Respondent’s brief is to be 
filed on or before Thursday, March 25, 2010. Reply briefs, if any, 
are to be filed in accordance with this Court’s Rule 25.3. Re­
ported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 892. 

No. 09–448. Hardt v. Reliance Standard Life Insurance 
Co. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari granted. Petitioner’s brief is to 
be filed on or before Thursday, February 25, 2010. Respondent’s 
brief is to be filed on or before Thursday, March 25, 2010. Reply 
briefs, if any, are to be filed in accordance with this Court’s Rule 
25.3. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 332. 

No. 09–475. Monsanto Co. et al. v. Geertson Seed Farms 
et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Petitioners’ brief is 
to be filed on or before Thursday, February 25, 2010. Respond­
ents’ brief is to be filed on or before Thursday, March 25, 2010. 
Reply briefs, if any, are to be filed in accordance with this Court’s 
Rule 25.3. Justice Breyer took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 570 F. 3d 1130. 

No. 09–497. Rent-A-Center, West, Inc. v. Jackson. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Petitioner’s brief is to be filed on 
or before Thursday, February 25, 2010. Respondent’s brief is to 
be filed on or before Thursday, March 25, 2010. Reply briefs, if 
any, are to be filed in accordance with this Court’s Rule 25.3. 
Reported below: 581 F. 3d 912. 

No. 09–559. Doe et al. v. Reed, Secretary of State of 
Washington, et al. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari granted. Peti­
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tioners’ brief is to be filed on or before Thursday, February 25, 
2010. Respondents’ brief is to be filed on or before Thursday, 
March 25, 2010. Reply briefs, if any, are to be filed in accordance 
with this Court’s Rule 25.3. Reported below: 586 F. 3d 671. 

January 19, 2010 
Appeals Dismissed 

No. 09–416. Schwarzenegger, Governor of California, 
et al. v. Plata et al.; and 

No. 09–553. California State Republican Legislator In­

tervenors et al. v. Plata et al. Appeals from D. C. E. D. & 
D. C. N. D. Cal. dismissed for want of jurisdiction. The Court 
takes note that a further order has been entered in these cases, 
but that order is not the subject of these appeals. It is also 
noted that the District Court has stayed its further order pending 
review by this Court. 

Certiorari Granted—Reversed and Remanded. (See No. 09– 
5270, ante, p. 209.) 

Certiorari Granted—Vacated and Remanded. (See also No. 09– 
5731, ante, p. 220.) 

No. 07–1483. Patrick, Warden v. Smith. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re­
manded for further consideration in light of McDaniel v. Brown, 
ante, p. 120 (per curiam). Reported below: 508 F. 3d 1256. 

No. 08–652. Beard, Secretary, Pennsylvania Depart­

ment of Corrections, et al. v. Abu-Jamal. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re­
manded for further consideration in light of Smith v. Spisak, ante, 
p. 139. Reported below: 520 F. 3d 272. 

No. 08–7757. Watts v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur­
ther consideration in light of the position asserted by the Solicitor 
General in her brief for the United States filed on May 8, 2009. 

No. 09–122. Hunter v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur­
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ther consideration in light of the position asserted by the Solicitor 
General in her brief for the United States filed on November 25, 
2009. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 1188. 

No. 09–5370. Vazquez v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re­
manded for further consideration in light of the position asserted 
by the Solicitor General in her brief for the United States filed 
on November 16, 2009. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 1224. 

No. 09–5995. Johnson v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case re­
manded for further consideration in light of Abuelhawa v. United 
States, 556 U. S. 816 (2009). Reported below: 561 F. 3d 864. 

No. 09–7408. Linton v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. 
Certiorari granted, judgment vacated, and case remanded for fur­
ther consideration in light of United States v. Booker, 543 U. S. 
220 (2005). 

Certiorari Dismissed 

No. 09–7452. Slezak v. Glover et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Mo­
tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 326 Fed. Appx. 236. 

No. 09–7461. Ghee v. Target National Bank. Ct. App. Ga. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7498. Hon Lau v. Brown, Attorney General of 
California. C. A. 9th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis denied, and certiorari dismissed. See 
this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7499. Hon Lau v. Adams, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. 

No. 09–7537. Adamson v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Dist. Ct. App. Fla., 1st Dist. Mo­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



ORDERS 1145 

558 U. S. January 19, 2010 

tion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis denied, 
and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. Reported 
below: 15 So. 3d 582. 

No. 09–7599. Bailey v. Wakefield et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied, and certiorari dismissed. See this Court’s Rule 39.8. As 
petitioner has repeatedly abused this Court’s process, the Clerk 
is directed not to accept any further petitions in noncriminal mat­
ters from petitioner unless the docketing fee required by Rule 
38(a) is paid and the petition is submitted in compliance with Rule 
33.1. See Martin v. District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 
U. S. 1 (1992) (per curiam). Justice Stevens dissents. See 
id., at 4, and cases cited therein. 

Miscellaneous Orders 

No. 09A541. Norton v. Fannie Mae. Ct. App. Ga. Applica­
tion for stay, addressed to Justice Sotomayor and referred to 
the Court, denied. 

No. 09M63. Kastner v. Martin & Drought, Inc., fka Mar­

tin, Drought & Torres, Inc., et al.; and 
No. 09M64. Cooley v. St. Bernard Parish Bureau of Pris­

ons et al. Motions to direct the Clerk to file petitions for writs 
of certiorari out of time denied. 

No. 1, Orig. Wisconsin et al. v. Illinois et al.; 
No. 2, Orig. Michigan v. Illinois et al.; and 
No. 3, Orig. New York v. Illinois et al. Motion of Michi­

gan for preliminary injunction denied. [For earlier order herein, 
see, e.  g.,  449 U. S. 48.] 

No. 08–1234. Kiyemba et al. v. Obama, President of the 
United States, et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. [Certiorari granted, 
ante, p. 969.] Motion of petitioners for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis granted. 

No. 09–338. Renico, Warden v. Lett. C. A. 6th Cir. [Cer­
tiorari granted, ante, p. 1047.] Motion of respondent for appoint­
ment of counsel granted. Marla R. McCowan, of Detroit, Mich., 
is appointed to serve as counsel for respondent in this case. 

No. 09–529. Virginia Office of Protection and Advocacy 
v. Reinhard, Commissioner, Virginia Department of Behav­
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ioral Health and Developmental Services, et al. C. A. 
4th Cir. The Solicitor General is invited to file a brief in this 
case expressing the views of the United States. 

No. 09–6554. Plummer v. California. Sup. Ct. Cal. Mo­
tion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1021] denied. 

No. 09–6764. Royse v. Corning Glass Works, Inc. C. A. 
6th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order denying 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1046] denied. 

No. 09–6888. Beaver v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections. Sup. Ct. Fla. Motion of petitioner 
for reconsideration of order denying leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis [ante, p. 1074] denied. 

No. 09–6916. Howard v. Supreme Court of Ohio et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Motion of petitioner for reconsideration of order 
denying leave to proceed in forma pauperis [ante, p. 1087] denied. 

No. 09–7550. Jones v. Liberty Bank & Trust Co. et al. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis denied. Petitioner is allowed until February 9, 2010, 
within which to pay the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) and 
to submit a petition in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of 
this Court. 

No. 09–7565. Corines v. Killian, Warden. C. A. 2d Cir. 
Motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis de­
nied. Petitioner is allowed until February 9, 2010, within which 
to pay the docketing fee required by Rule 38(a) and to submit a 
petition in compliance with Rule 33.1 of the Rules of this Court. 
Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consideration or decision 
of this motion. 

No. 09–8096. In re Walls; 
No. 09–8190. In re Gutierrez; 
No. 09–8237. In re Miller; and 
No. 09–8285. In re Bartoli. Petitions for writs of habeas 

corpus denied. 

No. 09–7455. In re Wilber. Petition for writ of mandamus 
denied. 
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No. 09–7492. In re Thomas. Petition for writ of mandamus 
and/or prohibition denied. 

Certiorari Denied 

No. 08–11060. Ferguson v. West Virginia. Cir. Ct. Ka­
nawha County, W. Va. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–197. Kimco of Evansville, Inc., nka KCH Acquisi­

tion, Inc., et al. v. Indiana. Sup. Ct. Ind. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 902 N. E. 2d 206. 

No. 09–224. Nickels v. Grand Trunk Western Railroad, 
Inc. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 560 
F. 3d 426. 

No. 09–294. Unus et al. v. Kane et al. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 565 F. 3d 103. 

No. 09–302. Masarik v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 567 F. 3d 901. 

No. 09–310. Williams v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 607. 

No. 09–314. City of Virginia Beach, Virginia v. Tanner 
et al. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 277 
Va. 432, 674 S. E. 2d 848. 

No. 09–325. Aronov v. Napolitano, Secretary of Home­

land Security, et al. C. A. 1st Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 562 F. 3d 84. 

No. 09–343. Edison Electric Institute et al. v. Piedmont 
Environmental Council et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 304. 

No. 09–379. Allmond v. Akal Security, Inc., et al. C. A. 
11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 558 F. 3d 1312. 

No. 09–385. Bakery Machinery & Fabrications, Inc. v. 
Traditional Baking, Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 570 F. 3d 845. 

No. 09–395. Ricci, Associate Administrator, New Jersey 
State Prison, et al. v. Kamienski. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 740. 
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No. 09–412. SMC Corp. et al. v. Norgren, Inc., et al. 
C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. 
Appx. 991. 

No. 09–439. QSI Holdings, Inc., et al. v. Alford et al. 
C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 545. 

No. 09–447. Hecker et al. v. Deere & Co. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 575. 

No. 09–518. Bullock v. Klein et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 812. 

No. 09–549. United States et al. v. Smith. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 1090. 

No. 09–550. Fessler et ux. v. Kirk Sauer Community 
Development of Wilkes-Barre et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 174. 

No. 09–555. Ashabranner v. Goodman, Individually and 
as Administratrix of the Estate of Goodman, Deceased; 
and 

No. 09–574. Goodman, Individually and as Administra­

trix of the Estate of Goodman, Deceased v. Harris 
County, Texas, et al. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 571 F. 3d 388. 

No. 09–556. Schreiner v. Ewing et al. Ct. App. Wash. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 147 Wash. App. 1026. 

No. 09–558. Ratcliff v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 9th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–561. Parkhurst et ux., Individually and as 
Guardians and Next Friends of H. P. v. Tabor et al. C. A. 
8th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 861. 

No. 09–565. Bason v. Yukins, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 328 Fed. Appx. 323. 

No. 09–568. Maremont Corp. v. St. John, Individually and 
as Administratrix ad Prosequendum of the Estate of 
St. John. C. A. 3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–575. English-Speaking Union v. Johnson et al. 
C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 321 Fed. 
Appx. 4. 
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No. 09–577. Hale et al. v. Bexar County, Texas. C. A. 
5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 921. 

No. 09–585. Harvest Institute Freedman Federation 
et al. v. United States. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 324 Fed. Appx. 923. 

No. 09–586. O’Callaghan et al. v. Temporary Guardian­

ship of Moulton. Ct. App. Ind. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 903 N. E. 2d 1070. 

No. 09–588. Golden v. Housman, Trustee, et al. Sup. Jud. 
Ct. Me. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–595. Ciptanagara v. Holder, Attorney General. 
C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. 
Appx. 840. 

No. 09–598. MacDermid, Individually and as Administra­

tor of the Estate of MacDermid v. Discover Financial 
Services, dba Discover Charge Card. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 138. 

No. 09–603. County of Delaware, Pennsylvania, et al. 
v. Federal Aviation Administration et al.; and 

No. 09–607. County of Rockland, New York, et al. v. 
Federal Aviation Administration et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 52. 

No. 09–618. Jiminez v. Vaughan, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 890. 

No. 09–633. Cimini v. Smith et al. App. Ct. Mass. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 74 Mass. App. 1122, 909 N. E. 
2d 60. 

No. 09–635. Shinnecock Smoke Shop v. Kappos, Director, 
Patent and Trademark Office. C. A. Fed. Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 1171. 

No. 09–646. Carnival Corp., dba Carnival Cruise Lines, 
Inc. v. Thomas. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported 
below: 573 F. 3d 1113. 

No. 09–649. Konop v. Hawaiian Airlines, Inc. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 705. 
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No. 09–651. Hirmer et vir v. United States. C. A. 11th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–653. Gearing v. California. App. Div., Super. Ct. 
Cal., County of Los Angeles. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–655. Wade v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 375. 

No. 09–691. Epis v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 409. 

No. 09–692. Olis v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–5202. Booker v. Mississippi. Sup. Ct. Miss. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 5 So. 3d 356. 

No. 09–5455. Giles v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 560 F. 3d 754. 

No. 09–6167. Patterson v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 561 F. 3d 1170. 

No. 09–6179. Aguilera-Meza v. United States. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 825. 

No. 09–6245. Hargrove v. Walker, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 708. 

No. 09–6441. Glover v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 335 Fed. Appx. 35. 

No. 09–6457. Molina-Gazca, aka Martinez v. United 
States. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
571 F. 3d 470. 

No. 09–6504. Thompson v. Williams et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 320 Fed. Appx. 678. 

No. 09–6577. Mitchell v. O’Brien. Sup. Ct. Va. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–6605. Berry v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 707. 

No. 09–6650. Pendleton v. Ballard, Warden. Cir. Ct. 
Berkeley County, W. Va. Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–6792. Kern v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 296. 

No. 09–6835. Van Hoosen v. Kramer, Warden. C. A. 9th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 319 Fed. Appx. 590. 

No. 09–6846. White v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 571 F. 3d 365. 

No. 09–6983. Owen v. McNeil, Secretary, Florida De­

partment of Corrections, et al. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 894. 

No. 09–6985. Rucker v. Illinois Department of Children 
and Family Services. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Re­
ported below: 326 Fed. Appx. 397. 

No. 09–7156. Cornwell v. Bobby, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 559 F. 3d 398. 

No. 09–7168. Wadford v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 198. 

No. 09–7326. Isa v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7424. Ray v. Federal Insurance Co. et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 105. 

No. 09–7435. Haywood v. Bedatsky et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 621. 

No. 09–7442. Jackson v. Florida. Sup. Ct. Fla. Certiorari 
denied. Reported below: 18 So. 3d 1016. 

No. 09–7443. Hale v. Tennis, Superintendent, State Cor­

rectional Institution at Rockview, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7444. Thomas v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7453. Sairras v. Schleffer et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 331 Fed. Appx. 698. 

No. 09–7457. Fuller v. Bergh, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7460. Hooks v. Bruton et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 316 Fed. Appx. 241. 

No. 09–7466. Cordova et al. v. Aragon et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 1183. 

No. 09–7471. Chavez v. Swarthout, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 341. 

No. 09–7476. Murray v. Milwaukee County, Wisconsin, 
et al. C. A. 7th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 341 
Fed. Appx. 213. 

No. 09–7478. Johnson v. Kelly, Superintendent, Missis­

sippi State Penitentiary. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7479. Ketchum v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7481. Wilson v. Haws, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7496. Loggins v. Cline, Warden, et al. C. A. 10th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 317 Fed. Appx. 832. 

No. 09–7497. Kares v. Eniex et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7501. Rutledge v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
344 Fed. Appx. 924. 

No. 09–7503. Straw v. Klopotoski, Superintendent, State 
Correctional Institution at Dallas, et al. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7506. Brown v. Kelley et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7510. Jenner et al. v. Zavares, Executive Direc­

tor, Colorado Department of Corrections, et al. C. A. 
10th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 339 Fed. Appx. 
879. 
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No. 09–7512. Bedford v. Webb, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7517. Perez v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 13th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7524. Reese v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 10th Dist. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7525. Waldie v. California. Ct. App. Cal., 4th App. 
Dist., Div. 2. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 173 Cal. App. 
4th 358, 92 Cal. Rptr. 3d 688. 

No. 09–7526. Trump v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7528. Villarreal v. Smith, Warden. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7534. Victoria v. Conway, Superintendent, Attica 
Correctional Facility. C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7538. Bronson v. Kelchner, Superintendent, 
State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill, et al. C. A. 
3d Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7540. Ivanova, aka Ivanova-Warner v. Michigan. 
Cir. Ct. Kent County, Mich. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7542. Gruber v. Buescher, Secretary of State of 
Colorado, et al. Sup. Ct. Colo. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7557. Perry v. Virginia. Sup. Ct. Va. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7566. Erickson v. Massachusetts. App. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 74 Mass. App. 172, 905 
N. E. 2d 127. 

No. 09–7569. Felix v. Holder, Attorney General. C. A. 
4th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 440. 

No. 09–7570. Major-Davis v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 
342 Fed. Appx. 952. 
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No. 09–7571. Cleveland v. Abernathy, Mayor, Clemson, 
South Carolina, et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 330 Fed. Appx. 39. 

No. 09–7575. Davis v. Eitel et al. Sup. Ct. Nev. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7587. Vinnie v. Massachusetts. Sup. Jud. Ct. Mass. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 454 Mass. 1016, 910 N. E. 
2d 364. 

No. 09–7593. Anthony v. Third Circuit Court of Michi­

gan et al. C. A. 6th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7597. Mason v. Illinois. App. Ct. Ill., 1st Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 388 Ill. App. 3d 1138, 982 N. E. 
2d 287. 

No. 09–7600. Barnes v. Thaler, Director, Texas De­

partment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions 
Division. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7606. Travaline v. Travaline. Super. Ct. Pa. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7609. Moore v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion. C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7610. Dillehay v. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development et al. C. A. 8th Cir. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 334 Fed. Appx. 53. 

No. 09–7611. Diaz v. Texas. Ct. App. Tex., 7th Dist. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–7612. Dupont v. Gerry, Warden. C. A. 1st Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7616. Johnson v. Cate, Secretary, California De­

partment of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al. C. A. 
9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7617. Matylinsky v. Budge, Warden. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 577 F. 3d 1083 and 344 
Fed. Appx. 311. 
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No. 09–7619. Van Swait v. Evans, Warden (four judgments). 
C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7625. Singleton v. Johnson et al. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 323 Fed. Appx. 783. 

No. 09–7651. Nall v. McCall, Warden. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. Appx. 101. 

No. 09–7655. Evans v. Mercy Medical Center. Ct. App. 
Cal., 5th App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7694. Charles v. Michigan. Ct. App. Mich. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7696. Saquic-Sacche v. Holder, Attorney Gen­

eral. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7701. Golden v. Hubbell Inc. et al. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 226. 

No. 09–7761. Laskey v. Vision Infosoft. Ct. App. Cal., 1st 
App. Dist. Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–7790. White v. Florida Department of Highway 
Safety and Motor Vehicles. C. A. 11th Cir. Certiorari de­
nied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 532. 

No. 09–7830. Watts v. Wilson et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Certio­
rari denied. 

No. 09–7866. Restituto Embuscado v. DC Comics et al. 
C. A. 2d Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. 
Appx. 700. 

No. 09–7873. Foster v. Alabama. Ct. Crim. App. Ala. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 57 So. 3d 207. 

No. 09–7893. Johnson v. Cook Inc. C. A. 7th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 327 Fed. Appx. 661. 

No. 09–7921. Blount v. Hardy, Correctional Administra­

tor, Nash Correctional Institution. C. A. 4th Cir. Certio­
rari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 271. 

No. 09–7985. Cresswell v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 
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No. 09–7987. Fischer v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 521. 

No. 09–7988. Goodman v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 993. 

No. 09–7989. Garba v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 307 Fed. Appx. 698. 

No. 09–7994. Jackson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 472. 

No. 09–7996. McMillan v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 346 Fed. Appx. 945. 

No. 09–7997. Hamdy v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 325 Fed. Appx. 28. 

No. 09–7999. Vinson v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 882. 

No. 09–8004. Reed v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 338 Fed. Appx. 851. 

No. 09–8008. Wingo v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 341 Fed. Appx. 132. 

No. 09–8009. Singletary v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 345 Fed. Appx. 466. 

No. 09–8010. Roach v. United States. C. A. 10th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 582 F. 3d 1192. 

No. 09–8013. Bride v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 581 F. 3d 888. 

No. 09–8016. Summage v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 575 F. 3d 864. 

No. 09–8017. Roberson v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 961 A. 2d 1092. 

No. 09–8025. Cardona v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8027. Brewer v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 947. 
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No. 09–8028. Adams v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 336. 

No. 09–8030. Akel v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 337 Fed. Appx. 843. 

No. 09–8032. Eberhardt v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8033. Fowler v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 336 Fed. Appx. 561. 

No. 09–8035. Falls v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. 

No. 09–8036. Glawson v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 322 Fed. Appx. 957. 

No. 09–8038. Humphrey v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8040. Hayes v. United States. C. A. 8th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 680. 

No. 09–8045. Gravely v. United States. C. A. 3d Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 340 Fed. Appx. 67. 

No. 09–8047. Hobereck v. United States. C. A. 4th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 347 Fed. Appx. 887. 

No. 09–8051. Colin-Lujan v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 348 Fed. Appx. 913. 

No. 09–8054. Mejia-Rios, aka Mejio-Rios v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 332 Fed. 
Appx. 972. 

No. 09–8056. Ortega v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 539. 

No. 09–8058. Register v. United States. C. A. 11th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. 

No. 09–8060. Walters v. United States. C. A. 5th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. Appx. 969. 
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January 19, 2010 558 U. S. 

No. 09–8062. Cruz, aka Galindo-Cruz v. United States. 
C. A. 5th Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 343 Fed. 
Appx. 971. 

No. 09–8063. Cardoza-Puente v. United States. C. A. 5th 
Cir. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 95. 

No. 09–8064. Garcia v. United States. C. A. 9th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 344 Fed. Appx. 441. 

No. 09–8071. Herrod v. United States. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 342 Fed. Appx. 180. 

No. 09–8073. Simpkins v. United States. Ct. App. D. C. 
Certiorari denied. Reported below: 966 A. 2d 398. 

No. 09–8075. Hecke v. United States. C. A. 7th Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 329 Fed. Appx. 676. 

No. 08–1401. Metrish, Warden v. Newman. C. A. 6th Cir. 
Motion of respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 543 F. 3d 793. 

No. 09–315. Busch v. Marple Newton School District 
et al. C. A. 3d Cir. Motion of Indian River School District for 
leave to file a brief as amicus curiae granted. Certiorari denied. 
Reported below: 567 F. 3d 89. 

No. 09–333. Garcia et al. v. Vilsack, Secretary of Agri­

culture. C. A. D. C. Cir. Certiorari denied. The Chief Jus­

tice took no part in the consideration or decision of this petition. 
Reported below: 563 F. 3d 519. 

No. 09–359. Maldonado v. Iwasaki, Director, California 
Department of Transportation. C. A. 9th Cir. Certiorari 
denied. Justice Breyer took no part in the consideration or 
decision of this petition. Reported below: 556 F. 3d 1037. 

No. 09–430. Wahi v. Charleston Area Medical Center 
et al. C. A. 4th Cir. Motion of Association of American Physi­
cians and Surgeons, Inc., for leave to file a brief as amicus curiae 
granted. Certiorari denied. Reported below: 562 F. 3d 599. 

No. 09–484. O’Brien, Superintendent, Old Colony Cor­

rectional Center v. O’Laughlin. C. A. 1st Cir. Motion of 
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respondent for leave to proceed in forma pauperis granted. Cer­
tiorari denied. Reported below: 568 F. 3d 287. 

No. 09–567. Van De Berg v. Social Security Administra­

tion et al. C. A. D. C. Cir. Motion of petitioner to defer con­
sideration of petition for writ of certioriari denied. Certiorari 
denied. 

No. 09–7516. Leight v. United States. C. A. 2d Cir. Cer­
tiorari denied. Justice Sotomayor took no part in the consider­
ation or decision of this petition. Reported below: 569 F. 3d 47 
and 331 Fed. Appx. 850. 

Rehearing Denied 

No. 08–10000. Huff v. Kentucky Retirement Systems, 
ante, p. 831; 

No. 08–10781. Andrade Calles v. Uribe, Warden, ante, 
p. 853; 

No. 09–5031. Langon v. Florida, ante, p. 883; 
No. 09–5176. Gordon v. Supreme Court of Texas et al., 

ante, p. 890; 
No. 09–6411. Whirty v. Thaler, Director, Texas Depart­

ment of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Divi­

sion, ante, p. 1027; 
No. 09–6413. Roth v. Pennsylvania, ante, p. 1027; 
No. 09–6546. Miller v. Friel, Warden, ante, p. 1030; 
No. 09–6569. Burroughs, By and Through Her Next 

Friend Burroughs v. Broadspire, fka Kemper Insurance 
Co., ante, p. 1031; 

No. 09–6637. Cummings v. Moore et al., ante, p. 1015; 
No. 09–6777. Herbert v. United States et al., ante, 

p. 1015; 
No. 09–6980. In re Lester, ante, p. 988; 
No. 09–6999. Jones v. Platteview Apartments et al., 

ante, p. 1033; 
No. 09–7006. In re Minneman, ante, p. 1023; 
No. 09–7015. Sanches Montes v. United States, ante, 

p. 1033; and 
No. 09–7348. Beverly v. United States, ante, p. 1063. Peti­

tions for rehearing denied. 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE
 
UNITED STATES
 

ADOPTED JANUARY 12, 2010 

EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 16, 2010 

The following are the Rules of the Supreme Court of the United States 
as revised on January 12, 2010. See post, p. 1162. The amended Rules 
became effective February 16, 2010, as provided in Rule 48, post, p. 1223. 

For previous revisions of the Rules of the Supreme Court see 346 U. S. 
949, 388 U. S. 931, 398 U. S. 1013, 445 U. S. 985, 493 U. S. 1099, 515 U. S. 
1197, 519 U. S. 1161, 525 U. S. 1191, 537 U. S. 1249, 544 U. S. 1073, and 551 
U. S. 1195. 
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ORDER ADOPTING REVISED RULES
 
OF THE SUPREME COURT OF
 

THE UNITED STATES
 

Tuesday, January 12, 2010 

IT IS ORDERED that the revised Rules of this Court, 
approved by the Court and lodged with the Clerk, shall be 
effective February 16, 2010, and be printed as an appendix 
to the United States Reports. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Rules promulgated 
October 1, 2007, see 551 U. S. 1195, shall be rescinded as of 
February 15, 2010, and that the revised Rules shall govern 
all proceedings in cases commenced after that date and, to 
the extent feasible and just, cases then pending. 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE
 
UNITED STATES
 

Adopted January 12, 2010—Effective February 16, 2010 

PART I. THE COURT 

Rule 1. Clerk 
1. The Clerk receives documents for filing with the Court 

and has authority to reject any submitted filing that does 
not comply with these Rules. 

2. The Clerk maintains the Court’s records and will not 
permit any of them to be removed from the Court building 
except as authorized by the Court. Any document filed 
with the Clerk and made a part of the Court’s records may 
not thereafter be withdrawn from the official Court files. 
After the conclusion of proceedings in this Court, original 
records and documents transmitted to this Court by any 
other court will be returned to the court from which they 
were received. 

3. Unless the Court or the Chief Justice orders otherwise, 
the Clerk’s office is open from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, except on federal legal holidays listed in 5 
U. S. C. § 6103. 

Rule 2. Library 
1. The Court’s library is available for use by appropriate 

personnel of this Court, members of the Bar of this Court, 
Members of Congress and their legal staffs, and attorneys 
for the United States and for federal departments and 
agencies. 

2. The library’s hours are governed by regulations made 
by the Librarian with the approval of the Chief Justice or 
the Court. 
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1166 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

3. Library books may not be removed from the Court 
building, except by a Justice or a member of a Justice’s staff. 

Rule 3. Term 
The Court holds a continuous annual Term commencing on 

the first Monday in October and ending on the day before 
the first Monday in October of the following year. See 28 
U. S. C. § 2. At the end of each Term, all cases pending on 
the docket are continued to the next Term. 

Rule 4. Sessions and Quorum 
1. Open sessions of the Court are held beginning at 10 a.m. 

on the first Monday in October of each year, and thereafter 
as announced by the Court. Unless it orders otherwise, the 
Court sits to hear arguments from 10 a.m. until noon and 
from 1 p.m. until 3 p.m. 

2. Six Members of the Court constitute a quorum. See 28 
U. S. C. § 1. In the absence of a quorum on any day ap­
pointed for holding a session of the Court, the Justices at­
tending—or if no Justice is present, the Clerk or a Deputy 
Clerk—may announce that the Court will not meet until 
there is a quorum. 

3. When appropriate, the Court will direct the Clerk or 
the Marshal to announce recesses. 

PART II. ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS 

Rule 5. Admission to the Bar 
1. To qualify for admission to the Bar of this Court, an 

applicant must have been admitted to practice in the highest 
court of a State, Commonwealth, Territory or Possession, or 
the District of Columbia for a period of at least three years 
immediately before the date of application; must not have 
been the subject of any adverse disciplinary action pro­
nounced or in effect during that 3-year period; and must ap­
pear to the Court to be of good moral and professional 
character. 

2. Each applicant shall file with the Clerk (1) a certificate 
from the presiding judge, clerk, or other authorized official 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1167 

of that court evidencing the applicant’s admission to practice 
there and the applicant’s current good standing, and (2) a 
completely executed copy of the form approved by this Court 
and furnished by the Clerk containing (a) the applicant’s per­
sonal statement, and (b) the statement of two sponsors en­
dorsing the correctness of the applicant’s statement, stating 
that the applicant possesses all the qualifications required 
for admission, and affirming that the applicant is of good 
moral and professional character. Both sponsors must be 
members of the Bar of this Court who personally know, but 
are not related to, the applicant. 

3. If the documents submitted demonstrate that the appli­
cant possesses the necessary qualifications, and if the appli­
cant has signed the oath or affirmation and paid the required 
fee, the Clerk will notify the applicant of acceptance by the 
Court as a member of the Bar and issue a certificate of ad­
mission. An applicant who so wishes may be admitted in 
open court on oral motion by a member of the Bar of this 
Court, provided that all other requirements for admission 
have been satisfied. 

4. Each applicant shall sign the following oath or affirma­
tion: I, ..............., do solemnly swear (or affirm) that as an 
attorney and as a counselor of this Court, I will conduct my­
self uprightly and according to law, and that I will support 
the Constitution of the United States. 

5. The fee for admission to the Bar and a certificate bear­
ing the seal of the Court is $200, payable to the United States 
Supreme Court. The Marshal will deposit such fees in a 
separate fund to be disbursed by the Marshal at the direction 
of the Chief Justice for the costs of admissions, for the benefit 
of the Court and its Bar, and for related purposes. 

6. The fee for a duplicate certificate of admission to the 
Bar bearing the seal of the Court is $15, and the fee for a 
certificate of good standing is $10, payable to the United 
States Supreme Court. The proceeds will be maintained by 
the Marshal as provided in paragraph 5 of this Rule. 
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1168 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

Rule 6. Argument Pro Hac Vice 

1. An attorney not admitted to practice in the highest 
court of a State, Commonwealth, Territory or Possession, or 
the District of Columbia for the requisite three years, but 
otherwise eligible for admission to practice in this Court 
under Rule 5.1, may be permitted to argue pro hac vice. 

2. An attorney qualified to practice in the courts of a for­
eign state may be permitted to argue pro hac vice. 

3. Oral argument pro hac vice is allowed only on motion 
of the counsel of record for the party on whose behalf leave 
is requested. The motion shall state concisely the qualifica­
tions of the attorney who is to argue pro hac vice. It shall 
be filed with the Clerk, in the form required by Rule 21, no 
later than the date on which the respondent’s or appellee’s 
brief on the merits is due to be filed, and it shall be accompa­
nied by proof of service as required by Rule 29. 

Rule 7. Prohibition Against Practice 

No employee of this Court shall practice as an attorney or 
counselor in any court or before any agency of government 
while employed by the Court; nor shall any person after 
leaving such employment participate in any professional ca­
pacity in any case pending before this Court or in any case 
being considered for filing in this Court, until two years have 
elapsed after separation; nor shall a former employee ever 
participate in any professional capacity in any case that was 
pending in this Court during the employee’s tenure. 

Rule 8. Disbarment and Disciplinary Action 

1. Whenever a member of the Bar of this Court has been 
disbarred or suspended from practice in any court of record, 
or has engaged in conduct unbecoming a member of the Bar 
of this Court, the Court will enter an order suspending that 
member from practice before this Court and affording the 
member an opportunity to show cause, within 40 days, why 
a disbarment order should not be entered. Upon response, 
or if no response is timely filed, the Court will enter an ap­
propriate order. 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1169 

2. After reasonable notice and an opportunity to show 
cause why disciplinary action should not be taken, and after 
a hearing if material facts are in dispute, the Court may take 
any appropriate disciplinary action against any attorney who 
is admitted to practice before it for conduct unbecoming a 
member of the Bar or for failure to comply with these Rules 
or any Rule or order of the Court. 

Rule 9. Appearance of Counsel 
1. An attorney seeking to file a document in this Court in 

a representative capacity must first be admitted to practice 
before this Court as provided in Rule 5, except that admis­
sion to the Bar of this Court is not required for an attorney 
appointed under the Criminal Justice Act of 1964, see 18 
U. S. C. § 3006A(d)(6), or under any other applicable federal 
statute. The attorney whose name, address, and telephone 
number appear on the cover of a document presented for 
filing is considered counsel of record, and a separate notice 
of appearance need not be filed. If the name of more than 
one attorney is shown on the cover of the document, the at­
torney who is counsel of record shall be clearly identified. 
See Rule 34.1(f). 

2. An attorney representing a party who will not be filing 
a document shall enter a separate notice of appearance as 
counsel of record indicating the name of the party repre­
sented. A separate notice of appearance shall also be en­
tered whenever an attorney is substituted as counsel of rec­
ord in a particular case. 

PART III. JURISDICTION ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

Rule 10.	 Considerations Governing Review on 
Certiorari 

Review on a writ of certiorari is not a matter of right, but 
of judicial discretion. A petition for a writ of certiorari will 
be granted only for compelling reasons. The following, al­
though neither controlling nor fully measuring the Court’s 
discretion, indicate the character of the reasons the Court 
considers: 
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1170 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

(a) a United States court of appeals has entered a de­
cision in conflict with the decision of another United 
States court of appeals on the same important matter; 
has decided an important federal question in a way that 
conflicts with a decision by a state court of last resort; 
or has so far departed from the accepted and usual 
course of judicial proceedings, or sanctioned such a de­
parture by a lower court, as to call for an exercise of 
this Court’s supervisory power; 

(b) a state court of last resort has decided an impor­
tant federal question in a way that conflicts with the 
decision of another state court of last resort or of a 
United States court of appeals; 

(c) a state court or a United States court of appeals 
has decided an important question of federal law that 
has not been, but should be, settled by this Court, or 
has decided an important federal question in a way that 
conflicts with relevant decisions of this Court. 

A petition for a writ of certiorari is rarely granted when the 
asserted error consists of erroneous factual findings or the 
misapplication of a properly stated rule of law. 

Rule 11.	 Certiorari to a United States Court of Appeals 
Before Judgment 

A petition for a writ of certiorari to review a case pending 
in a United States court of appeals, before judgment is en­
tered in that court, will be granted only upon a showing that 
the case is of such imperative public importance as to jus­
tify deviation from normal appellate practice and to require 
immediate determination in this Court. See 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2101(e). 

Rule 12.	 Review on Certiorari: How Sought; Parties 

1. Except as provided in paragraph 2 of this Rule, the peti­
tioner shall file 40 copies of a petition for a writ of certiorari, 
prepared as required by Rule 33.1, and shall pay the Rule 
38(a) docket fee. 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1171 

2. A petitioner proceeding in forma pauperis under Rule 
39 shall file an original and 10 copies of a petition for a writ 
of certiorari prepared as required by Rule 33.2, together 
with an original and 10 copies of the motion for leave to 
proceed in forma pauperis. A copy of the motion shall pre­
cede and be attached to each copy of the petition. An in­
mate confined in an institution, if proceeding in forma pau­
peris and not represented by counsel, need file only an 
original petition and motion. 

3. Whether prepared under Rule 33.1 or Rule 33.2, the 
petition shall comply in all respects with Rule 14 and shall 
be submitted with proof of service as required by Rule 29. 
The case then will be placed on the docket. It is the peti­
tioner’s duty to notify all respondents promptly, on a form 
supplied by the Clerk, of the date of filing, the date the case 
was placed on the docket, and the docket number of the case. 
The notice shall be served as required by Rule 29. 

4. Parties interested jointly, severally, or otherwise in a 
judgment may petition separately for a writ of certiorari; or 
any two or more may join in a petition. A party not shown 
on the petition as joined therein at the time the petition is 
filed may not later join in that petition. When two or more 
judgments are sought to be reviewed on a writ of certiorari 
to the same court and involve identical or closely related 
questions, a single petition for a writ of certiorari covering 
all the judgments suffices. A petition for a writ of certiorari 
may not be joined with any other pleading, except that any 
motion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis shall be 
attached. 

5. No more than 30 days after a case has been placed on 
the docket, a respondent seeking to file a conditional cross-
petition (i. e., a cross-petition that otherwise would be un­
timely) shall file, with proof of service as required by Rule 
29, 40 copies of the cross-petition prepared as required by 
Rule 33.1, except that a cross-petitioner proceeding in forma 
pauperis under Rule 39 shall comply with Rule 12.2. The 
cross-petition shall comply in all respects with this Rule and 
Rule 14, except that material already reproduced in the ap­
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1172 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

pendix to the opening petition need not be reproduced again. 
A cross-petitioning respondent shall pay the Rule 38(a) 
docket fee or submit a motion for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis. The cover of the cross-petition shall indicate 
clearly that it is a conditional cross-petition. The cross-
petition then will be placed on the docket, subject to the 
provisions of Rule 13.4. It is the cross-petitioner’s duty to 
notify all cross-respondents promptly, on a form supplied by 
the Clerk, of the date of filing, the date the cross-petition 
was placed on the docket, and the docket number of the 
cross-petition. The notice shall be served as required by 
Rule 29. A cross-petition for a writ of certiorari may not 
be joined with any other pleading, except that any motion 
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis shall be attached. 
The time to file a conditional cross-petition will not be 
extended. 

6. All parties to the proceeding in the court whose judg­
ment is sought to be reviewed are deemed parties entitled 
to file documents in this Court, unless the petitioner notifies 
the Clerk of this Court in writing of the petitioner’s belief 
that one or more of the parties below have no interest in the 
outcome of the petition. A copy of such notice shall be 
served as required by Rule 29 on all parties to the proceed­
ing below. A party noted as no longer interested may re­
main a party by notifying the Clerk promptly, with service 
on the other parties, of an intention to remain a party. All 
parties other than the petitioner are considered respondents, 
but any respondent who supports the position of a petitioner 
shall meet the petitioner’s time schedule for filing docu­
ments, except that a response supporting the petition shall 
be filed within 20 days after the case is placed on the docket, 
and that time will not be extended. Parties who file no doc­
ument will not qualify for any relief from this Court. 

7. The clerk of the court having possession of the record 
shall keep it until notified by the Clerk of this Court to cer­
tify and transmit it. In any document filed with this Court, 
a party may cite or quote from the record, even if it has 
not been transmitted to this Court. When requested by the 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1173 

Clerk of this Court to certify and transmit the record, or any 
part of it, the clerk of the court having possession of the 
record shall number the documents to be certified and shall 
transmit therewith a numbered list specifically identifying 
each document transmitted. If the record, or stipulated por­
tions, have been printed for the use of the court below, that 
printed record, plus the proceedings in the court below, may 
be certified as the record unless one of the parties or the 
Clerk of this Court requests otherwise. The record may 
consist of certified copies, but if the lower court is of the 
view that original documents of any kind should be seen by 
this Court, that court may provide by order for the trans­
port, safekeeping, and return of such originals. 

Rule 13. Review on Certiorari: Time for Petitioning 

1. Unless otherwise provided by law, a petition for a writ 
of certiorari to review a judgment in any case, civil or crimi­
nal, entered by a state court of last resort or a United States 
court of appeals (including the United States Court of Ap­
peals for the Armed Forces) is timely when it is filed with 
the Clerk of this Court within 90 days after entry of the 
judgment. A petition for a writ of certiorari seeking review 
of a judgment of a lower state court that is subject to discre­
tionary review by the state court of last resort is timely 
when it is filed with the Clerk within 90 days after entry of 
the order denying discretionary review. 

2. The Clerk will not file any petition for a writ of cer­
tiorari that is jurisdictionally out of time. See, e. g., 28  
U. S. C. § 2101(c). 

3. The time to file a petition for a writ of certiorari runs 
from the date of entry of the judgment or order sought to be 
reviewed, and not from the issuance date of the mandate (or 
its equivalent under local practice). But if a petition for re­
hearing is timely filed in the lower court by any party, or if 
the lower court appropriately entertains an untimely peti­
tion for rehearing or sua sponte considers rehearing, the 
time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari for all parties 
(whether or not they requested rehearing or joined in the 
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1174 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

petition for rehearing) runs from the date of the denial of 
rehearing or, if rehearing is granted, the subsequent entry 
of judgment. 

4. A cross-petition for a writ of certiorari is timely when 
it is filed with the Clerk as provided in paragraphs 1, 3, and 
5 of this Rule, or in Rule 12.5. However, a conditional 
cross-petition (which except for Rule 12.5 would be untimely) 
will not be granted unless another party’s timely petition for 
a writ of certiorari is granted. 

5. For good cause, a Justice may extend the time to file a 
petition for a writ of certiorari for a period not exceeding 60 
days. An application to extend the time to file shall set out 
the basis for jurisdiction in this Court, identify the judgment 
sought to be reviewed, include a copy of the opinion and any 
order respecting rehearing, and set out specific reasons why 
an extension of time is justified. The application must be 
filed with the Clerk at least 10 days before the date the peti­
tion is due, except in extraordinary circumstances. For the 
time and manner of presenting the application, see Rules 21, 
22, 30, and 33.2. An application to extend the time to file a 
petition for a writ of certiorari is not favored. 

Rule 14. Content of a Petition for a Writ of Certiorari 

1. A petition for a writ of certiorari shall contain, in the 
order indicated: 

(a) The questions presented for review, expressed con­
cisely in relation to the circumstances of the case, without 
unnecessary detail. The questions should be short and 
should not be argumentative or repetitive. If the petitioner 
or respondent is under a death sentence that may be affected 
by the disposition of the petition, the notation “capital case” 
shall precede the questions presented. The questions shall 
be set out on the first page following the cover, and no other 
information may appear on that page. The statement of any 
question presented is deemed to comprise every subsidiary 
question fairly included therein. Only the questions set out 
in the petition, or fairly included therein, will be considered 
by the Court. 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1175 

(b) A list of all parties to the proceeding in the court 
whose judgment is sought to be reviewed (unless the caption 
of the case contains the names of all the parties), and a corpo­
rate disclosure statement as required by Rule 29.6. 

(c) If the petition exceeds five pages or 1,500 words, a 
table of contents and a table of cited authorities. The table 
of contents shall include the items contained in the appendix. 

(d) Citations of the official and unofficial reports of the 
opinions and orders entered in the case by courts or adminis­
trative agencies. 

(e) A concise statement of the basis for jurisdiction in this 
Court, showing: 

(i) the date the judgment or order sought to be re­
viewed was entered (and, if applicable, a statement that 
the petition is filed under this Court’s Rule 11); 

(ii) the date of any order respecting rehearing, and 
the date and terms of any order granting an extension 
of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari; 

(iii) express reliance on Rule 12.5, when a cross-
petition for a writ of certiorari is filed under that Rule, 
and the date of docketing of the petition for a writ of 
certiorari in connection with which the cross-petition is 
filed; 

(iv) the statutory provision believed to confer on this 
Court jurisdiction to review on a writ of certiorari the 
judgment or order in question; and 

(v) if applicable, a statement that the notifications re­
quired by Rule 29.4(b) or (c) have been made. 

(f) The constitutional provisions, treaties, statutes, ordi­
nances, and regulations involved in the case, set out verba­
tim with appropriate citation. If the provisions involved are 
lengthy, their citation alone suffices at this point, and their 
pertinent text shall be set out in the appendix referred to in 
subparagraph 1(i). 

(g) A concise statement of the case setting out the facts 
material to consideration of the questions presented, and also 
containing the following: 
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1176 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

(i) If review of a state-court judgment is sought, spec­
ification of the stage in the proceedings, both in the 
court of first instance and in the appellate courts, when 
the federal questions sought to be reviewed were raised; 
the method or manner of raising them and the way in 
which they were passed on by those courts; and perti­
nent quotations of specific portions of the record or sum­
mary thereof, with specific reference to the places in the 
record where the matter appears (e. g., court opinion, 
ruling on exception, portion of court’s charge and excep­
tion thereto, assignment of error), so as to show that the 
federal question was timely and properly raised and that 
this Court has jurisdiction to review the judgment on a 
writ of certiorari. When the portions of the record re­
lied on under this subparagraph are voluminous, they 
shall be included in the appendix referred to in subpara­
graph 1(i). 

(ii) If review of a judgment of a United States court 
of appeals is sought, the basis for federal jurisdiction in 
the court of first instance. 

(h) A direct and concise argument amplifying the reasons 
relied on for allowance of the writ. See Rule 10. 

(i) An appendix containing, in the order indicated: 

(i) the opinions, orders, findings of fact, and conclu­
sions of law, whether written or orally given and tran­
scribed, entered in conjunction with the judgment 
sought to be reviewed; 

(ii) any other relevant opinions, orders, findings of 
fact, and conclusions of law entered in the case by courts 
or administrative agencies, and, if reference thereto is 
necessary to ascertain the grounds of the judgment, of 
those in companion cases (each document shall include 
the caption showing the name of the issuing court or 
agency, the title and number of the case, and the date 
of entry); 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1177 

(iii) any order on rehearing, including the caption 
showing the name of the issuing court, the title and 
number of the case, and the date of entry; 

(iv) the judgment sought to be reviewed if the date 
of its entry is different from the date of the opinion 
or order required in sub-subparagraph (i) of this 
subparagraph; 

(v) material required by subparagraphs 1(f ) or 
1(g)(i); and 

(vi) any other material the petitioner believes essen­
tial to understand the petition. 

If the material required by this subparagraph is voluminous, 
it may be presented in a separate volume or volumes with 
appropriate covers. 

2. All contentions in support of a petition for a writ of 
certiorari shall be set out in the body of the petition, as pro­
vided in subparagraph 1(h) of this Rule. No separate brief 
in support of a petition for a writ of certiorari may be filed, 
and the Clerk will not file any petition for a writ of certiorari 
to which any supporting brief is annexed or appended. 

3. A petition for a writ of certiorari should be stated 
briefly and in plain terms and may not exceed the word or 
page limitations specified in Rule 33. 

4. The failure of a petitioner to present with accuracy, 
brevity, and clarity whatever is essential to ready and ade­
quate understanding of the points requiring consideration is 
sufficient reason for the Court to deny a petition. 

5. If the Clerk determines that a petition submitted timely 
and in good faith is in a form that does not comply with this 
Rule or with Rule 33 or Rule 34, the Clerk will return it 
with a letter indicating the deficiency. A corrected petition 
submitted in accordance with Rule 29.2 no more than 60 days 
after the date of the Clerk’s letter will be deemed timely. 

Rule 15.	 Briefs in Opposition; Reply Briefs; 
Supplemental Briefs 

1. A brief in opposition to a petition for a writ of certiorari 
may be filed by the respondent in any case, but is not manda­
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tory except in a capital case, see Rule 14.1(a), or when or­
dered by the Court. 

2. A brief in opposition should be stated briefly and in 
plain terms and may not exceed the word or page limitations 
specified in Rule 33. In addition to presenting other argu­
ments for denying the petition, the brief in opposition should 
address any perceived misstatement of fact or law in the 
petition that bears on what issues properly would be before 
the Court if certiorari were granted. Counsel are admon­
ished that they have an obligation to the Court to point out 
in the brief in opposition, and not later, any perceived mis­
statement made in the petition. Any objection to consider­
ation of a question presented based on what occurred in the 
proceedings below, if the objection does not go to jurisdic­
tion, may be deemed waived unless called to the Court’s at­
tention in the brief in opposition. 

3. Any brief in opposition shall be filed within 30 days 
after the case is placed on the docket, unless the time is ex­
tended by the Court or a Justice, or by the Clerk under Rule 
30.4. Forty copies shall be filed, except that a respondent 
proceeding in forma pauperis under Rule 39, including an 
inmate of an institution, shall file the number of copies re­
quired for a petition by such a person under Rule 12.2, to­
gether with a motion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis, 
a copy of which shall precede and be attached to each copy 
of the brief in opposition. If the petitioner is proceeding 
in forma pauperis, the respondent shall prepare its brief in 
opposition, if any, as required by Rule 33.2, and shall file an 
original and 10 copies of that brief. Whether prepared 
under Rule 33.1 or Rule 33.2, the brief in opposition shall 
comply with the requirements of Rule 24 governing a re­
spondent’s brief, except that no summary of the argument is 
required. A brief in opposition may not be joined with any 
other pleading, except that any motion for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis shall be attached. The brief in opposi­
tion shall be served as required by Rule 29. 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1179 

4. No motion by a respondent to dismiss a petition for a 
writ of certiorari may be filed. Any objections to the juris­
diction of the Court to grant a petition for a writ of certiorari 
shall be included in the brief in opposition. 

5. The Clerk will distribute the petition to the Court for 
its consideration upon receiving an express waiver of the 
right to file a brief in opposition, or, if no waiver or brief in 
opposition is filed, upon the expiration of the time allowed 
for filing. If a brief in opposition is timely filed, the Clerk 
will distribute the petition, brief in opposition, and any reply 
brief to the Court for its consideration no less than 10 days 
after the brief in opposition is filed. 

6. Any petitioner may file a reply brief addressed to new 
points raised in the brief in opposition, but distribution and 
consideration by the Court under paragraph 5 of this Rule 
will not be deferred pending its receipt. Forty copies shall 
be filed, except that a petitioner proceeding in forma pau­
peris under Rule 39, including an inmate of an institution, 
shall file the number of copies required for a petition by such 
a person under Rule 12.2. The reply brief shall be served 
as required by Rule 29. 

7. If a cross-petition for a writ of certiorari has been dock­
eted, distribution of both petitions will be deferred until the 
cross-petition is due for distribution under this Rule. 

8. Any party may file a supplemental brief at any time 
while a petition for a writ of certiorari is pending, calling 
attention to new cases, new legislation, or other intervening 
matter not available at the time of the party’s last filing. A 
supplemental brief shall be restricted to new matter and 
shall follow, insofar as applicable, the form for a brief in oppo­
sition prescribed by this Rule. Forty copies shall be filed, 
except that a party proceeding in forma pauperis under 
Rule 39, including an inmate of an institution, shall file the 
number of copies required for a petition by such a person 
under Rule 12.2. The supplemental brief shall be served as 
required by Rule 29. 
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Rule 16.	 Disposition of a Petition for a Writ of 
Certiorari 

1. After considering the documents distributed under 
Rule 15, the Court will enter an appropriate order. The 
order may be a summary disposition on the merits. 

2. Whenever the Court grants a petition for a writ of cer­
tiorari, the Clerk will prepare, sign, and enter an order to 
that effect and will notify forthwith counsel of record and 
the court whose judgment is to be reviewed. The case then 
will be scheduled for briefing and oral argument. If the rec­
ord has not previously been filed in this Court, the Clerk will 
request the clerk of the court having possession of the record 
to certify and transmit it. A formal writ will not issue un­
less specially directed. 

3. Whenever the Court denies a petition for a writ of cer­
tiorari, the Clerk will prepare, sign, and enter an order to 
that effect and will notify forthwith counsel of record and 
the court whose judgment was sought to be reviewed. The 
order of denial will not be suspended pending disposition of 
a petition for rehearing except by order of the Court or a 
Justice. 

PART IV. OTHER JURISDICTION 

Rule 17.	 Procedure in an Original Action 

1. This Rule applies only to an action invoking the Court’s 
original jurisdiction under Article III of the Constitution of 
the United States. See also 28 U. S. C. § 1251 and U. S. 
Const., Amdt. 11. A petition for an extraordinary writ in 
aid of the Court’s appellate jurisdiction shall be filed as pro­
vided in Rule 20. 

2. The form of pleadings and motions prescribed by the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure is followed. In other re­
spects, those Rules and the Federal Rules of Evidence may 
be taken as guides. 

3. The initial pleading shall be preceded by a motion for 
leave to file, and may be accompanied by a brief in support 
of the motion. Forty copies of each document shall be filed, 
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with proof of service. Service shall be as required by Rule 
29, except that when an adverse party is a State, service 
shall be made on both the Governor and the Attorney Gen­
eral of that State. 

4. The case will be placed on the docket when the motion 
for leave to file and the initial pleading are filed with the 
Clerk. The Rule 38(a) docket fee shall be paid at that time. 

5. No more than 60 days after receiving the motion for 
leave to file and the initial pleading, an adverse party shall 
file 40 copies of any brief in opposition to the motion, with 
proof of service as required by Rule 29. The Clerk will dis­
tribute the filed documents to the Court for its consideration 
upon receiving an express waiver of the right to file a brief 
in opposition, or, if no waiver or brief is filed, upon the expi­
ration of the time allowed for filing. If a brief in opposition 
is timely filed, the Clerk will distribute the filed documents 
to the Court for its consideration no less than 10 days after 
the brief in opposition is filed. A reply brief may be filed, 
but consideration of the case will not be deferred pending 
its receipt. The Court thereafter may grant or deny the 
motion, set it for oral argument, direct that additional 
documents be filed, or require that other proceedings be 
conducted. 

6. A summons issued out of this Court shall be served 
on the defendant 60 days before the return day specified 
therein. If the defendant does not respond by the return 
day, the plaintiff may proceed ex parte. 

7. Process against a State issued out of this Court shall be 
served on both the Governor and the Attorney General of 
that State. 

Rule 18. Appeal from a United States District Court 

1. When a direct appeal from a decision of a United States 
district court is authorized by law, the appeal is commenced 
by filing a notice of appeal with the clerk of the district court 
within the time provided by law after entry of the judgment 
sought to be reviewed. The time to file may not be ex­
tended. The notice of appeal shall specify the parties taking 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



1182 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

the appeal, designate the judgment, or part thereof, ap­
pealed from and the date of its entry, and specify the statute 
or statutes under which the appeal is taken. A copy of the 
notice of appeal shall be served on all parties to the proceed­
ing as required by Rule 29, and proof of service shall be filed 
in the district court together with the notice of appeal. 

2. All parties to the proceeding in the district court are 
deemed parties entitled to file documents in this Court, but 
a party having no interest in the outcome of the appeal may 
so notify the Clerk of this Court and shall serve a copy of 
the notice on all other parties. Parties interested jointly, 
severally, or otherwise in the judgment may appeal sepa­
rately, or any two or more may join in an appeal. When 
two or more judgments involving identical or closely related 
questions are sought to be reviewed on appeal from the same 
court, a notice of appeal for each judgment shall be filed with 
the clerk of the district court, but a single jurisdictional 
statement covering all the judgments suffices. Parties who 
file no document will not qualify for any relief from this 
Court. 

3. No more than 60 days after filing the notice of appeal 
in the district court, the appellant shall file 40 copies of a 
jurisdictional statement and shall pay the Rule 38 docket fee, 
except that an appellant proceeding in forma pauperis 
under Rule 39, including an inmate of an institution, shall file 
the number of copies required for a petition by such a person 
under Rule 12.2, together with a motion for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis, a copy of which shall precede and be 
attached to each copy of the jurisdictional statement. The 
jurisdictional statement shall follow, insofar as applicable, 
the form for a petition for a writ of certiorari prescribed by 
Rule 14, and shall be served as required by Rule 29. The 
case will then be placed on the docket. It is the appellant’s 
duty to notify all appellees promptly, on a form supplied by 
the Clerk, of the date of filing, the date the case was placed 
on the docket, and the docket number of the case. The no­
tice shall be served as required by Rule 29. The appendix 
shall include a copy of the notice of appeal showing the date 
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it was filed in the district court. For good cause, a Justice 
may extend the time to file a jurisdictional statement for a 
period not exceeding 60 days. An application to extend the 
time to file a jurisdictional statement shall set out the basis 
for jurisdiction in this Court; identify the judgment sought 
to be reviewed; include a copy of the opinion, any order re­
specting rehearing, and the notice of appeal; and set out spe­
cific reasons why an extension of time is justified. For the 
time and manner of presenting the application, see Rules 21, 
22, and 30. An application to extend the time to file a juris­
dictional statement is not favored. 

4. No more than 30 days after a case has been placed on 
the docket, an appellee seeking to file a conditional cross-
appeal (i. e., a cross-appeal that otherwise would be un­
timely) shall file, with proof of service as required by Rule 
29, a jurisdictional statement that complies in all respects 
(including number of copies filed) with paragraph 3 of this 
Rule, except that material already reproduced in the appen­
dix to the opening jurisdictional statement need not be re­
produced again. A cross-appealing appellee shall pay the 
Rule 38 docket fee or submit a motion for leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis. The cover of the cross-appeal shall indi­
cate clearly that it is a conditional cross-appeal. The cross-
appeal then will be placed on the docket. It is the cross­
appellant’s duty to notify all cross-appellees promptly, on a 
form supplied by the Clerk, of the date of filing, the date the 
cross-appeal was placed on the docket, and the docket num­
ber of the cross-appeal. The notice shall be served as re­
quired by Rule 29. A cross-appeal may not be joined with 
any other pleading, except that any motion for leave to pro­
ceed in forma pauperis shall be attached. The time to file 
a cross-appeal will not be extended. 

5. After a notice of appeal has been filed in the district 
court, but before the case is placed on this Court’s docket, 
the parties may dismiss the appeal by stipulation filed in the 
district court, or the district court may dismiss the appeal 
on the appellant’s motion, with notice to all parties. If a 
notice of appeal has been filed, but the case has not been 
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placed on this Court’s docket within the time prescribed for 
docketing, the district court may dismiss the appeal on the 
appellee’s motion, with notice to all parties, and may make 
any just order with respect to costs. If the district court 
has denied the appellee’s motion to dismiss the appeal, the 
appellee may move this Court to docket and dismiss the ap­
peal by filing an original and 10 copies of a motion presented 
in conformity with Rules 21 and 33.2. The motion shall be 
accompanied by proof of service as required by Rule 29, and 
by a certificate from the clerk of the district court, certifying 
that a notice of appeal was filed and that the appellee’s mo­
tion to dismiss was denied. The appellant may not thereaf­
ter file a jurisdictional statement without special leave of the 
Court, and the Court may allow costs against the appellant. 

6. Within 30 days after the case is placed on this Court’s 
docket, the appellee may file a motion to dismiss, to affirm, 
or in the alternative to affirm or dismiss. Forty copies of 
the motion shall be filed, except that an appellee proceeding 
in forma pauperis under Rule 39, including an inmate of an 
institution, shall file the number of copies required for a peti­
tion by such a person under Rule 12.2, together with a mo­
tion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis, a copy of which 
shall precede and be attached to each copy of the motion to 
dismiss, to affirm, or in the alternative to affirm or dismiss. 
The motion shall follow, insofar as applicable, the form for a 
brief in opposition prescribed by Rule 15, and shall comply 
in all respects with Rule 21. 

7. The Clerk will distribute the jurisdictional statement to 
the Court for its consideration upon receiving an express 
waiver of the right to file a motion to dismiss or to affirm or, 
if no waiver or motion is filed, upon the expiration of the 
time allowed for filing. If a motion to dismiss or to affirm 
is timely filed, the Clerk will distribute the jurisdictional 
statement, motion, and any brief opposing the motion to the 
Court for its consideration no less than 10 days after the 
motion is filed. 

8. Any appellant may file a brief opposing a motion to dis­
miss or to affirm, but distribution and consideration by the 
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Court under paragraph 7 of this Rule will not be deferred 
pending its receipt. Forty copies shall be filed, except that 
an appellant proceeding in forma pauperis under Rule 39, 
including an inmate of an institution, shall file the number of 
copies required for a petition by such a person under Rule 
12.2. The brief shall be served as required by Rule 29. 

9. If a cross-appeal has been docketed, distribution of both 
jurisdictional statements will be deferred until the cross-
appeal is due for distribution under this Rule. 

10. Any party may file a supplemental brief at any time 
while a jurisdictional statement is pending, calling attention 
to new cases, new legislation, or other intervening matter 
not available at the time of the party’s last filing. A supple­
mental brief shall be restricted to new matter and shall fol­
low, insofar as applicable, the form for a brief in opposition 
prescribed by Rule 15. Forty copies shall be filed, except 
that a party proceeding in forma pauperis under Rule 39, 
including an inmate of an institution, shall file the number of 
copies required for a petition by such a person under Rule 
12.2. The supplemental brief shall be served as required by 
Rule 29. 

11. The clerk of the district court shall retain possession 
of the record until notified by the Clerk of this Court to cer­
tify and transmit it. See Rule 12.7. 

12. After considering the documents distributed under 
this Rule, the Court may dispose summarily of the appeal on 
the merits, note probable jurisdiction, or postpone consider­
ation of jurisdiction until a hearing of the case on the merits. 
If not disposed of summarily, the case stands for briefing and 
oral argument on the merits. If consideration of jurisdiction 
is postponed, counsel, at the outset of their briefs and at oral 
argument, shall address the question of jurisdiction. If the 
record has not previously been filed in this Court, the Clerk 
of this Court will request the clerk of the court in possession 
of the record to certify and transmit it. 

13. If the Clerk determines that a jurisdictional statement 
submitted timely and in good faith is in a form that does not 
comply with this Rule or with Rule 33 or Rule 34, the Clerk 
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1186 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

will return it with a letter indicating the deficiency. If a 
corrected jurisdictional statement is submitted in accordance 
with Rule 29.2 no more than 60 days after the date of the 
Clerk’s letter, it will be deemed timely. 

Rule 19. Procedure on a Certified Question 

1. A United States court of appeals may certify to this 
Court a question or proposition of law on which it seeks in­
struction for the proper decision of a case. The certificate 
shall contain a statement of the nature of the case and the 
facts on which the question or proposition of law arises. 
Only questions or propositions of law may be certified, and 
they shall be stated separately and with precision. The cer­
tificate shall be prepared as required by Rule 33.2 and shall 
be signed by the clerk of the court of appeals. 

2. When a question is certified by a United States court 
of appeals, this Court, on its own motion or that of a party, 
may consider and decide the entire matter in controversy. 
See 28 U. S. C. § 1254(2). 

3. When a question is certified, the Clerk will notify the 
parties and docket the case. Counsel shall then enter their 
appearances. After docketing, the Clerk will submit the 
certificate to the Court for a preliminary examination to de­
termine whether the case should be briefed, set for argu­
ment, or dismissed. No brief may be filed until the prelimi­
nary examination of the certificate is completed. 

4. If the Court orders the case briefed or set for argument, 
the parties will be notified and permitted to file briefs. The 
Clerk of this Court then will request the clerk of the court 
in possession of the record to certify and transmit it. Any 
portion of the record to which the parties wish to direct the 
Court’s particular attention should be printed in a joint ap­
pendix, prepared in conformity with Rule 26 by the appellant 
or petitioner in the court of appeals, but the fact that any 
part of the record has not been printed does not prevent the 
parties or the Court from relying on it. 

5. A brief on the merits in a case involving a certified 
question shall comply with Rules 24, 25, and 33.1, except that 
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the brief for the party who is the appellant or petitioner 
below shall be filed within 45 days of the order requiring 
briefs or setting the case for argument. 

Rule 20.	 Procedure on a Petition for an Extraordinary 
Writ 

1. Issuance by the Court of an extraordinary writ author­
ized by 28 U. S. C. § 1651(a) is not a matter of right, but of 
discretion sparingly exercised. To justify the granting of 
any such writ, the petition must show that the writ will be 
in aid of the Court’s appellate jurisdiction, that exceptional 
circumstances warrant the exercise of the Court’s discretion­
ary powers, and that adequate relief cannot be obtained in 
any other form or from any other court. 

2. A petition seeking a writ authorized by 28 U. S. C. 
§ 1651(a), § 2241, or § 2254(a) shall be prepared in all respects 
as required by Rules 33 and 34. The petition shall be cap­
tioned “In re [name of petitioner]” and shall follow, insofar 
as applicable, the form of a petition for a writ of certiorari 
prescribed by Rule 14. All contentions in support of the 
petition shall be included in the petition. The case will be 
placed on the docket when 40 copies of the petition are filed 
with the Clerk and the docket fee is paid, except that a peti­
tioner proceeding in forma pauperis under Rule 39, includ­
ing an inmate of an institution, shall file the number of copies 
required for a petition by such a person under Rule 12.2, 
together with a motion for leave to proceed in forma pau­
peris, a copy of which shall precede and be attached to each 
copy of the petition. The petition shall be served as re­
quired by Rule 29 (subject to subparagraph 4(b) of this Rule). 

3. (a) A petition seeking a writ of prohibition, a writ of 
mandamus, or both in the alternative shall state the name 
and office or function of every person against whom relief is 
sought and shall set out with particularity why the relief 
sought is not available in any other court. A copy of the 
judgment with respect to which the writ is sought, including 
any related opinion, shall be appended to the petition to­
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1188 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

gether with any other document essential to understanding 
the petition. 

(b) The petition shall be served on every party to the pro­
ceeding with respect to which relief is sought. Within 30 
days after the petition is placed on the docket, a party shall 
file 40 copies of any brief or briefs in opposition thereto, 
which shall comply fully with Rule 15. If a party named as 
a respondent does not wish to respond to the petition, that 
party may so advise the Clerk and all other parties by letter. 
All persons served are deemed respondents for all purposes 
in the proceedings in this Court. 

4. (a) A petition seeking a writ of habeas corpus shall 
comply with the requirements of 28 U. S. C. §§ 2241 and 2242, 
and in particular with the provision in the last paragraph of 
§ 2242, which requires a statement of the “reasons for not 
making application to the district court of the district in 
which the applicant is held.” If the relief sought is from the 
judgment of a state court, the petition shall set out specifi­
cally how and where the petitioner has exhausted available 
remedies in the state courts or otherwise comes within 
the provisions of 28 U. S. C. § 2254(b). To justify the grant­
ing of a writ of habeas corpus, the petitioner must show 
that exceptional circumstances warrant the exercise of the 
Court’s discretionary powers, and that adequate relief cannot 
be obtained in any other form or from any other court. This 
writ is rarely granted. 

(b) Habeas corpus proceedings, except in capital cases, are 
ex parte, unless the Court requires the respondent to show 
cause why the petition for a writ of habeas corpus should not 
be granted. A response, if ordered, or in a capital case, shall 
comply fully with Rule 15. Neither the denial of the peti­
tion, without more, nor an order of transfer to a district court 
under the authority of 28 U. S. C. § 2241(b), is an adjudication 
on the merits, and therefore does not preclude further appli­
cation to another court for the relief sought. 

5. The Clerk will distribute the documents to the Court 
for its consideration when a brief in opposition under subpar­
agraph 3(b) of this Rule has been filed, when a response 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1189 

under subparagraph 4(b) has been ordered and filed, when 
the time to file has expired, or when the right to file has been 
expressly waived. 

6. If the Court orders the case set for argument, the Clerk 
will notify the parties whether additional briefs are required, 
when they shall be filed, and, if the case involves a petition 
for a common-law writ of certiorari, that the parties shall 
prepare a joint appendix in accordance with Rule 26. 

PART V. MOTIONS AND APPLICATIONS 

Rule 21. Motions to the Court 

1. Every motion to the Court shall clearly state its pur­
pose and the facts on which it is based and may present legal 
argument in support thereof. No separate brief may be 
filed. A motion should be concise and shall comply with any 
applicable page limits. Rule 22 governs an application ad­
dressed to a single Justice. 

2. (a) A motion in any action within the Court’s original 
jurisdiction shall comply with Rule 17.3. 

(b) A motion to dismiss as moot (or a suggestion of moot­
ness), a motion for leave to file a brief as amicus curiae, and 
any motion the granting of which would dispose of the entire 
case or would affect the final judgment to be entered (other 
than a motion to docket and dismiss under Rule 18.5 or a 
motion for voluntary dismissal under Rule 46) shall be pre­
pared as required by Rule 33.1, and 40 copies shall be filed, 
except that a movant proceeding in forma pauperis under 
Rule 39, including an inmate of an institution, shall file a 
motion prepared as required by Rule 33.2, and shall file the 
number of copies required for a petition by such a person 
under Rule 12.2. The motion shall be served as required by 
Rule 29. 

(c) Any other motion to the Court shall be prepared as 
required by Rule 33.2; the moving party shall file an original 
and 10 copies. The Court subsequently may order the mov­
ing party to prepare the motion as required by Rule 33.1; in 
that event, the party shall file 40 copies. 
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1190 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

3. A motion to the Court shall be filed with the Clerk and 
shall be accompanied by proof of service as required by Rule 
29. No motion may be presented in open Court, other than 
a motion for admission to the Bar, except when the proceed­
ing to which it refers is being argued. Oral argument on a 
motion will not be permitted unless the Court so directs. 

4. Any response to a motion shall be filed as promptly as 
possible considering the nature of the relief sought and any 
asserted need for emergency action, and, in any event, 
within 10 days of receipt, unless the Court or a Justice, or 
the Clerk under Rule 30.4, orders otherwise. A response to 
a motion prepared as required by Rule 33.1, except a re­
sponse to a motion for leave to file an amicus curiae brief 
(see Rule 37.5), shall be prepared in the same manner if time 
permits. In an appropriate case, the Court may act on a 
motion without waiting for a response. 

Rule 22. Applications to Individual Justices 

1. An application addressed to an individual Justice shall 
be filed with the Clerk, who will transmit it promptly to the 
Justice concerned if an individual Justice has authority to 
grant the sought relief. 

2. The original and two copies of any application ad­
dressed to an individual Justice shall be prepared as required 
by Rule 33.2, and shall be accompanied by proof of service 
as required by Rule 29. 

3. An application shall be addressed to the Justice allotted 
to the Circuit from which the case arises. An application 
arising from the United States Court of Appeals for the 
Armed Forces shall be addressed to the Chief Justice. 
When the Circuit Justice is unavailable for any reason, the 
application addressed to that Justice will be distributed to 
the Justice then available who is next junior to the Circuit 
Justice; the turn of the Chief Justice follows that of the most 
junior Justice. 

4. A Justice denying an application will note the denial 
thereon. Thereafter, unless action thereon is restricted by 
law to the Circuit Justice or is untimely under Rule 30.2, 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1191 

the party making an application, except in the case of an 
application for an extension of time, may renew it to any 
other Justice, subject to the provisions of this Rule. Except 
when the denial is without prejudice, a renewed application 
is not favored. Renewed application is made by a letter to 
the Clerk, designating the Justice to whom the application is 
to be directed, and accompanied by 10 copies of the original 
application and proof of service as required by Rule 29. 

5. A Justice to whom an application for a stay or for bail 
is submitted may refer it to the Court for determination. 

6. The Clerk will advise all parties concerned, by ap­
propriately speedy means, of the disposition made of an 
application. 

Rule 23. Stays 

1. A stay may be granted by a Justice as permitted by law. 
2. A party to a judgment sought to be reviewed may pre­

sent to a Justice an application to stay the enforcement of 
that judgment. See 28 U. S. C. § 2101(f). 

3. An application for a stay shall set out with particularity 
why the relief sought is not available from any other court 
or judge. Except in the most extraordinary circumstances, 
an application for a stay will not be entertained unless the 
relief requested was first sought in the appropriate court or 
courts below or from a judge or judges thereof. An applica­
tion for a stay shall identify the judgment sought to be re­
viewed and have appended thereto a copy of the order and 
opinion, if any, and a copy of the order, if any, of the court 
or judge below denying the relief sought, and shall set out 
specific reasons why a stay is justified. The form and con­
tent of an application for a stay are governed by Rules 22 
and 33.2. 

4. A judge, court, or Justice granting an application for a 
stay pending review by this Court may condition the stay on 
the filing of a supersedeas bond having an approved surety 
or sureties. The bond will be conditioned on the satisfaction 
of the judgment in full, together with any costs, interest, and 
damages for delay that may be awarded. If a part of the 
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1192 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

judgment sought to be reviewed has already been satisfied, 
or is otherwise secured, the bond may be conditioned on the 
satisfaction of the part of the judgment not otherwise se­
cured or satisfied, together with costs, interest, and damages. 

PART VI. BRIEFS ON THE MERITS AND ORAL ARGUMENT 

Rule 24. Briefs on the Merits: In General 

1. A brief on the merits for a petitioner or an appellant 
shall comply in all respects with Rules 33.1 and 34 and shall 
contain in the order here indicated: 

(a) The questions presented for review under Rule 14.1(a). 
The questions shall be set out on the first page following the 
cover, and no other information may appear on that page. 
The phrasing of the questions presented need not be identi­
cal with that in the petition for a writ of certiorari or the 
jurisdictional statement, but the brief may not raise addi­
tional questions or change the substance of the questions 
already presented in those documents. At its option, how­
ever, the Court may consider a plain error not among the 
questions presented but evident from the record and other­
wise within its jurisdiction to decide. 

(b) A list of all parties to the proceeding in the court 
whose judgment is under review (unless the caption of the 
case in this Court contains the names of all parties). Any 
amended corporate disclosure statement as required by Rule 
29.6 shall be placed here. 

(c) If the brief exceeds five pages, a table of contents and 
a table of cited authorities. 

(d) Citations of the official and unofficial reports of the 
opinions and orders entered in the case by courts and admin­
istrative agencies. 

(e) A concise statement of the basis for jurisdiction in this 
Court, including the statutory provisions and time factors on 
which jurisdiction rests. 

(f) The constitutional provisions, treaties, statutes, ordi­
nances, and regulations involved in the case, set out verba­
tim with appropriate citation. If the provisions involved are 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1193 

lengthy, their citation alone suffices at this point, and their 
pertinent text, if not already set out in the petition for a 
writ of certiorari, jurisdictional statement, or an appendix to 
either document, shall be set out in an appendix to the brief. 

(g) A concise statement of the case, setting out the facts 
material to the consideration of the questions presented, 
with appropriate references to the joint appendix, e. g., App. 
12, or to the record, e. g., Record 12. 

(h) A summary of the argument, suitably paragraphed. 
The summary should be a clear and concise condensation of 
the argument made in the body of the brief; mere repetition 
of the headings under which the argument is arranged is 
not sufficient. 

(i) The argument, exhibiting clearly the points of fact and 
of law presented and citing the authorities and statutes re­
lied on. 

( j) A conclusion specifying with particularity the relief 
the party seeks. 

2. A brief on the merits for a respondent or an appellee 
shall conform to the foregoing requirements, except that 
items required by subparagraphs 1(a), (b), (d), (e), (f), and (g) 
of this Rule need not be included unless the respondent or 
appellee is dissatisfied with their presentation by the oppos­
ing party. 

3. A brief on the merits may not exceed the word limita­
tions specified in Rule 33.1(g). An appendix to a brief may 
include only relevant material, and counsel are cautioned not 
to include in an appendix arguments or citations that prop­
erly belong in the body of the brief. 

4. A reply brief shall conform to those portions of this 
Rule applicable to the brief for a respondent or an appellee, 
but, if appropriately divided by topical headings, need not 
contain a summary of the argument. 

5. A reference to the joint appendix or to the record set 
out in any brief shall indicate the appropriate page number. 
If the reference is to an exhibit, the page numbers at which 
the exhibit appears, at which it was offered in evidence, and 
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1194 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

at which it was ruled on by the judge shall be indicated, e. g., 
Pl. Exh. 14, Record 199, 2134. 

6. A brief shall be concise, logically arranged with proper 
headings, and free of irrelevant, immaterial, or scandalous 
matter. The Court may disregard or strike a brief that does 
not comply with this paragraph. 

Rule 25.	 Briefs on the Merits: Number of Copies and 
Time to File 

1. The petitioner or appellant shall file 40 copies of the 
brief on the merits within 45 days of the order granting the 
writ of certiorari, noting probable jurisdiction, or postponing 
consideration of jurisdiction. Any respondent or appellee 
who supports the petitioner or appellant shall meet the peti­
tioner’s or appellant’s time schedule for filing documents. 

2. The respondent or appellee shall file 40 copies of the 
brief on the merits within 30 days after the brief for the 
petitioner or appellant is filed. 

3. The petitioner or appellant shall file 40 copies of the 
reply brief, if any, within 30 days after the brief for the re­
spondent or appellee is filed, but any reply brief must actu­
ally be received by the Clerk not later than 2 p.m. one week 
before the date of oral argument. Any respondent or appel­
lee supporting the petitioner or appellant may file a reply 
brief. 

4. If cross-petitions or cross-appeals have been consoli­
dated for argument, the Clerk, upon request of the parties, 
may designate one of the parties to file an initial brief and 
reply brief as provided in paragraphs 1 and 3 of this Rule 
(as if the party were petitioner or appellant), and may desig­
nate the other party to file an initial brief as provided in 
paragraph 2 of this Rule and, to the extent appropriate, a 
supplemental brief following the submission of the reply 
brief. In such a case, the Clerk may establish the time for 
the submission of the briefs and alter the otherwise applica­
ble word limits. Except as approved by the Court or a Jus­
tice, the total number of words permitted for the briefs of 
the parties cumulatively shall not exceed the maximum that 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1195 

would have been allowed in the absence of an order under 
this paragraph. 

5. The time periods stated in paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of this 
Rule may be extended as provided in Rule 30. An applica­
tion to extend the time to file a brief on the merits is not 
favored. If a case is advanced for hearing, the time to file 
briefs on the merits may be abridged as circumstances re­
quire pursuant to an order of the Court on its own motion or 
that of a party. 

6. A party wishing to present late authorities, newly en­
acted legislation, or other intervening matter that was not 
available in time to be included in a brief may file 40 copies 
of a supplemental brief, restricted to such new matter and 
otherwise presented in conformity with these Rules, up to 
the time the case is called for oral argument or by leave of 
the Court thereafter. 

7. After a case has been argued or submitted, the Clerk 
will not file any brief, except that of a party filed by leave of 
the Court. 

8. The Clerk will not file any brief that is not accompanied 
by proof of service as required by Rule 29. 

9. An electronic version of every brief on the merits shall 
be transmitted to the Clerk of Court and to opposing counsel 
of record at the time the brief is filed in accordance with 
guidelines established by the Clerk. The electronic trans­
mission requirement is in addition to the requirement that 
booklet-format briefs be timely filed. 

Rule 26. Joint Appendix 

1. Unless the Clerk has allowed the parties to use the de­
ferred method described in paragraph 4 of this Rule, the 
petitioner or appellant, within 45 days after entry of the 
order granting the writ of certiorari, noting probable juris­
diction, or postponing consideration of jurisdiction, shall file 
40 copies of a joint appendix, prepared as required by Rule 
33.1. The joint appendix shall contain: (1) the relevant 
docket entries in all the courts below; (2) any relevant plead­
ings, jury instructions, findings, conclusions, or opinions; (3) 
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the judgment, order, or decision under review; and (4) any 
other parts of the record that the parties particularly wish to 
bring to the Court’s attention. Any of the foregoing items 
already reproduced in a petition for a writ of certiorari, ju­
risdictional statement, brief in opposition to a petition for a 
writ of certiorari, motion to dismiss or affirm, or any appen­
dix to the foregoing, that was prepared as required by Rule 
33.1, need not be reproduced again in the joint appendix. 
The petitioner or appellant shall serve three copies of the 
joint appendix on each of the other parties to the proceeding 
as required by Rule 29. 

2. The parties are encouraged to agree on the contents of 
the joint appendix. In the absence of agreement, the peti­
tioner or appellant, within 10 days after entry of the order 
granting the writ of certiorari, noting probable jurisdiction, 
or postponing consideration of jurisdiction, shall serve on the 
respondent or appellee a designation of parts of the record 
to be included in the joint appendix. Within 10 days after 
receiving the designation, a respondent or appellee who con­
siders the parts of the record so designated insufficient shall 
serve on the petitioner or appellant a designation of addi­
tional parts to be included in the joint appendix, and the 
petitioner or appellant shall include the parts so designated. 
If the Court has permitted the respondent or appellee to 
proceed in forma pauperis, the petitioner or appellant may 
seek by motion to be excused from printing portions of the 
record the petitioner or appellant considers unnecessary. In 
making these designations, counsel should include only those 
materials the Court should examine; unnecessary designa­
tions should be avoided. The record is on file with the Clerk 
and available to the Justices, and counsel may refer in briefs 
and in oral argument to relevant portions of the record not 
included in the joint appendix. 

3. When the joint appendix is filed, the petitioner or appel­
lant immediately shall file with the Clerk a statement of the 
cost of printing 50 copies and shall serve a copy of the state­
ment on each of the other parties as required by Rule 29. 
Unless the parties agree otherwise, the cost of producing 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1197 

the joint appendix shall be paid initially by the petitioner or 
appellant; but a petitioner or appellant who considers that 
parts of the record designated by the respondent or appellee 
are unnecessary for the determination of the issues pre­
sented may so advise the respondent or appellee, who then 
shall advance the cost of printing the additional parts, unless 
the Court or a Justice otherwise fixes the initial allocation of 
the costs. The cost of printing the joint appendix is taxed 
as a cost in the case, but if a party unnecessarily causes mat­
ter to be included in the joint appendix or prints excessive 
copies, the Court may impose these costs on that party. 

4. (a) On the parties’ request, the Clerk may allow prepa­
ration of the joint appendix to be deferred until after the 
briefs have been filed. In that event, the petitioner or ap­
pellant shall file the joint appendix no more than 14 days 
after receiving the brief for the respondent or appellee. 
The provisions of paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of this Rule shall be 
followed, except that the designations referred to therein 
shall be made by each party when that party’s brief is 
served. Deferral of the joint appendix is not favored. 

(b) If the deferred method is used, the briefs on the merits 
may refer to the pages of the record. In that event, the 
joint appendix shall include in brackets on each page thereof 
the page number of the record where that material may be 
found. A party wishing to refer directly to the pages of the 
joint appendix may serve and file copies of its brief prepared 
as required by Rule 33.2 within the time provided by Rule 
25, with appropriate references to the pages of the record. 
In that event, within 10 days after the joint appendix is filed, 
copies of the brief prepared as required by Rule 33.1 contain­
ing references to the pages of the joint appendix in place of, 
or in addition to, the initial references to the pages of the 
record, shall be served and filed. No other change may be 
made in the brief as initially served and filed, except that 
typographical errors may be corrected. 

5. The joint appendix shall be prefaced by a table of con­
tents showing the parts of the record that it contains, in the 
order in which the parts are set out, with references to the 
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pages of the joint appendix at which each part begins. The 
relevant docket entries shall be set out after the table of 
contents, followed by the other parts of the record in chrono­
logical order. When testimony contained in the reporter’s 
transcript of proceedings is set out in the joint appendix, the 
page of the transcript at which the testimony appears shall 
be indicated in brackets immediately before the statement 
that is set out. Omissions in the transcript or in any other 
document printed in the joint appendix shall be indicated by 
asterisks. Immaterial formal matters (e. g., captions, sub­
scriptions, acknowledgments) shall be omitted. A question 
and its answer may be contained in a single paragraph. 

6. Two lines must appear at the bottom of the cover of the 
joint appendix: (1) The first line must indicate the date the 
petition for the writ of certiorari was filed or the date 
the appeal was docketed; (2) the second line must indicate 
the date certiorari was granted or the date jurisdiction of 
the appeal was noted or postponed. 

7. Exhibits designated for inclusion in the joint appendix 
may be contained in a separate volume or volumes suitably 
indexed. The transcript of a proceeding before an adminis­
trative agency, board, commission, or officer used in an action 
in a district court or court of appeals is regarded as an ex­
hibit for the purposes of this paragraph. 

8. The Court, on its own motion or that of a party, may 
dispense with the requirement of a joint appendix and may 
permit a case to be heard on the original record (with such 
copies of the record, or relevant parts thereof, as the Court 
may require) or on the appendix used in the court below, if 
it conforms to the requirements of this Rule. 

9. For good cause, the time limits specified in this Rule 
may be shortened or extended by the Court or a Justice, or 
by the Clerk under Rule 30.4. 

Rule 27. Calendar 

1. From time to time, the Clerk will prepare a calendar of 
cases ready for argument. A case ordinarily will not be 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1199 

called for argument less than two weeks after the brief on 
the merits for the respondent or appellee is due. 

2. The Clerk will advise counsel when they are required 
to appear for oral argument and will publish a hearing list 
in advance of each argument session for the convenience of 
counsel and the information of the public. 

3. The Court, on its own motion or that of a party, may 
order that two or more cases involving the same or related 
questions be argued together as one case or on such other 
terms as the Court may prescribe. 

Rule 28. Oral Argument 

1. Oral argument should emphasize and clarify the written 
arguments in the briefs on the merits. Counsel should as­
sume that all Justices have read the briefs before oral argu­
ment. Oral argument read from a prepared text is not 
favored. 

2. The petitioner or appellant shall open and may conclude 
the argument. A cross-writ of certiorari or cross-appeal 
will be argued with the initial writ of certiorari or appeal as 
one case in the time allowed for that one case, and the Court 
will advise the parties who shall open and close. 

3. Unless the Court directs otherwise, each side is allowed 
one-half hour for argument. Counsel is not required to use 
all the allotted time. Any request for additional time to 
argue shall be presented by motion under Rule 21 in time to 
be considered at a scheduled Conference prior to the date of 
oral argument and no later than 7 days after the respondent’s 
or appellee’s brief on the merits is filed, and shall set out 
specifically and concisely why the case cannot be presented 
within the half-hour limitation. Additional time is rarely 
accorded. 

4. Only one attorney will be heard for each side, except by 
leave of the Court on motion filed in time to be considered 
at a scheduled Conference prior to the date of oral argument 
and no later than 7 days after the respondent’s or appellee’s 
brief on the merits is filed. Any request for divided argu­
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1200 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

ment shall be presented by motion under Rule 21 and shall 
set out specifically and concisely why more than one attor­
ney should be allowed to argue. Divided argument is not 
favored. 

5. Regardless of the number of counsel participating in 
oral argument, counsel making the opening argument shall 
present the case fairly and completely and not reserve points 
of substance for rebuttal. 

6. Oral argument will not be allowed on behalf of any 
party for whom a brief has not been filed. 

7. By leave of the Court, and subject to paragraph 4 of 
this Rule, counsel for an amicus curiae whose brief has been 
filed as provided in Rule 37 may argue orally on the side of 
a party, with the consent of that party. In the absence of 
consent, counsel for an amicus curiae may seek leave of the 
Court to argue orally by a motion setting out specifically and 
concisely why oral argument would provide assistance to 
the Court not otherwise available. Such a motion will be 
granted only in the most extraordinary circumstances. 

PART VII. PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE 

Rule 29.	 Filing and Service of Documents; Special 
Notifications; Corporate Listing 

1. Any document required or permitted to be presented to 
the Court or to a Justice shall be filed with the Clerk. 

2. A document is timely filed if it is received by the Clerk 
within the time specified for filing; or if it is sent to the Clerk 
through the United States Postal Service by first-class mail 
(including express or priority mail), postage prepaid, and 
bears a postmark, other than a commercial postage meter 
label, showing that the document was mailed on or before 
the last day for filing; or if it is delivered on or before the 
last day for filing to a third-party commercial carrier for 
delivery to the Clerk within 3 calendar days. If submitted 
by an inmate confined in an institution, a document is timely 
filed if it is deposited in the institution’s internal mail system 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1201 

on or before the last day for filing and is accompanied by a 
notarized statement or declaration in compliance with 28 
U. S. C. § 1746 setting out the date of deposit and stating that 
first-class postage has been prepaid. If the postmark is 
missing or not legible, or if the third-party commercial car­
rier does not provide the date the document was received by 
the carrier, the Clerk will require the person who sent the 
document to submit a notarized statement or declaration in 
compliance with 28 U. S. C. § 1746 setting out the details of 
the filing and stating that the filing took place on a particular 
date within the permitted time. 

3. Any document required by these Rules to be served 
may be served personally, by mail, or by third-party com­
mercial carrier for delivery within 3 calendar days on each 
party to the proceeding at or before the time of filing. If 
the document has been prepared as required by Rule 33.1, 
three copies shall be served on each other party separately 
represented in the proceeding. If the document has been 
prepared as required by Rule 33.2, service of a single copy 
on each other separately represented party suffices. If per­
sonal service is made, it shall consist of delivery at the office 
of the counsel of record, either to counsel or to an employee 
therein. If service is by mail or third-party commercial car­
rier, it shall consist of depositing the document with the 
United States Postal Service, with no less than first-class 
postage prepaid, or delivery to the carrier for delivery 
within 3 calendar days, addressed to counsel of record at the 
proper address. When a party is not represented by coun­
sel, service shall be made on the party, personally, by mail, 
or by commercial carrier. Ordinarily, service on a party 
must be by a manner at least as expeditious as the manner 
used to file the document with the Court. 

4. (a) If the United States or any federal department, of­
fice, agency, officer, or employee is a party to be served, serv­
ice shall be made on the Solicitor General of the United 
States, Room 5614, Department of Justice, 950 Pennsylvania 
Ave., N. W., Washington, DC 20530-0001. When an agency 
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1202 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

of the United States that is a party is authorized by law to 
appear before this Court on its own behalf, or when an officer 
or employee of the United States is a party, the agency, offi­
cer, or employee shall be served in addition to the Solicitor 
General. 

(b) In any proceeding in this Court in which the constitu­
tionality of an Act of Congress is drawn into question, and 
neither the United States nor any federal department, office, 
agency, officer, or employee is a party, the initial document 
filed in this Court shall recite that 28 U. S. C. § 2403(a) may 
apply and shall be served on the Solicitor General of the 
United States, Room 5614, Department of Justice, 950 Penn­
sylvania Ave., N. W., Washington, DC 20530-0001. In such 
a proceeding from any court of the United States, as de­
fined by 28 U. S. C. § 451, the initial document also shall 
state whether that court, pursuant to 28 U. S. C. § 2403(a), 
certified to the Attorney General the fact that the constitu­
tionality of an Act of Congress was drawn into question. 
See Rule 14.1(e)(v). 

(c) In any proceeding in this Court in which the constitu­
tionality of any statute of a State is drawn into question, and 
neither the State nor any agency, officer, or employee thereof 
is a party, the initial document filed in this Court shall recite 
that 28 U. S. C. § 2403(b) may apply and shall be served on 
the Attorney General of that State. In such a proceeding 
from any court of the United States, as defined by 28 U. S. C. 
§ 451, the initial document also shall state whether that 
court, pursuant to 28 U. S. C. § 2403(b), certified to the State 
Attorney General the fact that the constitutionality of a 
statute of that State was drawn into question. See Rule 
14.1(e)(v). 

5. Proof of service, when required by these Rules, shall 
accompany the document when it is presented to the Clerk 
for filing and shall be separate from it. Proof of service 
shall contain, or be accompanied by, a statement that all par­
ties required to be served have been served, together with 
a list of the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1203 

counsel indicating the name of the party or parties each 
counsel represents. It is not necessary that service on each 
party required to be served be made in the same manner or 
evidenced by the same proof. Proof of service may consist 
of any one of the following: 

(a) an acknowledgment of service, signed by counsel of 
record for the party served, and bearing the address and 
telephone number of such counsel; 

(b) a certificate of service, reciting the facts and circum­
stances of service in compliance with the appropriate para­
graph or paragraphs of this Rule, and signed by a member 
of the Bar of this Court representing the party on whose 
behalf service is made or by an attorney appointed to repre­
sent that party under the Criminal Justice Act of 1964, see 18 
U. S. C. § 3006A(d)(6), or under any other applicable federal 
statute; or 

(c) a notarized affidavit or declaration in compliance with 
28 U. S. C. § 1746, reciting the facts and circumstances of 
service in accordance with the appropriate paragraph or 
paragraphs of this Rule, whenever service is made by any 
person not a member of the Bar of this Court and not an 
attorney appointed to represent a party under the Criminal 
Justice Act of 1964, see 18 U. S. C. § 3006A(d)(6), or under 
any other applicable federal statute. 

6. Every document, except a joint appendix or amicus cu­
riae brief, filed by or on behalf of a nongovernmental corpo­
ration shall contain a corporate disclosure statement identi­
fying the parent corporations and listing any publicly held 
company that owns 10% or more of the corporation’s stock. 
If there is no parent or publicly held company owning 10% 
or more of the corporation’s stock, a notation to this effect 
shall be included in the document. If a statement has been 
included in a document filed earlier in the case, reference 
may be made to the earlier document (except when the ear­
lier statement appeared in a document prepared under Rule 
33.2), and only amendments to the statement to make it cur­
rent need be included in the document being filed. 
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1204 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

Rule 30. Computation and Extension of Time 

1. In the computation of any period of time prescribed or 
allowed by these Rules, by order of the Court, or by an appli­
cable statute, the day of the act, event, or default from which 
the designated period begins to run is not included. The 
last day of the period shall be included, unless it is a Satur­
day, Sunday, federal legal holiday listed in 5 U. S. C. § 6103, 
or day on which the Court building is closed by order of the 
Court or the Chief Justice, in which event the period shall 
extend until the end of the next day that is not a Saturday, 
Sunday, federal legal holiday, or day on which the Court 
building is closed. 

2. Whenever a Justice or the Clerk is empowered by law 
or these Rules to extend the time to file any document, an 
application seeking an extension shall be filed within the pe­
riod sought to be extended. An application to extend the 
time to file a petition for a writ of certiorari or to file a juris­
dictional statement must be filed at least 10 days before the 
specified final filing date as computed under these Rules; if 
filed less than 10 days before the final filing date, such appli­
cation will not be granted except in the most extraordinary 
circumstances. 

3. An application to extend the time to file a petition for a 
writ of certiorari, to file a jurisdictional statement, to file a 
reply brief on the merits, or to file a petition for rehearing 
shall be made to an individual Justice and presented and 
served on all other parties as provided by Rule 22. Once 
denied, such an application may not be renewed. 

4. An application to extend the time to file any document 
or paper other than those specified in paragraph 3 of this 
Rule may be presented in the form of a letter to the Clerk 
setting out specific reasons why an extension of time is justi­
fied. The letter shall be served on all other parties as re­
quired by Rule 29. The application may be acted on by the 
Clerk in the first instance, and any party aggrieved by the 
Clerk’s action may request that the application be submitted 
to a Justice or to the Court. The Clerk will report action 
under this paragraph to the Court as instructed. 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1205 

Rule 31.	 Translations 

Whenever any record to be transmitted to this Court con­
tains material written in a foreign language without a trans­
lation made under the authority of the lower court, or ad­
mitted to be correct, the clerk of the court transmitting the 
record shall advise the Clerk of this Court immediately so 
that this Court may order that a translation be supplied and, 
if necessary, printed as part of the joint appendix. 

Rule 32.	 Models, Diagrams, Exhibits, and Lodgings 

1. Models, diagrams, and exhibits of material forming part 
of the evidence taken in a case and brought to this Court for 
its inspection shall be placed in the custody of the Clerk at 
least two weeks before the case is to be heard or submitted. 

2. All models, diagrams, exhibits, and other items placed 
in the custody of the Clerk shall be removed by the parties 
no more than 40 days after the case is decided. If this is 
not done, the Clerk will notify counsel to remove the articles 
forthwith. If they are not removed within a reasonable 
time thereafter, the Clerk will destroy them or dispose of 
them in any other appropriate way. 

3. Any party or amicus curiae desiring to lodge non-
record material with the Clerk must set out in a letter, 
served on all parties, a description of the material proposed 
for lodging and the reasons why the non-record material may 
properly be considered by the Court. The material pro­
posed for lodging may not be submitted until and unless re­
quested by the Clerk. 

Rule 33.	 Document Preparation: Booklet Format; 
81/2- by 11-Inch Paper Format 

1. Booklet Format: (a) Except for a document expressly 
permitted by these Rules to be submitted on 81/2- by 11-inch 
paper, see, e. g., Rules 21, 22, and 39, every document filed 
with the Court shall be prepared in a 61/8- by  91/4-inch booklet 
format using a standard typesetting process (e. g., hot metal, 
photocomposition, or computer typesetting) to produce text 
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1206 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

printed in typographic (as opposed to typewriter) characters. 
The process used must produce a clear, black image on white 
paper. The text must be reproduced with a clarity that 
equals or exceeds the output of a laser printer. 

(b) The text of every booklet-format document, including 
any appendix thereto, shall be typeset in a Century family 
(e. g., Century Expanded, New Century Schoolbook, or Cen­
tury Schoolbook) 12-point type with 2-point or more leading 
between lines. Quotations in excess of 50 words shall be 
indented. The typeface of footnotes shall be 10-point type 
with 2-point or more leading between lines. The text of the 
document must appear on both sides of the page. 

(c) Every booklet-format document shall be produced on 
paper that is opaque, unglazed, and not less than 60 pounds 
in weight, and shall have margins of at least three-fourths of 
an inch on all sides. The text field, including footnotes, may 
not exceed 41/8 by 71/8 inches. The document shall be bound 
firmly in at least two places along the left margin (saddle 
stitch or perfect binding preferred) so as to permit easy 
opening, and no part of the text should be obscured by the 
binding. Spiral, plastic, metal, or string bindings may not 
be used. Copies of patent documents, except opinions, may 
be duplicated in such size as is necessary in a separate 
appendix. 

(d) Every booklet-format document, shall comply with the 
word limits shown on the chart in subparagraph 1(g) of this 
Rule. The word limits do not include the questions pre­
sented, the list of parties and the corporate disclosure state­
ment, the table of contents, the table of cited authorities, the 
listing of counsel at the end of the document, or any appen­
dix. The word limits include footnotes. Verbatim quota­
tions required under Rule 14.1(f), if set out in the text of a 
brief rather than in the appendix, are also excluded. For 
good cause, the Court or a Justice may grant leave to file a 
document in excess of the word limits, but application for 
such leave is not favored. An application to exceed word 
limits shall comply with Rule 22 and must be received by the 
Clerk at least 15 days before the filing date of the document 
in question, except in the most extraordinary circumstances. 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1207 

(e) Every booklet-format document, shall have a suitable 
cover consisting of 65-pound weight paper in the color indi­
cated on the chart in subparagraph 1(g) of this Rule. If a 
separate appendix to any document is filed, the color of its 
cover shall be the same as that of the cover of the document 
it supports. The Clerk will furnish a color chart upon re­
quest. Counsel shall ensure that there is adequate contrast 
between the printing and the color of the cover. A docu­
ment filed by the United States, or by any other federal 
party represented by the Solicitor General, shall have a gray 
cover. A joint appendix, answer to a bill of complaint, mo­
tion for leave to intervene, and any other document not listed 
in subparagraph 1(g) of this Rule shall have a tan cover. 

(f) Forty copies of a booklet-format document shall be filed. 
(g) Word limits and cover colors for booklet-format docu­

ments are as follows: 

Type of Document 

(i)	 Petition for a Writ of Certiorari (Rule 14); Mo­
tion for Leave to File a Bill of Complaint and 
Brief in Support (Rule 17.3); Jurisdictional 
Statement (Rule 18.3); Petition for an Extraor­
dinary Writ (Rule 20.2) 

(ii)	 Brief in Opposition (Rule 15.3); Brief in Oppo­
sition to Motion for Leave to File an Original 
Action (Rule 17.5); Motion to Dismiss or Affirm 
(Rule 18.6); Brief in Opposition to Mandamus 
or Prohibition (Rule 20.3(b)); Response to a Pe­
tition for Habeas Corpus (Rule 20.4) 

(iii) Reply to Brief in Opposition (Rules 15.6 and 
17.5); Brief Opposing a Motion to Dismiss or 
Affirm (Rule 18.8) 

(iv) Supplemental Brief (Rules 15.8, 17, 18.10, and 
25.5) 

(v)	 Brief on the Merits for Petitioner or Appellant 
(Rule 24); Exceptions by Plaintiff to Report of 
Special Master (Rule 17) 

(vi)	 Brief on the Merits for Respondent or Appel­
lee (Rule 24.2); Brief on the Merits for Re­
spondent or Appellee Supporting Petitioner or 
Appellant (Rule 12.6); Exceptions by Party 
Other Than Plaintiff to Report of Special Mas­
ter (Rule 17) 

Word
 
Limits
 

9,000 

9,000 

3,000 

3,000 

15,000 

15,000 

Color of
 
Cover
 

white 

orange 

tan
 

tan
 

light blue
 

light red
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1208 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

Type of Document 
Word 

Limits 

(vii) Reply Brief on the Merits (Rule 24.4) 6,000 
(viii) Reply to Plaintiff ’s Exceptions to Report of 

Special Master (Rule 17) 15,000 
(ix) Reply to Exceptions by Party Other Than 

Plaintiff to Report of Special Master (Rule 17) 15,000 
(x) Brief for an Amicus Curiae at the Petition 

Stage or pertaining to a Motion for Leave to 
file a Bill of Complaint (Rule 37.2) 6,000 

(xi) Brief for an Amicus Curiae in Support of the 
Plaintiff, Petitioner, or Appellant, or in Sup­
port of Neither Party, on the Merits or in 
an Original Action at the Exceptions Stage 
(Rule 37.3) 9,000 

(xii) Brief for an Amicus Curiae in Support of the 
Defendant, Respondent, or Appellee, on the 
Merits or in an Original Action at the Excep­
tions Stage (Rule 37.3) 9,000 

(xiii) Petition for Rehearing (Rule 44) 3,000 

Color of
 
Cover
 

yellow 

orange 

yellow 

cream 

light 
green 

dark 
green 

tan 

(h) A document prepared under Rule 33.1 must be accom­
panied by a certificate signed by the attorney, the unrepre­
sented party, or the preparer of the document stating that 
the brief complies with the word limitations. The person 
preparing the certificate may rely on the word count of the 
word-processing system used to prepare the document. The 
word-processing system must be set to include footnotes in 
the word count. The certificate must state the number of 
words in the document. The certificate shall accompany the 
document when it is presented to the Clerk for filing and 
shall be separate from it. If the certificate is signed by a 
person other than a member of the Bar of this Court, the 
counsel of record, or the unrepresented party, it must contain 
a notarized affidavit or declaration in compliance with 28 
U. S. C. § 1746. 

2. 81⁄2- by 11-Inch Paper Format: (a) The text of every 
document, including any appendix thereto, expressly permit­
ted by these Rules to be presented to the Court on 81⁄2- by  
11-inch paper shall appear double spaced, except for indented 
quotations, which shall be single spaced, on opaque, un­

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1209 

glazed, white paper. The document shall be stapled or 
bound at the upper left-hand corner. Copies, if required, 
shall be produced on the same type of paper and shall be 
legible. The original of any such document (except a motion 
to dismiss or affirm under Rule 18.6) shall be signed by the 
party proceeding pro se or by counsel of record who must be 
a member of the Bar of this Court or an attorney appointed 
under the Criminal Justice Act of 1964, see 18 U. S. C. 
§ 3006A(d)(6), or under any other applicable federal statute. 
Subparagraph 1(g) of this Rule does not apply to documents 
prepared under this paragraph. 

(b) Page limits for documents presented on 81⁄2- by 11-inch 
paper are: 40 pages for a petition for a writ of certiorari, 
jurisdictional statement, petition for an extraordinary writ, 
brief in opposition, or motion to dismiss or affirm; and 15 
pages for a reply to a brief in opposition, brief opposing a 
motion to dismiss or affirm, supplemental brief, or petition 
for rehearing. The exclusions specified in subparagraph 1(d) 
of this Rule apply. 

Rule 34. Document Preparation: General Requirements 

Every document, whether prepared under Rule 33.1 or 
Rule 33.2, shall comply with the following provisions: 

1. Each document shall bear on its cover, in the order indi­
cated, from the top of the page: 

(a) the docket number of the case or, if there is none, a 
space for one; 

(b) the name of this Court; 
(c) the caption of the case as appropriate in this Court; 
(d) the nature of the proceeding and the name of the court 

from which the action is brought (e. g., “On Petition for Writ 
of Certiorari to the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Fifth Circuit”; or, for a merits brief, “On Writ of Cer­
tiorari to the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth 
Circuit”); 

(e) the title of the document (e. g., “Petition for Writ of 
Certiorari,” “Brief for Respondent,” “Joint Appendix”); 
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1210 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

(f) the name of the attorney who is counsel of record for 
the party concerned (who must be a member of the Bar of 
this Court except as provided in Rule 9.1), and on whom 
service is to be made, with a notation directly thereunder 
identifying the attorney as counsel of record and setting out 
counsel’s office address and telephone number. Only one 
counsel of record may be noted on a single document. The 
names of other members of the Bar of this Court or of the 
bar of the highest court of a State acting as counsel, and, if 
desired, their addresses, may be added, but counsel of record 
shall be clearly identified. Names of persons other than at­
torneys admitted to a state bar may not be listed, unless the 
party is appearing pro se, in which case the party’s name, 
address, and telephone number shall appear. The foregoing 
shall be displayed in an appropriate typographic manner and, 
except for the identification of counsel, may not be set in 
type smaller than standard 11-point, if the document is pre­
pared as required by Rule 33.1. 

2. Every document exceeding five pages (other than a joint 
appendix), whether prepared under Rule 33.1 or Rule 33.2, 
shall contain a table of contents and a table of cited authori­
ties (i. e., cases alphabetically arranged, constitutional provi­
sions, statutes, treatises, and other materials) with refer­
ences to the pages in the document where such authorities 
are cited. 

3. The body of every document shall bear at its close the 
name of counsel of record and such other counsel, identified 
on the cover of the document in conformity with subpara­
graph 1(f) of this Rule, as may be desired. 

4. Every appendix to a document must be preceded by a 
table of contents that provides a description of each docu­
ment in the appendix. 

5. All references to a provision of federal statutory law 
should ordinarily be cited to the United States Code, if the 
provision has been codified therein. In the event the pro­
vision has not been classified to the United States Code, 
citation should be to the Statutes at Large. Additional or 
alternative citations should be provided only if there is a 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1211 

particular reason why those citations are relevant or neces­
sary to the argument. 

Rule 35.	 Death, Substitution, and Revivor; Public 
Officers 

1. If a party dies after the filing of a petition for a writ of 
certiorari to this Court, or after the filing of a notice of ap­
peal, the authorized representative of the deceased party 
may appear and, on motion, be substituted as a party. If 
the representative does not voluntarily become a party, any 
other party may suggest the death on the record and, on 
motion, seek an order requiring the representative to be­
come a party within a designated time. If the representa­
tive then fails to become a party, the party so moving, if a 
respondent or appellee, is entitled to have the petition for a 
writ of certiorari or the appeal dismissed, and if a petitioner 
or appellant, is entitled to proceed as in any other case of 
nonappearance by a respondent or appellee. If the substitu­
tion of a representative of the deceased is not made within 
six months after the death of the party, the case shall abate. 

2. Whenever a case cannot be revived in the court whose 
judgment is sought to be reviewed, because the deceased 
party’s authorized representative is not subject to that 
court’s jurisdiction, proceedings will be conducted as this 
Court may direct. 

3. When a public officer who is a party to a proceeding in 
this Court in an official capacity dies, resigns, or otherwise 
ceases to hold office, the action does not abate and any suc­
cessor in office is automatically substituted as a party. The 
parties shall notify the Clerk in writing of any such succes­
sions. Proceedings following the substitution shall be in the 
name of the substituted party, but any misnomer not affect­
ing substantial rights of the parties will be disregarded. 

4. A public officer who is a party to a proceeding in this 
Court in an official capacity may be described as a party by 
the officer’s official title rather than by name, but the Court 
may require the name to be added. 
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1212 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

Rule 36.	 Custody of Prisoners in Habeas Corpus 
Proceedings 

1. Pending review in this Court of a decision in a habeas 
corpus proceeding commenced before a court, Justice, or 
judge of the United States, the person having custody of the 
prisoner may not transfer custody to another person unless 
the transfer is authorized under this Rule. 

2. Upon application by a custodian, the court, Justice, or 
judge who entered the decision under review may authorize 
transfer and the substitution of a successor custodian as a 
party. 

3. (a) Pending review of a decision failing or refusing to 
release a prisoner, the prisoner may be detained in the cus­
tody from which release is sought or in other appropriate 
custody or may be enlarged on personal recognizance or bail, 
as may appear appropriate to the court, Justice, or judge 
who entered the decision, or to the court of appeals, this 
Court, or a judge or Justice of either court. 

(b) Pending review of a decision ordering release, the 
prisoner shall be enlarged on personal recognizance or bail, 
unless the court, Justice, or judge who entered the decision, 
or the court of appeals, this Court, or a judge or Justice of 
either court, orders otherwise. 

4. An initial order respecting the custody or enlargement 
of the prisoner, and any recognizance or surety taken, shall 
continue in effect pending review in the court of appeals and 
in this Court unless for reasons shown to the court of ap­
peals, this Court, or a judge or Justice of either court, the 
order is modified or an independent order respecting custody, 
enlargement, or surety is entered. 

Rule 37.	 Brief for an Amicus Curiae 

1. An amicus curiae brief that brings to the attention of 
the Court relevant matter not already brought to its atten­
tion by the parties may be of considerable help to the Court. 
An amicus curiae brief that does not serve this purpose bur­
dens the Court, and its filing is not favored. An amicus 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1213 

curiae brief may be filed only by an attorney admitted to 
practice before this Court as provided in Rule 5. 

2. (a) An amicus curiae brief submitted before the 
Court’s consideration of a petition for a writ of certiorari, 
motion for leave to file a bill of complaint, jurisdictional 
statement, or petition for an extraordinary writ may be filed 
if accompanied by the written consent of all parties, or if the 
Court grants leave to file under subparagraph 2(b) of this 
Rule. An amicus curiae brief in support of a petitioner or 
appellant shall be filed within 30 days after the case is placed 
on the docket or a response is called for by the Court, which­
ever is later, and that time will not be extended. An amicus 
curiae brief in support of a motion of a plaintiff for leave to 
file a bill of complaint in an original action shall be filed 
within 60 days after the case is placed on the docket, and 
that time will not be extended. An amicus curiae brief in 
support of a respondent, an appellee, or a defendant shall be 
submitted within the time allowed for filing a brief in opposi­
tion or a motion to dismiss or affirm. An amicus curiae 
shall ensure that the counsel of record for all parties receive 
notice of its intention to file an amicus curiae brief at least 
10 days prior to the due date for the amicus curiae brief, 
unless the amicus curiae brief is filed earlier than 10 days 
before the due date. Only one signatory to any amicus cu­
riae brief filed jointly by more than one amicus curiae must 
timely notify the parties of its intent to file that brief. The 
amicus curiae brief shall indicate that counsel of record re­
ceived timely notice of the intent to file the brief under this 
Rule and shall specify whether consent was granted, and its 
cover shall identify the party supported. 

(b) When a party to the case has withheld consent, a mo­
tion for leave to file an amicus curiae brief before the 
Court’s consideration of a petition for a writ of certiorari, 
motion for leave to file a bill of complaint, jurisdictional 
statement, or petition for an extraordinary writ may be pre­
sented to the Court. The motion, prepared as required by 
Rule 33.1 and as one document with the brief sought to be 
filed, shall be submitted within the time allowed for filing an 
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1214 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

amicus curiae brief, and shall indicate the party or parties 
who have withheld consent and state the nature of the mov­
ant’s interest. Such a motion is not favored. 

3. (a) An amicus curiae brief in a case before the Court 
for oral argument may be filed if accompanied by the written 
consent of all parties, or if the Court grants leave to file 
under subparagraph 3(b) of this Rule. The brief shall be 
submitted within 7 days after the brief for the party sup­
ported is filed, or if in support of neither party, within 7 days 
after the time allowed for filing the petitioner’s or appellant’s 
brief. Motions to extend the time for filing an amicus cu­
riae brief will not be entertained. The 10-day notice re­
quirement of subparagraph 2(a) of this Rule does not apply 
to an amicus curiae brief in a case before the Court for oral 
argument. An electronic version of every amicus curiae 
brief in a case before the Court for oral argument shall be 
transmitted to the Clerk of Court and to counsel for the par­
ties at the time the brief is filed in accordance with guide­
lines established by the Clerk. The electronic transmission 
requirement is in addition to the requirement that booklet-
format briefs be timely filed. The amicus curiae brief shall 
specify whether consent was granted, and its cover shall 
identify the party supported or indicate whether it suggests 
affirmance or reversal. The Clerk will not file a reply brief 
for an amicus curiae, or a brief for an amicus curiae in 
support of, or in opposition to, a petition for rehearing. 

(b) When a party to a case before the Court for oral argu­
ment has withheld consent, a motion for leave to file an ami­
cus curiae brief may be presented to the Court. The mo­
tion, prepared as required by Rule 33.1 and as one document 
with the brief sought to be filed, shall be submitted within 
the time allowed for filing an amicus curiae brief, and shall 
indicate the party or parties who have withheld consent and 
state the nature of the movant’s interest. 

4. No motion for leave to file an amicus curiae brief is 
necessary if the brief is presented on behalf of the United 
States by the Solicitor General; on behalf of any agency of 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1215 

the United States allowed by law to appear before this Court 
when submitted by the agency’s authorized legal representa­
tive; on behalf of a State, Commonwealth, Territory, or Pos­
session when submitted by its Attorney General; or on behalf 
of a city, county, town, or similar entity when submitted by 
its authorized law officer. 

5. A brief or motion filed under this Rule shall be accom­
panied by proof of service as required by Rule 29, and shall 
comply with the applicable provisions of Rules 21, 24, and 
33.1 (except that it suffices to set out in the brief the interest 
of the amicus curiae, the summary of the argument, the ar­
gument, and the conclusion). A motion for leave to file may 
not exceed 1,500 words. A party served with the motion 
may file an objection thereto, stating concisely the reasons 
for withholding consent; the objection shall be prepared as 
required by Rule 33.2. 

6. Except for briefs presented on behalf of amicus curiae 
listed in Rule 37.4, a brief filed under this Rule shall indicate 
whether counsel for a party authored the brief in whole or in 
part and whether such counsel or a party made a monetary 
contribution intended to fund the preparation or submission 
of the brief, and shall identify every person other than the 
amicus curiae, its members, or its counsel, who made such 
a monetary contribution. The disclosure shall be made in 
the first footnote on the first page of text. 

Rule 38. Fees 

Under 28 U. S. C. § 1911, the fees charged by the Clerk are: 
(a) for docketing a case on a petition for a writ of certio­

rari or on appeal or for docketing any other proceeding, ex­
cept a certified question or a motion to docket and dismiss 
an appeal under Rule 18.5, $300; 

(b) for filing a petition for rehearing or a motion for leave 
to file a petition for rehearing, $200; 

(c) for reproducing and certifying any record or paper, $1 
per page; and for comparing with the original thereof any 
photographic reproduction of any record or paper, when fur­
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1216 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

nished by the person requesting its certification, $.50 per 
page; 

(d) for a certificate bearing the seal of the Court, $10; and 
(e) for a check paid to the Court, Clerk, or Marshal that is 

returned for lack of funds, $35. 

Rule 39. Proceedings In Forma Pauperis 

1. A party seeking to proceed in forma pauperis shall file 
a motion for leave to do so, together with the party’s nota­
rized affidavit or declaration (in compliance with 28 U. S. C. 
§ 1746) in the form prescribed by the Federal Rules of Appel­
late Procedure, Form 4. The motion shall state whether 
leave to proceed in forma pauperis was sought in any other 
court and, if so, whether leave was granted. If the United 
States district court or the United States court of appeals 
has appointed counsel under the Criminal Justice Act of 1964, 
18 U. S. C. § 3006A, or under any other applicable federal 
statute, no affidavit or declaration is required, but the motion 
shall cite the statute under which counsel was appointed. 

2. If leave to proceed in forma pauperis is sought for the 
purpose of filing a document, the motion, and an affidavit 
or declaration if required, shall be filed together with that 
document and shall comply in every respect with Rule 21. 
As provided in that Rule, it suffices to file an original and 10 
copies, unless the party is an inmate confined in an institu­
tion and is not represented by counsel, in which case the 
original, alone, suffices. A copy of the motion, and affidavit 
or declaration if required, shall precede and be attached to 
each copy of the accompanying document. 

3. Except when these Rules expressly provide that a docu­
ment shall be prepared as required by Rule 33.1, every docu­
ment presented by a party proceeding under this Rule shall 
be prepared as required by Rule 33.2 (unless such prep­
aration is impossible). Every document shall be legible. 
While making due allowance for any case presented under 
this Rule by a person appearing pro se, the Clerk will not 
file any document if it does not comply with the substance of 
these Rules or is jurisdictionally out of time. 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1217 

4. When the documents required by paragraphs 1 and 2 of 
this Rule are presented to the Clerk, accompanied by proof 
of service as required by Rule 29, they will be placed on the 
docket without the payment of a docket fee or any other fee. 

5. The respondent or appellee in a case filed in forma pau­
peris shall respond in the same manner and within the same 
time as in any other case of the same nature, except that the 
filing of an original and 10 copies of a response prepared as 
required by Rule 33.2, with proof of service as required by 
Rule 29, suffices. The respondent or appellee may challenge 
the grounds for the motion for leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis in a separate document or in the response itself. 

6. Whenever the Court appoints counsel for an indigent 
party in a case set for oral argument, the briefs on the merits 
submitted by that counsel, unless otherwise requested, shall 
be prepared under the Clerk’s supervision. The Clerk also 
will reimburse appointed counsel for any necessary travel 
expenses to Washington, D. C., and return in connection with 
the argument. 

7. In a case in which certiorari has been granted, probable 
jurisdiction noted, or consideration of jurisdiction postponed, 
this Court may appoint counsel to represent a party finan­
cially unable to afford an attorney to the extent authorized 
by the Criminal Justice Act of 1964, 18 U. S. C. § 3006A, or 
by any other applicable federal statute. 

8. If satisfied that a petition for a writ of certiorari, juris­
dictional statement, or petition for an extraordinary writ is 
frivolous or malicious, the Court may deny leave to proceed 
in forma pauperis. 

Rule 40. Veterans, Seamen, and Military Cases 

1. A veteran suing under any provision of law exempting 
veterans from the payment of fees or court costs, may pro­
ceed without prepayment of fees or costs or furnishing secu­
rity therefor and may file a motion for leave to proceed on 
papers prepared as required by Rule 33.2. The motion shall 
ask leave to proceed as a veteran and be accompanied by an 
affidavit or declaration setting out the moving party’s vet­
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1218 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

eran status. A copy of the motion shall precede and be 
attached to each copy of the petition for a writ of certiorari 
or other substantive document filed by the veteran. 

2. A seaman suing under 28 U. S. C. § 1916 may proceed 
without prepayment of fees or costs or furnishing security 
therefor and may file a motion for leave to proceed on papers 
prepared as required by Rule 33.2. The motion shall ask 
leave to proceed as a seaman and be accompanied by an affi­
davit or declaration setting out the moving party’s seaman 
status. A copy of the motion shall precede and be attached 
to each copy of the petition for a writ of certiorari or other 
substantive document filed by the seaman. 

3. An accused person petitioning for a writ of certiorari to 
review a decision of the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Armed Forces under 28 U. S. C. § 1259 may proceed with­
out prepayment of fees or costs or furnishing security there­
for and without filing an affidavit of indigency, but is not 
entitled to proceed on papers prepared as required by Rule 
33.2, except as authorized by the Court on separate motion 
under Rule 39. 

PART VIII. DISPOSITION OF CASES 

Rule 41. Opinions of the Court 

Opinions of the Court will be released by the Clerk imme­
diately upon their announcement from the bench, or as the 
Court otherwise directs. Thereafter, the Clerk will cause 
the opinions to be issued in slip form, and the Reporter of 
Decisions will prepare them for publication in the prelimi­
nary prints and bound volumes of the United States Reports. 

Rule 42. Interest and Damages 

1. If a judgment for money in a civil case is affirmed, any 
interest allowed by law is payable from the date the judg­
ment under review was entered. If a judgment is modified 
or reversed with a direction that a judgment for money be 
entered below, the courts below may award interest to the 
extent permitted by law. Interest in cases arising in a state 
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RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 1219 

court is allowed at the same rate that similar judgments bear 
interest in the courts of the State in which judgment is di­
rected to be entered. Interest in cases arising in a court of 
the United States is allowed at the interest rate authorized 
by law. 

2. When a petition for a writ of certiorari, an appeal, 
or an application for other relief is frivolous, the Court 
may award the respondent or appellee just damages, and 
single or double costs under Rule 43. Damages or costs 
may be awarded against the petitioner, appellant, or ap­
plicant, against the party’s counsel, or against both party 
and counsel. 

Rule 43. Costs 

1. If the Court affirms a judgment, the petitioner or appel­
lant shall pay costs unless the Court otherwise orders. 

2. If the Court reverses or vacates a judgment, the re­
spondent or appellee shall pay costs unless the Court other­
wise orders. 

3. The Clerk’s fees and the cost of printing the joint ap­
pendix are the only taxable items in this Court. The cost of 
the transcript of the record from the court below is also a 
taxable item, but shall be taxable in that court as costs in the 
case. The expenses of printing briefs, motions, petitions, or 
jurisdictional statements are not taxable. 

4. In a case involving a certified question, costs are equally 
divided unless the Court otherwise orders, except that if the 
Court decides the whole matter in controversy, as permitted 
by Rule 19.2, costs are allowed as provided in paragraphs 1 
and 2 of this Rule.  

5. To the extent permitted by 28 U. S. C. § 2412, costs 
under this Rule are allowed for or against the United States 
or an officer or agent thereof, unless expressly waived or 
unless the Court otherwise orders. 

6. When costs are allowed in this Court, the Clerk will 
insert an itemization of the costs in the body of the mandate 
or judgment sent to the court below. The prevailing side 
may not submit a bill of costs. 
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1220 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

7. In extraordinary circumstances the Court may adjudge 
double costs. 

Rule 44. Rehearing 

1. Any petition for the rehearing of any judgment or deci­
sion of the Court on the merits shall be filed within 25 days 
after entry of the judgment or decision, unless the Court or 
a Justice shortens or extends the time. The petitioner shall 
file 40 copies of the rehearing petition and shall pay the filing 
fee prescribed by Rule 38(b), except that a petitioner pro­
ceeding in forma pauperis under Rule 39, including an in­
mate of an institution, shall file the number of copies re­
quired for a petition by such a person under Rule 12.2. The 
petition shall state its grounds briefly and distinctly and 
shall be served as required by Rule 29. The petition shall 
be presented together with certification of counsel (or of a 
party unrepresented by counsel) that it is presented in good 
faith and not for delay; one copy of the certificate shall 
bear the signature of counsel (or of a party unrepresented 
by counsel). A copy of the certificate shall follow and be 
attached to each copy of the petition. A petition for rehear­
ing is not subject to oral argument and will not be granted 
except by a majority of the Court, at the instance of a Justice 
who concurred in the judgment or decision. 

2. Any petition for the rehearing of an order denying a 
petition for a writ of certiorari or extraordinary writ shall 
be filed within 25 days after the date of the order of denial 
and shall comply with all the form and filing requirements of 
paragraph 1 of this Rule, including the payment of the filing 
fee if required, but its grounds shall be limited to intervening 
circumstances of a substantial or controlling effect or to 
other substantial grounds not previously presented. The 
petition shall be presented together with certification of 
counsel (or of a party unrepresented by counsel) that it is 
restricted to the grounds specified in this paragraph and that 
it is presented in good faith and not for delay; one copy of 
the certificate shall bear the signature of counsel (or of a 
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party unrepresented by counsel). The certificate shall be 
bound with each copy of the petition. The Clerk will not file 
a petition without a certificate. The petition is not subject 
to oral argument. 

3. The Clerk will not file any response to a petition for 
rehearing unless the Court requests a response. In the ab­
sence of extraordinary circumstances, the Court will not 
grant a petition for rehearing without first requesting a 
response. 

4. The Clerk will not file consecutive petitions and peti­
tions that are out of time under this Rule. 

5. The Clerk will not file any brief for an amicus curiae 
in support of, or in opposition to, a petition for rehearing. 

6. If the Clerk determines that a petition for rehearing 
submitted timely and in good faith is in a form that does not 
comply with this Rule or with Rule 33 or Rule 34, the Clerk 
will return it with a letter indicating the deficiency. A cor­
rected petition for rehearing submitted in accordance with 
Rule 29.2 no more than 15 days after the date of the Clerk’s 
letter will be deemed timely. 

Rule 45. Process; Mandates 

1. All process of this Court issues in the name of the Presi­
dent of the United States. 

2. In a case on review from a state court, the mandate 
issues 25 days after entry of the judgment, unless the Court 
or a Justice shortens or extends the time, or unless the par­
ties stipulate that it issue sooner. The filing of a petition for 
rehearing stays the mandate until disposition of the petition, 
unless the Court orders otherwise. If the petition is denied, 
the mandate issues forthwith. 

3. In a case on review from any court of the United States, 
as defined by 28 U. S. C. § 451, a formal mandate does not 
issue unless specially directed; instead, the Clerk of this 
Court will send the clerk of the lower court a copy of the 
opinion or order of this Court and a certified copy of the 
judgment. The certified copy of the judgment, prepared 
and signed by this Court’s Clerk, will provide for costs if 
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any are awarded. In all other respects, the provisions of 
paragraph 2 of this Rule apply. 

Rule 46. Dismissing Cases 
1. At any stage of the proceedings, whenever all parties 

file with the Clerk an agreement in writing that a case be 
dismissed, specifying the terms for payment of costs, and pay 
to the Clerk any fees then due, the Clerk, without further 
reference to the Court, will enter an order of dismissal. 

2. (a) A petitioner or appellant may file a motion to dis­
miss the case, with proof of service as required by Rule 29, 
tendering to the Clerk any fees due and costs payable. No 
more than 15 days after service thereof, an adverse party 
may file an objection, limited to the amount of damages and 
costs in this Court alleged to be payable or to showing that 
the moving party does not represent all petitioners or appel­
lants. The Clerk will not file any objection not so limited. 

(b) When the objection asserts that the moving party does 
not represent all the petitioners or appellants, the party 
moving for dismissal may file a reply within 10 days, after 
which time the matter will be submitted to the Court for 
its determination. 

(c) If no objection is filed—or if upon objection going only 
to the amount of damages and costs in this Court, the party 
moving for dismissal tenders the additional damages and 
costs in full within 10 days of the demand therefor—the 
Clerk, without further reference to the Court, will enter an 
order of dismissal. If, after objection as to the amount of 
damages and costs in this Court, the moving party does not 
respond by a tender within 10 days, the Clerk will report 
the matter to the Court for its determination. 

3. No mandate or other process will issue on a dismissal 
under this Rule without an order of the Court. 

PART IX. DEFINITIONS AND EFFECTIVE DATE 

Rule 47. Reference to “State Court” and “State Law” 
The term “state court,” when used in these Rules, includes 

the District of Columbia Court of Appeals, the Supreme 
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Court of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the courts of 
the Northern Mariana Islands, and the local courts of Guam. 
References in these Rules to the statutes of a State include 
the statutes of the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, and the Territory of Guam. 

Rule 48. Effective Date of Rules 
1. These Rules, adopted January 12, 2010, will be effective 

February 16, 2010. 
2. The Rules govern all proceedings after their effective 

date except to the extent that, in the opinion of the Court, 
their application to a pending matter would not be feasible 
or would work an injustice, in which event the former proce­
dure applies. 

3. In any case in which a petitioner or appellant has filed 
its brief on the merits prior to the effective date of these 
revised Rules, all remaining briefs in that case may comply 
with the October 1, 2007, version of the Rules of the Su­
preme Court of the United States rather than with these 
revised Rules. 
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—Deficiencies, effect of ........................................ 18.13 
—Distribution to Court ....................................... 18.5, 18.6, 21.2(b) 
—Documents, format and general require­

ments ............................................................... 33, 34 
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1226 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

Rule 
APPEALS—Continued
 

—Fee........................................................................ 18.3, 38(a)
 
—Multiple judgments........................................... 18.2
 
—Page limits ........................................................ 33.2(b)
 
—Service................................................................. 18.3, 29.3–29.5
 
—Supplemental briefs.......................................... 18.10, 33.1(g)(iv)
 
—Time to file ......................................................... 18.3, 30.2, 30.3
 
—Word limits ........................................................ 33.1(g)(i)
 

Jurisdiction noted or postponed ................................. 18.12
 
Notice of appeal
 

—Clerk of district court, filed with................... 18.1
 
—Contents.............................................................. 18.1
 
—Response ............................................................. 18.6
 
—Service................................................................. 18.1
 
—Time to file ......................................................... 18.1
 

Parties to proceeding ................................................... 18.2
 
Record ............................................................................. 18.11, 18.12
 
Summary disposition .................................................... 18.12
 

APPEARANCE OF COUNSEL 
Certified cases .............................................................. 19.3 
Notice of appearance, when required........................ 9 

APPENDIX—See also Joint Appendix 
Briefs on merits............................................................. 24.3 
Cover color ..................................................................... 33.1(e) 
Documents, format and general preparation re­

quirements .................................................................. 33, 34 
Jurisdictional statements............................................. 18.3 
Petitions for writ of certiorari.................................... 14.1(i) 

APPLICATIONS TO INDIVIDUAL JUSTICES—See 
Justices 

ARGUMENT
 
Absence of quorum, effect of ...................................... 4.2
 
Additional time, request for........................................ 28.3
 
Amicus curiae ............................................................... 28.7
 
Calendar, call of............................................................. 27
 
Certified cases................................................................ 19.4
 
Combined cases ............................................................. 27.3
 
Content............................................................................ 28.1, 28.5
 
Counsel, notification of argument date ..................... 27.2
 
Cross-appeals ................................................................. 28.2
 
Cross-writs of certiorari .............................................. 28.2
 
Divided argument ........................................................ 28.4
 
Hearing lists................................................................... 27.2
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Rule 
ARGUMENT—Continued
 

Motions............................................................................ 21.3
 
Party for whom no brief has been filed.................... 28.6
 
Pro hac vice ................................................................... 6
 
Rehearing ....................................................................... 44.1, 44.2
 
Time allowed.................................................................. 28.3
 

ATTORNEYS—See also Admission to Bar; Criminal 
Justice Act of 1964 

Appearance of counsel.................................................. 9 
Appointment as counsel for indigent party ............. 39.6, 39.7 
Argument pro hac vice ................................................ 6 
Compensation 

—Criminal Justice Act of 1964........................... 39.7 
—Travel expenses when representing indi­

gent party....................................................... 39.6 
Costs awarded against ................................................. 42.2 
Counsel of record .......................................................... 9, 34.1(f) 
Damages awarded against........................................... 42.2 
Disbarment..................................................................... 8.1 
Discipline of attorneys 

—Conduct unbecoming member of Bar............ 8.2 
—Failure to comply with this Court’s Rules 8.2 

Employees of Court, prohibition against practice 7 
Foreign attorneys, permission to argue ................... 6.2 
Substitution of counsel ................................................. 9.2 
Suspension from practice............................................. 8.1 
Use of Court’s Library ............................................... 2.1 

BAIL 
Applications to individual Justices ............................ 22.5 
Habeas corpus proceedings ......................................... 36.3 

BOND—See Stays 

BRIEFS—See Amicus Curiae; Appeals; Briefs on 
Merits; Certified Questions; Certiorari; Original 
Actions 

BRIEFS ON MERITS
 
Abridgment of time to file ......................................... 25.5
 
Application to exceed word limits ............................ 33.1(d)
 
Clerk, filed with ........................................................... 29.1, 29.2
 
Cross-petitions .............................................................. 25.4
 
Electronic version ........................................................ 25.9
 
Extension of time to file .............................................. 25.5, 30.4
 
Petitioners and appellants
 

—Contents.............................................................. 24.1
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1228 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

Rule 
BRIEFS ON MERITS—Continued 

—Copies, number to be filed ............................. 25.1, 33.1(f) 
—Cover color ......................................................... 33.1(g)(v) 
—Documents, format and general require­

ments ............................................................... 33, 34
 
—Time to file ......................................................... 25.1, 25.5
 
—Word limits.................................................. 24.3, 33.1(d), 33.1(g)(v)
 

Proof of service requirement ..................................... 25.8
 
References to joint appendix or record ................... 24.5
 
Reply briefs
 

—Contents ............................................................ 24.4 
—Copies, number to be filed ............................. 25.3 
—Cover color ......................................................... 33.1(g)(vii) 
—Documents, format and general require­

ments .............................................................. 33, 34
 
—Time to file ......................................................... 25.3, 25.5
 
—Word limits............................................... 24.3, 33.1(d), 33.1(g)(vii)
 

Respondents and appellees 
—Contents ............................................................ 24.2 
—Copies, number to be filed ............................. 25.2 
—Cover color ......................................................... 33.1(g)(vi) 
—Documents, format and general require­

ments .............................................................. 33, 34 
—Time to file ......................................................... 25.2, 25.5 
—Word limits ......................................................... 24.3, 33.1(g)(vi) 

Service ........................................................................... 29.3–29.5 
Striking by Court ........................................................ 24.6 
Submission after argument ........................................ 25.7 
Supplemental briefs 

—Contents ............................................................ 25.6 
—Copies, number to be filed ............................. 25.6 
—Cover color ........................................................ 33.1(g)(iv) 
—Documents, format and general require­

ments ............................................................... 33, 34 
—Time to file ......................................................... 25.6 
—Word limits ........................................................ 33.1(g)(iv) 

Table of authorities ...................................................... 24.1(c), 34.2 
Table of contents .......................................................... 24.1(c), 34.2 

CALENDAR 
Call of cases for argument .......................................... 27.1 
Clerk, preparation by ................................................... 27.1 
Combined cases ............................................................. 27.3 
Hearing lists................................................................... 27.2 
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Rule 
CAPITAL CASES 

Brief in opposition......................................................... 15.1 
Habeas corpus proceedings ......................................... 20.4(b) 
Notation of...................................................................... 14.1(a) 

CERTIFIED QUESTIONS 
Appearance of counsel.................................................. 19.3 
Appendix......................................................................... 19.4 
Argument, setting case for ......................................... 19.4 
Briefs on merits 

—Contents and specifications ............................. 19.5, 24 
—Documents, format and general require­

ments ............................................................... 33, 34 
—Time to file ......................................................... 19.5, 25 

Certificate, contents of ................................................. 19.1 
Costs, allowance of........................................................ 43.4 
Record ............................................................................. 19.4 

CERTIORARI 
Appendix to petition for writ ..................................... 14.1(i)
 
Before judgment in court of appeals, petition filed 11 
Briefs in opposition 

—Capital cases, mandatory in ........................... 15.1 
—Contents.............................................................. 15.2 
—Copies, number to be filed .............................. 15.3 
—Cover color ........................................................ 33.1(g)(ii) 
—Documents, format and general require­

ments ............................................................... 33, 34 
—Page limits.......................................................... 15.2, 33.2(b)
 
—Time to file ......................................................... 15.3 
—Word limits ......................................................... 15.2, 33.1(g)(ii) 

Briefs in support of petition barred ......................... 14.2 
Common-law writs ....................................................... 20.6 
Constitutionality of statute, procedure when issue 

raised ........................................................................... 29.4(b), (c) 
Cross-petitions 

—Conditional, when permitted ......................... 12.5 
—Contents.............................................................. 12.5, 14.1(e)(iii) 
—Distribution to Court ...................................... 15.7 
—Fee ...................................................................... 12.5 
—Notice to cross-respondents ............................ 12.5 
—Service................................................................. 12.5 
—Time to file ........................................................ 13.4 

Denial, sufficient reasons for....................................... 14.4 
Dismissal of petitions .................................................. 35.1 
Disposition of petitions ............................................... 16 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit
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Rule 
CERTIORARI—Continued 

Distribution of papers to Court ................................ 15.5 
Docketing 

—Fee........................................................................ 12.1, 38(a) 
—Notice to respondents ..................................... 12.3 

Frivolous petitions, damages and costs ................... 42.2 
Motion to dismiss petition barred.............................. 15.4 
Multiple judgments, review of .................................. 12.4 
Objections to jurisdiction ........................................... 15.4 
Parties ............................................................................. 12.4, 12.6 
Petitions for writ 

—Contents.............................................................. 14 
—Copies, number to be filed ............................. 12.1, 12.2 
—Cover color ......................................................... 33.1(g)(i) 
—Deficiency, effect of .......................................... 14.5 
—Documents, format and general require­

ments ............................................................... 33, 34 
—Page limits.......................................................... 14.3, 33.2(b)
 
—Service ............................................................... 12.3
 
—Time to file ......................................................... 13, 29.2, 30.2, 30.3
 
—Word limits ......................................................... 14.3, 33.1(g)(i)
 

Record, certification and transmission .................... 12.7
 
Rehearing, petitions for .............................................. 44.2
 
Reply briefs to briefs in opposition.................. 15.6, 33.1(g)(iii), 33.2(b)
 
Respondents in support of petitioner ...................... 12.6
 
Stays pending review .................................................. 23.2, 23.4
 
Summary disposition .................................................... 16.1
 
Supplemental briefs...................................................... 15.8, 33.1(g)(iv)
 

CLERK 
Announcement of absence of quorum ....................... 4.2
 
Announcement of recesses .......................................... 4.3
 
Argument calendar ....................................................... 27.1, 27.2
 
Authority to reject filings ........................................... 1.1
 
Costs, itemization in mandate .................................... 43.6
 
Custody of records and papers................................... 1.2
 
Diagrams, custody and disposition ............................ 32
 
Exhibits, custody and disposition .............................. 32
 
Fees as taxable items ................................................... 43.3
 
Fees, table of.................................................................. 38
 
Filing documents with ................................................. 29.1, 29.2
 
Hearing lists, preparation of....................................... 27.2
 
In forma pauperis proceedings, docketing ............. 39.4
 
Lodgings ......................................................................... 32.3
 
Models, custody and disposition ................................. 32
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Rule 
CLERK—Continued
 

Noncompliance with Rules, return of papers .......... 14.5, 18.13
 
Office hours..................................................................... 1.3
 
Opinions of Court, disposition of................................ 41
 
Orders of dismissal ....................................................... 46.1, 46.2
 
Original records, when returned................................ 1.2
 
Record, request for ....................................................... 12.7, 18.11, 18.12
 
Records and documents, maintenance of.................. 1.2
 

COMPUTATION OF TIME 
Method............................................................................. 30.1
 

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF CONGRESSIONAL ACT 
Procedure where United States or federal agency 

or employee not a party........................................... 29.4(b) 

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF STATE STATUTE 
Procedure where State or state agency or em­

ployee not a party..................................................... 29.4(c) 

CORPORATIONS 
Corporate disclosure statement .............................. 14.1(b), 24.1(b), 29.6
 

COSTS—See also Fees
 
Armed forces cases ....................................................... 40.3
 
Certified cases................................................................ 43.4
 
Dismissal of appeal before docketing........................ 18.5
 
Double costs ................................................................... 43.7
 
Frivolous filings............................................................. 42.2
 
Joint appendix................................................................ 26.3
 
Judgment affirmed ........................................................ 43.1
 
Judgment reversed or vacated ................................... 43.2
 
Mandate, itemization in................................................ 43.6
 
Seamen cases.................................................................. 40.2
 
Stays ................................................................................ 23.4
 
Taxable items................................................................. 43.3
 
United States, allowed for or against ....................... 43.5
 
Veterans cases ............................................................... 40.1
 

COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE ARMED FORCES 
Applications arising from ............................................ 22.3 
Documents, preparation requirements...................... 40.3 
Fees and costs on review............................................. 40.3 

COURTS OF APPEALS 
Certified questions........................................................ 19 
Certiorari before judgment......................................... 11 
Considerations governing review on certiorari ...... 10 
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Rule 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT OF 1964 

Appointment of counsel under .................................. 9, 39 
Compensation of counsel for indigent party............ 39.7 

CROSS-APPEALS—See Appeals 

CROSS-PETITIONS FOR CERTIORARI—See 
Certiorari 

DAMAGES 
Frivolous filings............................................................. 42.2 
Stays ................................................................................ 23.4 

DEATH 
Parties ............................................................................. 35.1–35.3 
Public officers................................................................. 35.3 
Revivor of case .............................................................. 35.2 

DELAY 
Stay, damages for delay ............................................... 23.4
 

DIAGRAMS 
Custody of Clerk .......................................................... 32.1 
Removal or other disposition .................................... 32.2 

DISBARMENT AND DISCIPLINE—See Attorneys 

DISMISSAL
 
Agreement of parties ................................................... 46.1
 
Appeals before docketing ............................................ 18.5
 
Death of party ............................................................... 35.1
 
Entry of order................................................................ 46.1
 
Motion by appellee........................................................ 18.6, 46.2
 
Objection to ................................................................... 46.2
 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—See State Courts 

DOCKETING CASES
 
Appeals............................................................................ 18.3
 
Certified questions ....................................................... 19.3
 
Certiorari ....................................................................... 12.3
 
Cross-appeals ................................................................. 18.4
 
Cross-petitions for certiorari ...................................... 12.5
 
Extraordinary writs...................................................... 20.2
 
Fees.................................................................................. 38(a)
 
In forma pauperis proceedings ................................. 39.4
 
Original actions ............................................................. 17.4
 

DOCUMENT PREPARATION 
Certification of compliance with word limits........... 33.1(h) 
Electronic submission................................................... 25.9, 37.3(a) 
Format and general requirements ............................. 33, 34 
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Rule 
EFFECTIVE DATE 

Revised Rules ................................................................ 48
 

EXHIBITS
 
Briefs, reference in ....................................................... 24.5
 
Custody of Clerk ........................................................... 32.1
 
Inclusion in joint appendix.......................................... 26.7
 
Removal or other disposition...................................... 32.2
 

EXTENSION OF TIME
 
Filing briefs on merits ................................................. 25.5
 
Filing jurisdictional statements ................................. 18.3, 30.2, 30.3
 
Filing papers or documents, generally ..................... 30.2–30.4
 
Filing petitions for rehearing ..................................... 30.3, 44.1
 
Filing petitions for writ of certiorari........................ 13.5, 30.2, 30.3
 

EXTRAORDINARY WRITS—See also Habeas Corpus
 
Briefs in opposition
 

—Copies, number to be filed .............................. 20.3(b)
 
—Cover color ........................................................ 33.1(g)(ii)
 
—Page limits.......................................................... 33.2(b)
 
—Time to file ........................................................ 20.3(b)
 
—Word limits ......................................................... 33.1(g)(ii)
 

Considerations governing issuance .......................... 20.1
 
Petitions
 

—Certiorari, common-law writ of...................... 20.6
 
—Contents ............................................................ 20.2
 
—Copies, number to be filed .............................. 20.2
 
—Cover color ........................................................ 33.1(g)(i)
 
—Docketing............................................................ 20.2
 
—Documents, format and general require­

ments ............................................................... 33, 34
 
—Habeas corpus, writ of ..................................... 20.4
 
—Mandamus, writ of ............................................ 20.3
 
—Page limits.......................................................... 33.2(b)
 
—Prohibition, writ of ........................................... 20.3
 
—Service................................................................. 20.2, 29
 
—Word limits ......................................................... 33.1(g)(i)
 

Response to petitions for habeas corpus
 
—Cover color ......................................................... 33.1(g)(ii)
 
—Page limits ........................................................ 33.2(b)
 
—When required .................................................. 20.4(b)
 
—Word limits ......................................................... 33.1(g)(ii)
 

FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE AND 
EVIDENCE 

As guides to procedure in original actions .............. 17.2 
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Rule 
FEES—See also Costs
 

Admission to Bar........................................................... 5.5, 5.6
 
Armed forces cases ....................................................... 40.3
 
Certificate of good standing........................................ 5.6
 
In forma pauperis proceedings ................................. 39.4
 
Seamen cases.................................................................. 40.2
 
Table ................................................................................ 38
 
Taxable items ................................................................ 43.3
 
Veterans cases ............................................................... 40.1
 

HABEAS CORPUS—See also Extraordinary Writs 
Custody of prisoners..................................................... 36 
Documents, format and general requirements........ 33, 34 
Enlargement of prisoner on personal recognizance 36.3, 36.4 
Order respecting custody of prisoners ..................... 36.4 
Petition for writ............................................................. 20.4(a) 
Response to petition .................................................... 20.4(b) 

IN FORMA PAUPERIS PROCEEDINGS
 
Affidavit as to status .................................................... 39.1
 
Briefs, preparation of ................................................... 33.2
 
Counsel
 

—Appointment....................................................... 39.7
 
—Compensation..................................................... 39.7
 
—Travel expenses................................................. 39.6
 

Denial of leave to proceed ........................................... 39.8
 
Docketing........................................................................ 39.4
 
Joint appendix................................................................ 26.3
 
Motions, form of ............................................................ 39.1
 
Responses ...................................................................... 39.5
 
Substantive documents ................................................ 39.2, 39.3
 

INTEREST 
Inclusion in amount of bond on stay pending 

review ......................................................................... 23.4 
Money judgments in civil cases.................................. 42.1 

JOINT APPENDIX
 
Arrangement of contents............................................. 26.5, 26.7
 
Certified cases................................................................ 19.4
 
Contents ......................................................................... 26.1, 26.2
 
Copies, number to be filed........................................... 26.1
 
Cost of printing ............................................................. 26.3, 43.3
 
Cover color ..................................................................... 26.6, 33.1(e)
 
Deferred method ........................................................... 26.4
 
Designating parts of record to be printed ............... 26.2
 
Dispensing with appendix .......................................... 26.8
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Rule 
JOINT APPENDIX—Continued 

Exhibits, inclusion of .................................................... 26.7 
Extraordinary writs...................................................... 20.6 
In forma pauperis proceedings ................................. 26.2 
References in briefs...................................................... 24.1(g), 24.5 
Time to file................................................................... 26.1, 26.4, 26.9, 30.4
 

JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT—See Appeals 

JUSTICES 
Applications to individual Justices
 

—Clerk, filed with ............................................... 22.1
 
—Copies, number to be filed ............................. 22.2
 
—Disposition .......................................................... 22.4, 22.6
 
—Distribution ........................................................ 22.3
 
—Documents, format............................................ 22.2, 33.2
 
—Referral to full Court ...................................... 22.5 
—Renewal ............................................................. 22.4 
—Service................................................................. 22.2 

Extensions of time to file 
—Documents and papers ..................................... 30.2–30.4 
—Jurisdictional statements ............................... 18.3, 30.2, 30.3 
—Petitions for rehearing..................................... 30.3 
—Petitions for writ of certiorari........................ 13.5, 30.2, 30.3 
—Reply briefs on merits .................................... 30.3 

Habeas corpus proceedings ......................................... 36 
Leave to file document in excess of word limits ... 33.1(d) 
Petitions for rehearing................................................. 44.1 
Stays ................................................................................ 22.5, 23
 

LIBRARY 
Persons to whom open ................................................. 2.1 
Removal of books .......................................................... 2.3 
Schedule of hours .......................................................... 2.2 

LODGING 
Non-record material ..................................................... 32.3
 

MANDAMUS—See Extraordinary Writs 

MANDATES 
Costs, inclusion of ......................................................... 43.6
 
Dismissal of cases ........................................................ 46.3
 
Federal-court cases....................................................... 45.3
 
Petition for rehearing, effect of.................................. 45.2
 
State-court cases ........................................................... 45.2
 

MARSHAL 
Announcement of recesses .......................................... 4.3
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Rule 
MARSHAL—Continued 

Bar admission fees, maintenance of fund ................. 5.5, 5.6 
Returned check fees ..................................................... 38(e) 

MODELS 
Custody of Clerk ........................................................... 32.1 
Removal or other disposition...................................... 32.2 

MOTIONS 
Admission to Bar........................................................... 5.3, 21.3 
Affirm appeals .............................................................. 18.6 
Amicus curiae 

—Leave to argue................................................... 28.7 
—Leave to file brief.............................................. 21.2(b), 37.2–37.4 

Argument 
—Additional time .................................................. 28.3 
—Consolidated ...................................................... 27.3 
—Divided ................................................................ 28.4 
—Pro hac vice ....................................................... 6.3 

Briefs 
—Abridgment of time to file ............................. 25.5 
—Leave to exceed word limits........................... 33.1(d) 

Certified questions........................................................ 19.2 
Clerk, filed with ........................................................... 29.1, 29.2 
Contents .......................................................................... 21 
Dismissal of cases 

—Appeals................................................................ 18.6, 21.2(b)
 
—Death of party .................................................. 35.1
 
—Docket and dismiss .......................................... 18.5
 
—Mootness ............................................................. 21.2(b)
 
—On request of petitioner or appellant ........... 46.2
 
—Voluntary dismissal........................................... 46.1
 

Documents, format and general requirements ....... 21.2(b), (c), 33, 34
 
In forma pauperis proceedings ................................ 39.1, 39.2 
Joint appendix 

—Dispensed with ................................................. 26.8 
—Record, excused from printing....................... 26.2 

Oral argument, when permitted ............................... 21.3 
Original actions ............................................................ 17.2, 17.3, 21.2(a) 
Party, substitution of.................................................... 35.1, 35.3 
Responses, form and time of ..................................... 21.4 
Service ........................................................................... 21.3, 29.3–29.5 
Stays ................................................................................ 23 
Veteran, leave to proceed as ...................................... 40.1 
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Rule 
NONCOMPLIANCE WITH RULES—See Rules 

NOTICE 
Appeals 

—Docketing of ....................................................... 18.3 
—Filing with district court................................. 18.1 

Certiorari, filing of petition for writ ......................... 12.3 
Cross-petition for certiorari, docketing of .............. 12.5 
Disposition of petition for writ of certiorari............ 16 
Service............................................................................. 29.3–29.5 

OPINIONS 
Publication in United States Reports by Reporter 

of Decisions................................................................. 41
 
Slip form ........................................................................ 41
 
When released ............................................................... 41
 

ORAL ARGUMENT—See Argument 

ORIGINAL ACTIONS 
Amicus briefs ................................................................. 37.2(a)
 
Briefs in opposition to motions for leave to file
 

—Copies, number to be filed ............................. 17.5
 
—Cover color ......................................................... 33.1(g)(ii)
 
—Service ............................................................... 17.5
 
—Time to file ......................................................... 17.5
 

Distribution of documents to Court ......................... 17.5
 
Docketing........................................................................ 17.4
 
Documents, format and general requirements ....... 33, 34
 
Fee .................................................................................. 17.4, 38(a)
 
Initial pleadings
 

—Briefs in support of motions for leave to file 17.3
 
—Clerk, filed with................................................. 17.4
 
—Copies, number to be filed .............................. 17.3
 
—Cover color ......................................................... 33.1(g)(i)
 
—Leave to file ...................................................... 17.3
 
—Motions for leave to file ................................... 17.3
 
—Service ............................................................... 17.3
 
—Word limits ........................................................ 33.1(g)(i)
 

Jurisdiction .................................................................... 17.1
 
Pleadings and motions, form of ................................. 17.2
 
Process against State, service of .............................. 17.7
 
Reply briefs ................................................................... 17.5
 
Summons ....................................................................... 17.6
 

PARENT CORPORATIONS—See Corporations 

pub-unit
Sticky Note
None set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by pub-unit

pub-unit
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by pub-unit



1238 RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT 

Rule 
PARTIES 

Appeals............................................................................ 18.2 
Certiorari ........................................................................ 12.4, 12.6 
Death, effect of .............................................................. 35.1–35.3 
Listing, when required 

—Briefs on merits................................................. 24.1(b)
 
—Petitions for writ of certiorari ...................... 14.1(b) 

Public officers 
—Description of ................................................... 35.4
 
—Effect of death or resignation ....................... 35.3
 

POSTPONING CONSIDERATION OF 
JURISDICTION—See Appeals 

PROCESS—See also Service 
Dismissal of cases.......................................................... 46.3
 
Form ............................................................................... 45.1
 
Original actions ............................................................. 17.7
 

PROHIBITION—See Extraordinary Writs 

PROOF OF SERVICE—See Service 

PUBLIC OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES 
Costs allowed against................................................... 43.5
 
Description of................................................................. 35.4
 
Service on ....................................................................... 29.4
 
Substitution of ............................................................... 35.3
 

PUERTO RICO—See State Courts 

QUORUM 
Absence, effect of .......................................................... 4.2
 
Number to constitute .................................................. 4.2
 

RECESS—See Sessions of Court 

RECORDS 
Certification and transmission 

—Appeals .............................................................. 18.11, 18.12
 
—Certified questions............................................ 19.4
 
—Certiorari............................................................ 12.7 

Diagrams......................................................................... 32 
Exhibits........................................................................... 26.7, 32 
Joint appendix 

—Costs, effect on allocation of ........................... 26.3
 
—Inclusion of designated record ....... 26.1–26.3, 26.4(b), 26.5, 26.8 

Models ............................................................................ 32 
Original documents 

—On certiorari ..................................................... 12.7
 
—Return to lower courts ................................... 1.2
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Rule 
RECORDS—Continued 

Original record, argument on .................................... 26.8 
References 

—Briefs on merits................................................. 24.5 
—Petitions for writ of certiorari........................ 14.1(g)(i) 

Translation of foreign language material ................. 31 

REHEARING 
Amicus curiae briefs .................................................. 37.3(a) 
Certificate of counsel .................................................... 44.1, 44.2 
Consecutive petitions .................................................. 44.4 
Judgment or decision on merits ................................ 44.1 
Mandate, stay of ........................................................... 45.2 
Oral argument .............................................................. 44.1, 44.2 
Order denying petition for writ of certiorari or 

extraordinary writ .................................................... 44.2 
Petitions 

—Contents.............................................................. 44.1, 44.2 
—Copies, number to be filed ............................. 44.1, 44.2 
—Cover color ......................................................... 33.1(g)(xiii) 
—Deficiency, effect of ........................................... 44.6 
—Documents, format and general specifica­

tions ................................................................ 33, 34 
—Fee........................................................................ 38(b) 
—Page limits.......................................................... 33.2(b)
 
—Service................................................................. 44.1, 44.2
 
—Time to file....................................................... 30.3, 44.1, 44.2, 44.4
 
—Word limits ........................................................ 33.1(g)(xiii)
 

Responses to petitions ................................................ 44.3
 

REPORTER OF DECISIONS 
Publication of Court’s opinions................................... 41
 

REVIVOR 
Revivor of cases ............................................................ 35.1–35.3
 

RULES 
Effective date................................................................. 48
 
Effect of noncompliance ............................................... 14.5, 18.13
 
Transition policy............................................................ 48.3
 

SEAMEN 
Suits by ........................................................................... 40.2
 

SERVICE 
Procedure 

—Commercial carrier ........................................... 29.3 
—Copies, number to be served .......................... 29.3 
—Electronic .......................................................... 25.9, 37.3(a) 
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Rule 
SERVICE—Continued 

—Federal agency, officer, or employee ............. 29.4(a) 
—Governor and State Attorney General in 

original actions .............................................. 17.3 
—Mail ..................................................................... 29.3 
—Personal service................................................. 29.3 
—Solicitor General where constitutionality of 

congressional act in issue ............................ 29.4(b)
 
—Solicitor General where United States or 

federal agency, officer, or employee is 
party ................................................................ 29.4(a) 

—State Attorney General where constitution­
ality of state statute in issue ...................... 29.4(c)
 

Proof of service, form ................................................. 29.5
 
When required
 

—Amicus curiae briefs and motions ................ 37.5
 
—Appeals ........................................................... 18.1–18.5, 18.8, 18.10
 
—Applications to individual Justices ............... 22.2, 22.4
 
—Briefs on merits ............................................... 25.8
 
—Certiorari, petitions for writ of...................... 12.3, 12.5, 12.6
 
—Dismissal of cases ............................................ 46.2(a)
 
—Extension of time, applications for ............... 30.3, 30.4
 
—Extraordinary writs.......................................... 20.2, 20.3(b)
 
—In forma pauperis proceedings .................... 39.4
 
—Joint appendix ................................................... 26.1–26.4
 
—Motions, in general .......................................... 21.3
 
—Original actions ................................................. 17.3, 17.5–17.7
 
—Pro hac vice, motions to argue ...................... 6.3
 
—Rehearing ........................................................... 44.1, 44.2
 
—Reply briefs ....................................................... 15.6
 
—Supplemental briefs.......................................... 15.8
 

SESSIONS OF COURT 
Hours of open sessions ................................................. 4.1
 
Opening of Term ........................................................... 4.1
 
Recesses .......................................................................... 4.3
 

SOLICITOR GENERAL 
Amicus curiae brief for United States ................... 37.4
 
Documents, cover color ................................................ 33.1(e)
 
Service on
 

—When constitutionality of congressional act 
in issue............................................................. 29.4(b) 

—When United States or federal office, 
agency, officer, or employee is party ......... 29.4(a) 
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Rule 
STATE COURTS
 

Certiorari to review judgments of ............................ 10
 
District of Columbia Court of Appeals..................... 47
 
Habeas corpus, exhaustion of remedies .................. 20.4(a)
 
Mandate, issuance of..................................................... 45.2
 
Puerto Rico Supreme Court ...................................... 47
 

STAYS 
Bond, supersedeas......................................................... 23.4 
Considerations governing application ....................... 23.3 
Judgment, enforcement of ........................................... 23.2 
Justices 

—Authority to grant ............................................ 23.1 
—Presentation to individual Justices................ 22.1 
—Referral to Court .............................................. 22.5 

Mandate 
—Pending rehearing............................................. 45.2 
—Pending review.................................................. 23.4 

STIPULATIONS 
Dismissal of appeal by parties.................................... 18.5 
Mandate, issuance of..................................................... 45.2 

SUBSTITUTIONS 
Counsel ............................................................................ 9.2 
Parties ............................................................................. 35.1, 35.3 
Public officers ............................................................... 35.3 
Successor custodians, habeas corpus proceedings .. 36.2 

SUMMONS 
Form of process ............................................................. 45.1 
Service in original action............................................. 17.6 

SUPERSEDEAS BONDS 
Application to stay enforcement of judgment......... 23.4
 

TERM 
Call of cases for argument .......................................... 27 
Cases pending on docket at end of Term ................. 3 
Commencement of......................................................... 3 

TIME REQUIREMENTS 
Computation of time..................................................... 30.1 
Documents filed with Clerk ....................................... 29.2 
Oral argument .............................................................. 28.3 
Substitution of parties ................................................ 35.1 
Time to file  

—Amicus curiae briefs ...................................... 37.2, 37.3 
—Appeals................................................................ 18.1 
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Rule 
TIME REQUIREMENTS—Continued
 

—Briefs on merits................................................. 25.1–25.6, 30.3
 
—Certified questions, briefs on merits............. 19.5
 
—Certiorari, petitions for writ of...................... 13, 30.2, 30.3
 
—Jurisdictional statements ................................ 18.3, 30.2, 30.3
 
—Motions to dismiss or to affirm appeal ......... 18.6
 
—Rehearing, petitions for................................. 30.3, 44.1, 44.2, 44.4
 
—Requests for divided argument .................... 28.4
 
—Responses to motions ....................................... 21.4
 
—Word limits, application to exceed................. 33.1(d)
 

TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD—See also Records 
Cost .................................................................................. 43.3
 

TRANSLATIONS 
Foreign-language material in record ....................... 31
 

UNITED STATES 
Amicus curiae ............................................................... 37.4 
Briefs, cover color ......................................................... 33.1(e) 
Costs allowed for or against ...................................... 43.5 
Service 

—On federal agency, officer, or employee ........ 29.4(a) 
—On Solicitor General ......................................... 29.4(a), (b) 

UNITED STATES REPORTS 
Publication of Court’s opinions................................... 41
 

VETERANS 
Suits by .......................................................................... 40.1
 

WAIVER 
Brief in opposition, right to file ................................ 15.5 
Costs allowed for or against United States ............ 43.5 
Motion to dismiss appeal or affirm, right to file ..... 18.7 

WRITS 
  
Certiorari ........................................................................ 10–16
 
Common-law certiorari ................................................ 20.6
 
Extraordinary ................................................................ 20
 
Habeas corpus................................................................ 20.4
 
Mandamus....................................................................... 20.3
 
Prohibition ...................................................................... 20.3
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I N D E X  

ADEQUATE STATE GROUNDS DOCTRINE. See Habeas Corpus, 1.
 

ALABAMA. See Habeas Corpus, 8.
 

APPEALABILITY OF DISCLOSURE ORDERS. See Jurisdiction.
 

ARBITRATION. See Railway Labor Act.
 

ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL. See Habeas Corpus, 5, 6, 7, 8.
 

ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. See Jurisdiction.
 

BAILIFF’S MISCONDUCT AT TRIAL. See Habeas Corpus, 2.
 

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM ACT OF 2002. See Constitu­

tional Law, II. 

BROADCAST OF FEDERAL TRIALS. See Stays. 

CALIFORNIA. See Stays. 

CAMPAIGN SPENDING. See Constitutional Law, II. 

CAPITAL MURDER. See Habeas Corpus, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

CASES AND CONTROVERSIES. See Constitutional Law, I. 

COLLATERAL-ORDER DOCTRINE. See Jurisdiction. 

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. 

I. Cases and Controversies. 
Mootness—Effect of underlying state-court cases on federal case.— 

Where respondents filed a federal civil rights action—claiming that Illi­
nois’ failure to provide a speedy hearing under a state law permitting 
warrantless seizure of personal property used to facilitate a drug crime 
violated Due Process Clause—and parties resolved underlying property 
disputes in their respective state-court cases, federal case is moot. Al­
varez v. Smith, p. 87. 

II. Freedom of Speech. 
Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002—Restrictions on corporate 

independent expenditures—Disclaimer and notice requirements.—Title 2 
U. S. C. § 441b’s restrictions on corporate independent expenditures for 

1243 
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1244 INDEX 

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 
speech that is an “electioneering communication” or for speech expressly 
advocating a candidate’s election or defeat violate First Amendment, but 
BCRA’s disclaimer and disclosure requirements are valid as applied in this 
case. Citizens United v. Federal Election Comm’n, p. 310. 

III. Right to Public Trial. 
Jury selection—Closed voir dire proceedings.—Sixth Amendment right 

to a public trial extends to voir dire of prospective jurors; when a party 
seeking to close proceeding advances an overriding interest, trial court is 
required to consider alternatives to closure even when they are not offered 
by opposing party. Presley v. Georgia, p. 209. 

CORPORATE EXPENDITURES ON POLITICAL SPEECH. See Con­

stitutional Law, II. 

CRIMINAL LAW. See Constitutional Law, III. 

DEATH PENALTY. See Habeas Corpus, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7. 

DISCLOSURE ORDERS. See Jurisdiction. 

DISCOVERY ORDERS. See Jurisdiction. 

DNA EVIDENCE. See Habeas Corpus, 9. 

DUE PROCESS. See Constitutional Law, I. 

EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL. See Habeas Corpus, 3, 
5, 6, 7, 8. 

ELECTIONEERING COMMUNICATION. See Constitutional Law, II. 

ELECTRICITY RATE SETTING. See Federal Power Act. 

EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Railway Labor Act. 

ENERGY CONTRACTS. See Federal Power Act. 

EVIDENCE OF GUILT. See Habeas Corpus, 9. 

FEDERAL POWER ACT. 
Electricity rate setting—Mobile-Sierra doctrine—Wholesale-energy 

contract.—Presumption mandated by Mobile-Sierra doctrine—which re­
quires Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to presume that an elec­
tricity rate set by a freely negotiated wholesale-energy contract meets 
FPA’s “just and reasonable” requirement, 16 U. S. C. § 7824d(a), unless 
FERC concludes that contract seriously harms public interest—does not 
depend on identity of complainant seeking FERC investigation and is not 
limited to rate challenges brought by contracting parties, but applies, as 
well, to challenges initiated by noncontracting parties. NRG Power Mar­
keting, LLC v. Maine Pub. Util. Comm’n, p. 165. 
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INDEX 1245 

FIRST AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II. 

FLORIDA. See Habeas Corpus, 7. 

FORFEITURE OF PROPERTY. See Constitutional Law, I. 

FOURTH AMENDMENT. See Habeas Corpus, 10. 

FREEDOM OF SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, II. 

HABEAS CORPUS. 

1. Adequate and independent state-law grounds for judgment—Discre­
tionary procedural rule.—A state procedural rule is not automatically 
“inadequate” under adequate state grounds doctrine—and therefore unen­
forceable on federal habeas corpus review—because that state rule is dis­
cretionary rather than mandatory. Beard v. Kindler, p. 53. 

2. Capital murder—Misconduct by trial officials—Discovery and evi­
dentiary hearing.—This capital case is remanded for Eleventh Circuit to 
determine, in light of Cone v. Bell, 556 U. S. 449, whether petitioner’s alle­
gations of judge, jury, and bailiff misconduct warrant discovery and an 
evidentiary hearing. Wellons v. Hall, p. 220. 

3. Capital murder—Mitigation evidence—Ineffective assistance of 
counsel.—Because Ohio state-court decisions denying Spisak’s challenge 
to his mitigation instruction and his ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claim 
were not “contrary to, or . . .  an  unreasonable application of, clearly estab­
lished Federal law,” 28 U. S. C. § 2254(d)(1), Sixth Circuit erred in accept­
ing them and ordering habeas relief. Smith v. Spisak, p. 139. 

4. Capital murder—Sentencing phase—Disposal of unresolved 
claims.—Where District Court granted Corcoran habeas relief based on a 
Sixth Amendment violation and thus did not address his other challenges 
to his death sentence, Seventh Circuit erred when, in reversing Sixth 
Amendment ruling, it disposed of unresolved claims without explanation 
rather than permitting District Court to consider them on remand or ex­
plaining why such consideration was unnecessary. Corcoran v. Levenha­
gen, p. 1. 

5. Capital murder—Sentencing phase—Ineffective assistance of coun­
sel.—Because respondent’s attorneys met constitutional minimum of 
competence under correct standard, Sixth Circuit erred in granting habeas 
relief based on ground that respondent had not received effective assist­
ance of counsel during his capital murder trial’s sentencing phase. Bobby 
v. Van Hook, p. 4. 

6. Capital murder—Sentencing phase—Ineffective assistance of coun­
sel.—Even if performance of Belmontes’ attorney during sentencing phase 
of his capital murder trial was deficient, he cannot establish prejudice 
sufficient to show that counsel’s assistance was constitutionally ineffective 
under Strickland v. Washington, 466 U. S. 668. Wong v. Belmontes, p. 15. 
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HABEAS CORPUS—Continued. 

7. Capital murder—Sentencing phase—Ineffective assistance of coun­
sel.—It was objectively unreasonable under Strickland v. Washington, 466 
U. S. 668, for Florida Supreme Court and Eleventh Circuit to conclude 
that there was no reasonable probability that Porter’s death sentence 
would have been different if sentencing judge and jury at his state-court 
murder trial had heard significant mitigation evidence that his counsel had 
failed to discover or present. Porter v. McCollum, p. 30. 

8. Capital murder—Sentencing phase—Ineffective assistance of coun­
sel.—Unreasonable determination of facts.—For purposes of 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2254(d)(2), an Alabama court’s conclusion, during postconviction proceed­
ings, that petitioner’s counsel made a strategic decision not to pursue or 
present evidence of his mental deficiencies during his trial’s penalty phase 
was not an unreasonable determination of facts in light of evidence pre­
sented in state-court proceedings. Wood v. Allen, p. 290. 

9. Evidence of guilt—Support for jury’s verdict.—Because trial record 
includes convincing DNA and other evidence of respondent’s guilt, lower 
federal courts clearly misapplied Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U. S. 307, by 
granting habeas relief based on a report prepared by respondent’s DNA 
expert over 11 years after trial that called into question some trial testi­
mony of State’s DNA expert. McDaniel v. Brown, p. 120. 

10. Searches and seizures—Warrantless entry.—Michigan Court of 
Appeals’ decision affirming suppression of evidence on ground that an of­
ficer’s warrantless entry into respondent’s house violated Fourth Amend­
ment is contrary to this Court’s case law, particularly Brigham City v. 
Stuart, 547 U. S. 398. Michigan v. Fisher, p. 45. 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION REFORM AND IMMIGRANT RESPONSI­

BILITY ACT OF 1996. See Immigration and Nationality Act. 

ILLINOIS. See Constitutional Law, I. 

IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT. 

Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996—Review of Attorney General’s determinations.—Title  8  U. S. C.  
§ 1252(a)(2)(B)’s proscription of judicial review of certain immigration deci­
sions applies only to Attorney General determinations made discretionary 
by statute, not to determinations declared discretionary by Attorney Gen­
eral himself through regulation. Kucana v. Holder, p. 233. 

INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL. See Habeas Corpus, 
3, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

JUDGE’S MISCONDUCT AT TRIAL. See Habeas Corpus, 2. 
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INDEX 1247 

JURISDICTION. See also Railway Labor Act. 
Federal Courts of Appeals—Collateral-order doctrine—Disclosure 

orders implicating attorney-client privilege.—Disclosure orders adverse 
to attorney-client privilege do not qualify for immediate appeal under 
collateral-order doctrine. Mohawk Industries, Inc. v. Carpenter, p. 100. 

JURY MISCONDUCT AT TRIAL. See Habeas Corpus, 2.
 

JURY SELECTION. See Constitutional Law, III.
 

LOCAL FEDERAL COURT RULES. See Stays.
 

MICHIGAN. See Habeas Corpus, 10.
 

MISCONDUCT BY TRIAL OFFICIALS. See Habeas Corpus, 2.
 

MITIGATION EVIDENCE. See Habeas Corpus, 3, 7, 8.
 

MOBILE-SIERRA DOCTRINE. See Federal Power Act.
 

MOOTNESS. See Constitutional Law, I.
 

NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD. See Railway
 
Labor Act. 

NORTH CAROLINA. See Suits Between States. 

OHIO. See Habeas Corpus, 3. 

POLITICAL SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, II. 

POWER RATE SETTING. See Federal Power Act. 

PROPERTY FORFEITURE. See Constitutional Law, I. 

PROSPECTIVE JURORS. See Constitutional Law, III. 

PUBLIC BROADCAST OF FEDERAL TRIALS. See Stays. 

PUBLIC TRIALS. See Constitutional Law, III. 

RAILWAY LABOR ACT. 

Labor dispute arbitration—National Railroad Adjustment Board ju­
risdiction.—By refusing to adjudicate railroad employees’ grievances on 
false premise that it lacked “jurisdiction” to hear them, a National Rail­
road Adjustment Board panel failed “to conform, or confine itself, to mat­
ters [Congress placed] within the scope of [NRAB] jurisdiction,” 45 
U. S. C. § 153 First (q). Union Pacific R. Co. v. Locomotive Engineers, 
p. 67.
 

RIGHT TO PUBLIC TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, III.
 

RIVERS. See Suits Between States.
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1248 INDEX 

SAME-SEX MARRIAGE. See Stays.
 

SEARCHES AND SEIZURES. See Habeas Corpus, 10.
 

SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, III; Habeas Corpus,
 
4, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

SOUTH CAROLINA. See Suits Between States. 

STATE GROUNDS DOCTRINE. See Habeas Corpus, 1. 

STAYS. 
Public broadcast of federal trials—Amending Local Rules.—Because 

it appears that courts below did not follow appropriate procedures set 
forth in federal law before amending their Rules to allow public broadcast­
ing of federal trials, broadcast of instant case—a challenge to a California 
proposition that overturned a State Supreme Court ruling permitting 
same-sex marriage—is stayed pending filing, and disposition, of a certio­
rari and/or mandamus petition. Hollingsworth v. Perry, p. 183. 

SUITS BETWEEN STATES. 
Equitable distribution of river waters—Intervention.—In South Caro­

lina’s original action seeking an equitable apportionment with North Caro­
lina of Catawba River’s waters, Catawba River Water Supply Project and 
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC, have satisfied appropriate standard for in­
tervention as parties, see New Jersey v. New York, 345 U. S. 369, 373, but 
city of Charlotte, N. C., has not. South Carolina v. North Carolina, p. 256. 

SUPPRESSION OF EVIDENCE. See Habeas Corpus, 10. 

SUPREME COURT. 
Rules of the Supreme Court, p. 1161. 

TRIAL OFFICIALS’ MISCONDUCT. See Habeas Corpus, 2. 

VOIR DIRE. See Constitutional Law, III. 

WARRANTLESS SEARCHES. See Habeas Corpus, 10. 

WHOLESALE-ENERGY CONTRACTS. See Federal Power Act. 
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